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USElMISUSEOF THE BURRA CHAR.TER 

Dr Hilary Du Cr，峙， member of the Australia ICOMOS (Interna伽nal Council on Monuments and Slt的*

~~ !nfust~alia rC~MOS member l'esident in Hong Kong, 1 was recently asked to respond to the Ho~g Kong 
SAR Development Bureau's answerωaGoveml1J旦且J-lill巳哩ç~!1.QrQ_I!P_~坦坦垣n regàrding the G~v~~~ent 
HilI project that was sent ω overseas and local heritage organizations including Forum UNESCO. 甘油】旭eDEVB
r附e臼sp仰ons叫n伽d螂eωst伽h加em削o∞nofth叫u滔肺s
particular, the fbliowing will OUdine my coneems regMdingae waythe profbSSionalpm曲SS of conservation 
planning fortheheritage place wasmanaged, arIdtheway in whichd1B Burra-charterhas been quoted atwhat 
appears to be the final s包ges of that process by the DEVB in relation to Govemment HiII 's ÌJ1tended 
redevelopment. 

~~~t of.all, it should be remembered that the Burra Charter's full n制e is The Burra Charter. 1he Australia 
!CÇJMOS Charter for Places ofCultul'al Si，伊!ficance， 1999. It di臨的 ftom earliel' conservation charters by 
being 叩ntred on assessment of a heritage pÍaèe海 cultura1 signiflcance tirst and foremost. From this ass~ss~ent， 
the heritage p)ace法∞nservation planning and management decisions can then be traced. 的 stated in the Charter, 
. it should be understood that: 

The Charter should be read as a whoJe. Many articles are in能rdependent. Articles in the Conservation 
p由lciples section are often further developed in the Consel"iatíoo pr凹esses and Conservation Practice 
sections. 

Althou掛 it has been used extensively in Hong Kong for years, (for instance. in the Ohel Leah Syn唔唔ue
project)! the Charter and its guidelinës for cultural sfgnificancè àssessment and undertaking studies and rep011s 
~re;r~~ly used in a way thaÚully exploits its best prãctice principles, tnainly because Hong Kong lacks the 
legislation and policyωsupport that. 

T~un~e，!ake !h_e study ofthe heritage place, 1 understand that the Antiquities and Monuments_ 0前閱 (AMO)
commissioned Purcell MiUer Trittoñ LÏ.,P. a" British firm of conservatioñ architects with an office in Hong Kong, 
叫e~e eng~ged. The study 'Hisωrical and Architectural Appraisal ofthe Centr官1 Govemment 0俑ces' wà.s mainly 
authored by architect, Miçhael Morrison, and was compiê包d in September 2009. 

~owhere ln this reportor the official briefforthe study is 81)Y mentioD made ofthe use ofany key 
international eomerva髓。n charters . Burra, Venlce or 'Chiná"Principles . În r'曙ards to the conSel1'atioD 
~rl~ciples ùsed to conduct tbe study. AIso, it is di甜cult to assess if a significance assessment based ap~roach， 
similar to that ofthe Blirra Cha此:er， was 間ed at all, àS the only mentiol1 of terms of reference comes brietly at 
the beginning ofChapter 1: 

!~e brieffor'this report states that the “objective ofthe project is to condUCl a thorough appraisaJ of~he 
hlstorlcfll and archïtectural value ofthe Central Government Offices Comp帥"

T~is is .largely because the AMO (overseen by 1he Antiquities Advisory Boa吋) implements the definition of 
cultural signiticance in theAnt勾械制 andMonuments Ordinance, 1976, which only looks at buildings in tenns 
ofthei_r historical or architecturãl value (a position now considered outdated by internationaJ best practices for 
assessing cultural or heritage significance). 

For the record: Article 1.2 ofthe Burra Charter holds as its de罰nition of cultural si伊ificance:

Cultura1 si卸品出TlCCmeans aesthetic, histor峙， scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or fu:帥
generations. 

Cultural signíficance ís embodíed in the pja，何 itself， íts fabn'c, settilliJ use, associations, meaJ1ings, records, reJated 
p.laa岱呱 rolated objecJ怨.

