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泣如此t;:JLMMplease Mm int肌e抓咖rim 揖s駒叫e
the Government Hi削11 C~mcem Group. 
Please note that the GHCG is fonned by vario凶 NGOs， pro侮ssionals and concerned 
individuals who wouidlikeMmake presentations 個 tli~ AAB in a public hearing. 

Regards, 
Katty Law 
Co-convener 
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Assessment Report on the Government's Proposal 
for the redevelopment of Government Hill in Central 
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1.1 In September 20 J 0 the Government commenced a public consultation on the fuωre ofthe 
Central Govemment Offic，自 Complex on Govenunent Hill in Central. Açcording to Ule govenunent, 
this scheme is one of the eight pr<司ects under the “Conserving Cqltral" initiative announced in the 
2009/10 Policy Address. All existing offices in the Complex will be relocated to the new Central 
Govemment 'Complex at Tamar by erid-201 l. In 2009 the Govemment ∞m:missioned an 
Architectural and Heritage Ass樹sment Report (A&H Report) ftom Purcell, MiIler Tritton, a British 
based consultant he討tage building consultant.. In 曲e Conclu路蹋s割ions and Re前cω:ommeri吋dat副，tions姆s in 
s缸ecω叫tio呱n 50ft，曲heir Report the consultant st組a~街削e吋dw叫it由h r，間'eg缸dtω00臼en1

“
.tr悶叫al Govemment Ofti臨ices that 

buildings a帥r拇e of B: higl拉1 architectural quality and are exemplars of th~ beginning of modem office 
design in Hong Kong and of 1950s architecture generally. He opined, however, that “The more 
functionalist Wing is the least good piece of architectural design out of the ~ee." In consideration 
of the Report, Govemment proposed to preserve the Main and East Wings, and to demolish the 
West Wing, which, as indicated, w:個 deemed by the consultant to be of lower historical significance 
and architectural merit, and make way for public open space and commercial development. 

1. 

1.2 On detailed examination, it is discovered that the scheme not only envisages the 
construction "of a 32-storey high-rise office block, but also a S-storey underground shopping 
complex and' c訂 park (with roof garden over) which will cover a large site 訂'ea equivalentω 
approximately half of the site of the CGO Complex. 'This project, pu叩ortedly one of the original 
eight “conservation initiatives", is in reality a de-facto “redevelopment initiative" on , Government 
Hill. 

Heritage Value 

2.1 There is no doubt that the government has acknowledged Government Hill to be a historic site, 
which explained why it commissioned Purcell MiIler Triton ωprepare 曲e Report. On page 135 of 
the Report, it is madè clear that “tbe site itself is arguably of higher significance than the buildings. 
This has been the Seat of Government since the foundation of Hong Kong as an independent 
colony" and "the potential significance of the site is fu叫ler enhanced by the historic sites in the 
wider area. These, sites, taken in conjunction，。能r very interesting opportunities for the 
interpretation of the history ofthe development of Hong Kong." 

2. 

2.2 Article 18 of the “Principles to the Conservation of Historic Sites in China" stated that 
"Conservation m凶t be undertaken in-situ. Only in the face ofuncontrollable natural thr個.tsorwhen
a major development pl'i吋ect of national import翻閱 is undertaken and relocation is the sole m個肘
。f saving elements of a site may they be moved in their historic condition." ln other words, in line 
with intemational best practice unl的s there is a demonstrable overriding public nl開:d， Govenunent 
HiIl should be conserved in-si恥 in a , holistic manner. The govenunent did n叫 provide sufficient 
justification for an overriding public need in its ∞nsultation document.1 

I This is the 伽'St interim report from the Expert Group; We wi11叫icit the views from 也，1' general public, as 
well as the s個ke~olders concemed in the next few wee蝠. and shall publish a lùrther report in J個祖ry 201 1. 
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Arc:hitedural and Technical Merits 

3.1 The technical justification for 血e govemment proposal is largely built upon the 
recommendations of the Architectural & Heritage Assessment Report (A&H Report) conducted by 
Purcell Miller Tritton and commissioned by the- Development Bureau in 2009. On the basis ofthis 
report, government claimec;i that the West Wing should be demolished for commercial development. 
But upon close examination, we find that the A&H Report only suggests “ithe West Wìng may be 
demolislled" (General Conclusions in Chap伽 5) and 可'fany demolilíon is 妙的 considered the 鵬'st
'Wing is Ille most acceptah/e huilding 的 demo/ish." (Para. 5.2.1 of the report), and it is clearly a 
suggestion only with a qualification (that there is unquestionable need for redevelopment). 

3. 

jil 

l-ia 

3.2 , Instead ofreconunending redevelopment, the report has in fact more than once su.臨ested or 
recommended the preservation of all the bui1dings on the site. For example, under Oeneral 
Recornmendations para. 5.1.1, the author urged that “Consideration sllould be given 的 C何!ating a 
'Special Protected Area' 10 acknow/el嗜'e the we/l wooded spaces and low ,.ise bu;ldings i"... the 
CGO site"， 如吋ler stating in Purpo:峙。f the recommendation that: "A ‘砂ecial Protected Area' 
would be a 1001 which could be used 10 protect 11,;s a何'a from ;lrappropr;ate development. ", Again, 
under the suminarized General Conclusions of Chapter S,‘'it ;s mggesled Ihat there m智'htbe acase 
101' making all the /ow r;se and wel/ p/anted al'ea into a 海ecial Prolecled Area' where the 
preszlmp駒11 would be agolmt any sign研:cant I'edevelopmelll work." We take the view that 
Govemment should straight away make the entire area of Government HiIl a ‘Special Protected 
Area' and urge Oovernmentωdo 50. 

3.3 叮le report is the result of a study of the architectural and heritage value of the existing 
buildings, but it h個 rightly pointèd out that the significance ofthe CGO site mayac個ally lie in the 
overall use and setting, as iIlustrated in the general conclusions in Chapter 5, which says “the site 
itself ;s al宮uahly 01 higher s倍niflcance than Ille hllildings. ...{as itJ Iras been IIIe seat 01 
Governnrent since the loundation 01 Hong K011g ω an independent colony." This implies that 
consideration should not be gíven only ωthe heritage value ofthe bui1dings, but also 切 the setting 
and disposition of the existing buildings. 

, 3.4 There is an unexplained conflict in the Consultant's recommendations, cl個rly stating in 
• Oeneral Recommendations on ~ettingl Wider Context item 5州hat “Any new building on the site 

shouJd take the height of the existing CGO as a maximum height九 Thère is a clear conflict 
however, between this 個dp酬graph 7 of the Repo鈍， for ex伽p峙， which states that “Ifthe West 
Wing were demolished and redeveloped the new development sltould generally respect the footprint 
and hçight of the exis曲19 ~uilding. Tl1e exception 怕自.is might be at the west end of the site wl詢問
a higher rise building could perhaps be consideted九 We opine that the consul捌It was very clearly 
concemed 'with the height of any new building on the site and we opine 伽t 個y new building 

, should take the height of the existing CGO as a lßaximum height. 

3.5 The “recommendation" 個 demolish the West Wi曙 is only based on the relative architectural 
and heritage value of 也，e t加'ee buildings on the CGO site. It is doubtful' whether this is aω，rrect 
approach. Given that the conservation of the CGO site is one of the Ei酬 Conserving Central 

. Initiatives, it wouid be fundamental jmd logieal 個 ωmpare the relative architectural and heritage 
value of the West Wing with the other buildings În all the Eight臼'nserving Centrat Initiatives, such 
as the HolJywood Road Married Police Quarte時 and the Central Market which have both been 
decided to be preserved based on heritage va1ue considerations. In fact as stated in the t句。，rt，也e
West Wing (1 959) wasωmpleted only 5 yem after the East Wing (1954), and it r叩'resents aiiother 
variation of the sarne archi泌的Iral style of government buildings bui1t in the same period, it may be 
worth preserving even if it is of a relatively lower archìtectural value among the 伽個 buildings if 
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we consider the heritage value of buildings all over Central (or Hong Kong), rather than onJy those 
within the CGO site alone . 

• 

3.6 Based on the above Qbservations, it would oot be co汀ect to interpret that the report ac他alIy
suggests or recommends demolishing the West. Wing ωmake way for redevelopment. In fact, it 
would be misleading for the gov如unent to take certain analysis of the A&H Report out of context, 
and present its "recommendations" to the public. 

3.7 As stated above the Report sugges怨自at “the site itseif is a曙uably of higller significance 
than the buildings." The Report also goes out of its way to consider ‘appropriate use, for example 
in Chapter 4 relating 個 oew use for existing buildings where it states that conversion of the 
remaining buildings to housing or a hotel, for example “would entirely change the feel 甜d
character 0 f the siωin a way that would seriously compfomise its significance." In paragraph six of 
the Exeçutive Summary, it states, app訂閱.tly with regard to Central and East Wings, but we consider 
to be very relevant also to the site of the current West Wing that I官 would seem ve.可 undesirable to 
have commercial use which demeaned the historic and current 晶nctions of the site." We opine that 
the construction of a shopping centre (albeit with a roof garden) would very much demean the 
historic and cu叮'ent functions of Govemment HiU. We opine that this would si伊ifical\tly impair 
the dignity, amenity and spi討t of Government Hill as a whole, as well as significantly impair the 
topography and sense ofscale of the area. 

3.8 The Report also u咆e昀s in General recommendations item 5.1.2 t血ha刮t
given to adding tb加eC臼en.削lra叫a叫1 and e翱as鈴t Wings of CGO t，怕。 the AMO's list of graded buildings" stating 
in part under Purpose of Recommendation that ‘'The CGO buildings represent an important part of 
the h泌的ry of Hong Kong's governrnent and are in a significant open setting." We urge that all the 
buildings, the Central, East and West Wings of CGO should be given grading by Government. 

Community Benefits 

The government has cited a series of benefits of the proposed redevelopment scheme (i.e. 
demolishing the West Wing to make way for a 32-storey officeωwer and an underground shopping 
arcade and ca中ark) but there has been no attempt to compare the benefits 曲at may have been 
achíeved by other options, such as pr，目erving the West Wing, or replacing it with a low-rise 
building with a smaller foo中dnt. To address this deficiency, the pu叩orted benefits of the proposed 
scheme are examined in detaH beloVlι 

4. 

于

吋 More greenery - other 也ai1 saying that more than 2/3 of the original 輪到 Wing site 叫11 be 
transformed into a public open space, no figures comp缸ative with existing ones have been provided 
to demoristrate that there will be more greenery. Thè more important issue is that .even if we cover 
áll of the new open space with plants, they would be on top of a podium~ which means that the lush 
existing planting on natural soil around the existing buildings will be replaced by planter boxes on 
top of a podium with limited soil depth. :Trees on podia or roof gardens would have on1y v，釘y
limited gro明h potential compared with tr:'個s on natural ground. In f划， after SO ye帥， co­
existence, the tre個 around the W自t Wing have grown to such big sizes and have blended in so 
nicely with the building it!ielf that 曲ey have become integral parts of a whole. 叮le quality of 
gf'臼nery on such a shopping cen個 podium would certainly be much lower than that around the 
existing West Wing. We opine that to have a meaningful garden ar揖 inke句ing with the very high 
amenity of the rest of Government Hill it must be located entìrely on natural ground and not on a 
roof and urge that Govemment ensures that in the event that the 1M臼t Wing is removed 也at such a 
garden on natural ground is provided. 

b) Better pedestrian connectlvity - while the only new pedes肘個 connection with the CBO 
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r.eatur~d _in the r~evelopment scheme .is a proposed footbridge across Queen's Road Central 
through the new officeωW吭 the same footbridge connection can also be provìded with the existing 
West Wing retained. As the A&H Report has revealed, the pedes甘ian connection between the CBO 
and 曲e government hiU, or between Queen 's Road Central and Lower Albert Road, was in fact 
blocked off due 個 the govemment 's erection of steel fences around the CGO site after 1997. Simply 
removing these fences 個d pedestrianizìng the existirig .car-parking areas would enable the public 
from the CBO to access easily through the CGO sìte to the Govemment House, Botanical Garden, 
etc., starting with the gentle climb up Battery Path, which is iri a more appropriate ambience than 
through escalators witbin a sbopping centre.. 

c) Preservinø the beritage preeind - as tbe wordings oftbe cited intent itself explain, the beritage 
precinct of whicb tbe CGO forms a part needsωbe preserved but not altered or removed, and it is 
iIlogical to “demolish" (the West Wing) in order to “preserve" (the heritage precinct). 

d) Compatible building deslgn - the govemment has tried ve可 hard 個 describe the proposed new 
office tower 甜 compatible 叫tb the surrounding development änd that it \Vould be located as far 揖
possible frOm tbe center of tbe CGO site to minimize the impact on the new open space. However, 
tbe existence of a 150m個11 bui1ding on the CGO site is alienating to the low rise nal個問 ofthe
original site. As cited in the A&H Report (Cbapter 5 Conclusions & Recommendations),“The/ow 
,.ise natuI'e 01 the site and the open spaces and trees arolmd II,e buildings are sign昕canl. The 
blli/dings, in conjunction with (he su".ound,ng sites ... make up a [a,.ge, low ,.;se, green al'eQ in the 
Ireart 01 tlris otlrerwise dense highfy developed pal.t o/llle city. Any new development.s仰uld respect 
tlle low r;se ofthe existing bflildings and open space aroflnd them." To e間ct a high rise building on 
the CGO site is simply an incompatible design by any definÎtion. 

e) Trafßc eongestion - even if a traffic lane can be added ωthe downhill part of Ice House Street 
with the redevelopment scheme, the width of north-bound Ice House Street and west"bound 
Queen's Road Central across the Ice House StreetlQueen's Road Central junction cannot be 

• ~idened witb t加 existìng developments retained, and there wil1 not be any real improvementωtbe 
traffic of the area with the proposed redevelopment scbeme. We further opine 血at Ice House 
Street is a v釘y historical street, wbicb bas an interesting ~cale as well as fine hisωric 81'anite 
masonry retaining wall witb mature trees above to the south. of West Wing CGO. From 
Govemment's leaf1et on 也.e proposals it. would appear tbat the sense of scale of tbe lower part of [ce 
House Street would be significantly destroyed by the devel呻ment and tbat the historic wal1 or a 
significant. part of it, toge由前 wi血 .tbe mal個.re trees above it would be destroyed by tbe rqad 
widening. This would signifi借口t1y impair' tbe visual 翩翩句 of the setting of the Oeclared 
Monument the Ouddel1甜甜 Steps. We urge that the present 翩翩ity Ice House Street with its 
scale and proportion，前 well 髓 its handsome and historic 81':創ite wall and tree planting above be 
left intact. 

-
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d
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。 Carbon Footprint - the govemment has set. itself a patb .to low-carbon development and is 
currently consulti晦 tbe public on “Climate Change Strategy and Actions". Yet the proposed 
redev~lopmeRt pl~ will lead 個 morew:揖te and generate more個篩c， which will result in a higher 
carbon footprint for Hon8 Kong~ Hence tbe proposal is in contradiction with tbe stated policy 
objective of combating climate cbange. 

Plannlng and Urban Design Issues 

• While a Redevelopment Scbeme brings no clear benefits, preservation of all three buildings 
(including the Wesl Wing)傀儡e CGO site has the following planning and design merits:. 

S. 

Existing buildings blend in well with na個rallandscap卜 through SO ye帥， co-existence the 



three buildings on the CGO site blend in extremely well with 曲e lush vegetation 訂'Ound them and it 
would be a shame ωdestroy this half-a-century old physical man-nature relationship andωstart 
anew with deep excavated car.parking basements, barren building decks and curtain-waUed ωwers 
on a man-made plat品rm again . 

• 

b盼) Fine example of a “句叫cli自im帥bi陶E呵g building" on a sl坤@叩pe卜-t伽he 'M枷es剖t Wing i認s i恥n fact a fine e既xamp帥l抬eof
a characteristic ty沖pe of b\凶ril岫di恥ng伊.s i恤n tl伽le ea缸缸r.甘 days of Hong Kong, with the bui1ding ac 個ally 
climbing up a natural sloping terrain witll varying plan sizelshape (new buildings today tend ω 
involve leveling of a large piece of gr叫“ to make a building platfonn for sitting aωwer on top), 
and the West Wing is one of the few buildings with such characteristics tllat deserves to be 
preserved. 

c) BuUding ensemble with a well.designed site plan - The disposition ofthe three existing wings 
in tlle CGO complex is the result of excellent site planning with the three building blocks well 
positioned in relationship to each other and the na'個rallandscape around them. Removal of the West 
WiIig and building a new 0由ce tower on the site is like amputating an ann from an otherwise 
healtlly and i胸gral body and attaching an oversized prosthetic ann to the disintegrated body. 
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e) Nuisances during eonstruetion In ea5e of redev~lopment - the scale of demolition, basement 
excavatìon, site 品rri1ation and tower construction works for the “redevelopment scheme" and the 
nuisances (dust, noise, muddy drainage, increased tra甜c volume, etc.) should not be 
underestimated. With the redevelopment scheme, the immediate neighbourhood of tlle 
redevelopment site will suffer for years - a:voidable if the West Wing is preserv，吋.

。 Maintenance of 曲e existing ellaraeter of the 51te -個 stated in para. 5.4.2 oftlle A&H Report, 
“The CGO COl'ψ'/ex ;s tlnllSuaJ ;n the 缸ISy u,.ban env;ronment 01 Hong Kong in that ;1 has sevel'al 
a何'as 01 vegetalion. 1t is a/so part 01 a wider green space stretching from the Sheng 品mg Hlli 
compoultd over ω Hong Kong Park. This significanl 'green lung' should b，卸'e maii卸nt，徊'a;，仿'nèd and 
r彷'he，飢'rE電♂份ore穹 no tree.缸'S should b加e remoVi嗯'Ød with，仰'ou叫I good reaso仰n .. …… .. …" 
‘“‘fina旭anc昀ci切祕al p昀s釗su昀s" 0叮r “叮red由ev鴨elopment" would be cωons刻id由e昀dg酹o∞0叫d reasons, but erecting a 150m 
tall tower is definitely not maintaining the existing character ofthe site. 

g) Natural Greenery versus artifieial vertieal greening 申 The redevelopment scheme po耐ays
the new podium elevation of the 0佰.ce tower as a lush greenωat of vertical greening. AJtllough 
vertical greening is now a trendy building feature, its function as greene可 is of much less value 
than natural trees 也at provide both gr甜nery and shade. In fact, vertical greening does not work well 
in 'shaded areas like 由is P酬。fCentral and has high maintenance costs. 

Destruetion of Seale, Tranquility and Vlsual Amenity of Lower Albert Road by Road 
Widening and COD5truetioD of Vehlcle Run-in - The redevelopment proposals aIlow for a 
significant road widening aód construction of a vehicular ingressl egress on Lower AJb釘t
Road to the sou也 of the existing West Wing at a point 峭的Lower A1bert Road is of high 
visual amenity attractiveness 個 well 揖 atinosphere of 甜'anquility. The existing vehicular 
entrance to ÇOO tiJrther to the east appears to have comparatively little tra館c 音。m
obs釘vation. We 9pine 曲的 the road widening and cons控uction of a run-iIi個 a major 
commercial building at that point would significantly impair the visual amenit其 setting and 
tranquility of the very attractive road at that point. 

h) 

Appropriate Use of any New Development on GoverDmeDt HiU目 Considering the fact that 
“the site itself is arguably of higher significance than the buildings." And the fact tllat 血is is 
perhaps the last remaining area which could be classified as a heritage site in the urban areas 
we opine that were there overriding public need for 伽 West Wing be removed' and replaced, 



一
that any repJacement buildi略 should be truly a building and an environment 伽t 附uld 詢問
自e peopJe of Hong Kong in its wider sense and not just a deveJop叮叮 shoppers in an up­
market shopping centre. PJanning sho叫d be about. people and the environment and ab叫
making Hong Kong a better placeωlive in. Govemment should 閻明ge in full, 
comprehensive and meanin.訟Jl∞nsultat泊n with the peopJe of Hong Kong about how ωbest 
use and enhance Govemment HilI for the people of Hong Kong, visitors as wel1 as the natìon 
揖 a whole. UItimately 切 create and enhance a 00珊珊nent Hi1I fully as an asset for the 
community and the city wouJd . be of much greater value 的 society than yet another 
commercial ωw甘甜d shopping centre which would benefit only a few. Surely we 甜 a
communityc祖 move beyond destroying our his個旬~ heritage and environment for developer 

6. ConelusioD 

6.1. The two policy justifications for the govemment redevelopment proposal, i.e. tinancìal gains 
品r govemmentωffers and the lack of grade A office space, cannot 紅guably be established as 
overriding public needs for the destruction of a historic site. Specitically, the sale of the site could 
fetch no more than $10 bi1lion, which is insignificaÌlt compared with aω叫 tinancial and exchange 
res叮ves of over $2 肘Jlion currently held by govemment. The provision of around 280，000 叫 ft of 
officespac~through 曲e new building 81so pales into insignìticance among the 9.6 miUìon sq ft of 
grade A office buildings under construction or provided for in Central reclamation 缸妞， Wanchai 
and West Kowloon. 

-

6.2 As indicated above the consultant has identified a number of very important aspects of 
Gøvemment HiIl and has indeed u旬ed that consideration be given to making the area a ‘卻'ecial
Protected Area' to protect this . area from inappropriate development., Wè opine that 
Govemment's proposals constitute precisely the sort of inappropriate and undesìrable development 
that their heritage ∞nsultant h甜 in mind. To implant a si那iticant part of Govemm開t Hill with a 
shopping centre and massive (compared 個 the eXlsting si叫 Commercial Tower would significantly 
destroy the di伊甸 amenit'耳 landscape and gre間 environrnent of Govemment HilI and we opine 
that under no circumstances should the site be sold for such commercial development. 
Unfortunately we alr個dy have a~ exænple of what happens when a heritage building, namely the 
D臼lared Monument，血.e Fonner Marine police Headquarters at Tsim Sha Tsui is sold by 
Govemment 個 a developer. Tragìcally the site, envirønment, history, topography, setting, 
wonderful tree cov前 and amenity ofwhat w;個 once a ve可 historic building and setting in a rather 
built up area has been utterly destroyed by a developer purely forωmmercial protit for the 
company concemed. Apparently either Hong Kong's watchdogs who should be protecting Hong 
k叩ρ Architec個ral Heritage are woefully not up to their job or perhaps they were forced by 
commercial or poli封閉1 pl\自sure to acc:ept the destruction that 0∞urred. Such transfèr and 
destruction of a heritage bui1ding and its environment ωa developer for commercial gain must not 
be permitted to occur. J 
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6.3 In conclusion, in order to promote an in晶Inned public debate the govemment has a duty to 
provide compreh榔，ive information on di能rent oplions for the fu個re of the site, including the pros 
and cons of preserving the ~個t Wing and of 1可lacing it with a more compatible low-rise building. 
Not only full environmental and social impact assessments sh叫ld be undertaken for the proposed 
options, but that a full 前chaeologi個1 inv1晶tigation of the underground rel闕， such 扭曲e Murray 
Battery and ttinnel networks should be conducted prior 個個y development decision. Only op討.ons
that 曲lly comply with intemational best practice on heritage conservation should be recommended 
for serious considerati.on. The intended sale of the site t.o private developers, thus drastically 
changing its historic nature, cannot be justified on the b部is of the information and arguments put 
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