Places may have a range of values for different individuals or groups. 
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Accordingly, iftheBurrachaster was used from the beginningoftheprtdeck amuch broader defInition of 
cultural significance would have been us甜 and then asSessed by a multl~diseiplinary team of herl~ge 
profes.siooaJs notjust a 街m of architects on their own. there should have beeñ a consideration of visual impacts 
OIItheFsthetic sigIiEcanee by a lmdS開.pearchit前已 historical and social significance by a public hisωrian 
(imltlang consuitatiori with hedtage societies and community stakeholdens),and ascientiac assessmentofthe 
archaeologcal-potentialofthe hedtage place by an amhasologistworkingclosely widlthe historian.Hence,a 
lot ofinsbmatlon is missing and the2∞9repo的 ass的sment of cultura.1 significance s的ms incomplete and 
ul1substantial by Burra Charter standards of practice: 

一'、.b 

Overa日· the Bu~ Charter requires that a certain process be followed after the assessment of cu1tu叫
signiRcaI1cea吋 a range of options be prese鵬d for public consultation before a m吋or intervention叫le fabric 
ofthe heri切g: place is undertaken (i.e. demolition and new ëonstrucnon being considered). This process is 
outlined in agowchan on pagem ofthe Chartetwhen the process ind1eEOWCMrt iscomparedwith tha 
under施k白色r the Govemment HilI project. there seems to be"a numberofst句s missing. particularly in 叫ation
ωidentifying options other 仕1an devëlopment for a comprehensive ,conservatiõn policy. _ The Charter ~so has 
an ovemilphilosophy oftaking a cautious approachωinterventions to the heritage place's fabric as this can 
a能c: its .~~Itul'al values. As such. 1 have p~.:sonally found it bizarre that the DEVS 愉 used the Burra Charter 
tode伽d the current redevelopment propo~a1. The C~l首truction of a 32.啪rey high.rise office block is not a 
~allti~us approach or should be considerèd as the natural result of using the Burra Char胎r for undertaking a 
"good ∞nservation p叫的丸，. as the DEVB says it has 也，nè in its respoñse. Instead. 1 have found that the Charter 
has NOT been used from tlÍe s胸前 and the single option given to the pub1ic is just another fairly typical examp~e 
of a Hong Kong podium office building with ~~ ~i~~~;~e ~--th~ ;ite~;culωral signi釘cance in its design or s個le.

Once agai.n.. if_ a f1,l1l assessment of culturlll significance had been undertaken in 鉤的， and studies ofpossible 
~euses and their imp部:ts ∞nducted as part o{fonnulating a comprehensive conservation policy in line w~th , the 
BurraCha的~r process, DEVB would not have to offer any de伽se. Partof也e problem is the lack of inclusion of 
the Bu"祖 Ch~er in the original brief伽the appraisal stu你 p~;sibïybe~~~s~ ~fHong Kong's inad叫u鵬
le寧islation and the general Ìáck of will to do more than the minimum: If ALL heritage professìonals (public or 
pri~ate s~tor) in Hong Kong or elsewhere only did the minimum that is l'equired. no doubt all sign閻明nt
heritage places wOuld be goñet 

There伽'e. 1 personally resent the use ofthe Burra Charter in this instance to cover-up the underlying problems 
with 由is prl吋ect in terms ofthe n紋的w assessment of culturaI sigruficance and the lack of best practice 
~onserv~tion planning processes. 1 wo泌的k that no one should pretend that the current redevelopment propo阻l
h的 muchωdo wíth the Burra Charter. 
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"'Between 1997-8 before arriving in Hong Kong, 1 w的 on the National Executive of Australia ICOMOS. During that time, 1 
~a~ .al~o pa~ o_f' the working group that revlsed-the Burra Cα臼ha削E吋te釘rf伽b切切re翎nd，伽or悶sem叮me峙削e缸t
i川ns討id也e knowledge of how t也heCα:hart包erha絡sb串臼串:n use“d in thepaω8t and Article 5.2 w嘲a揭sg到iven an explanatory not“etω.opr悶'even帥t 
being cherry.picked In the way It has been by DEVB i~ thÎs instance. Obviously, th~y did not b~Íher tó read it. 


