Task Force on Harbourfront Developments
on Hong Kong Island

For discussion TFHK/08/2016
on 25 May 2016

Reassembly of Queen’s Pier

PURPOSE

The purpose of this paper is to report on the public views
collected from the Community Engagement Exercise of the Reassembly
of the Queen’s Pier (QP).

PROPOSAL AND PREVIOUS CONSULTATION

2. The Development Bureau and Civil Engineering and
Development Department (CEDD) consulted the Task Force on
Harbourfront Developments on Hong Kong Island (HKTF) and the
Central and Western District Council (C&WDC) on the proposal to
reassemble QP on 29 February 2016 and 10 March 2016 respectively.

3. To recap, we put forward the proposals for the reassembly of QP
at the earmarked location between Central Piers No. 9 and 10 to restore
its pier function in accordance with the recommendation of the Urban
Design Study for the New Central Harbourfront (UDS) completed by the
Planning Department in 2011. To refurbish the exterior of Central
Piers 9 & 10 (with curved glass roofs) to achieve a coherent design with
the reassembled QP, we proposed three architectural design options -

(a) Option A - remove curved roofs of Central Piers 9 & 10 and
replace them by pitched roofs;

(b) Option B - add gable wall in front of curved roofs of Central
Piers 9 & 10; and

(c) Option C - retain Central Piers 9 & 10 as they are.
4. Given the proposed location of the reassembled QP, only the
three seaward landing steps of the five landing steps could be restored
for marine use, views on the arrangement of the two side landing steps

were also sought under the proposal —

(a) Option I - reassemble with glass decking;
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(b) Option II - reassemble with raised glass deck with seating
and planters; and

(c) Option III - reassemble with at grade display and seating.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT EXERCISE

5. With the general support of HKTF and C&WDC over the
reassembly project, CEDD launched a 2-month community engagement
exercise on 18 March 2016. The public was invited to express their
preference on the two issues on architectural designs and arrangement
of side landing steps as set out in paragraphs 3 and 4 above. Their
other views on the project were also welcomed.

6. CEDD set up a project website (www.queenspier.hk) and put up
display boards detailing the project background, conservation principles
and the reassembly proposals at Government Offices, open areas near
both Central and Tsim Sha Tsui Star Ferry Piers, Hong Kong Museum of
History and selected MTR stations. CEDD also distributed information
pamphlet cum survey form to brief the public on the reassembly
proposal at the exhibition venues and the same survey form (at
Appendix I) was also available at the project website. A summary of all
the community engagement activities is at Appendix II. The
community engagement exercise ended on 17 May 2016.

PUBLIC VIEWS COLLECTED

7. By the end of the community engagement exercise, a total of
1,955 survey forms were completed by members of the public either
online or at exhibition venues. Separately, CEDD also received 1,058
other written submissions by email or post during the community
engagement exercise. DEVB/CEDD has also monitored views
expressed in the media about the reassembly proposal.

8. In the 1,955 survey forms completed, regarding the question of
architectural design (paragraph 3 above), 52% opted for Option C, 16%
opted for Option A and 21% opted for Option B, while 5% indicated no
preference and 6% preferred none of the above. Regarding the question
on arrangement for side landing steps (paragraph 4 above), 46% opted
for Option III, 12% opted for Option I and 31% opted for Option II, while
6% of the respondents indicated no preference and 5% preferred none of
the above.
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9. Most of the respondents (1803) did not offer any other comments
on the reassembly proposal. As for those who have expressed other
comments, some considered the present reassembly location is not
suitable. There were suggestions that QP should be restored at its
original location in front of the City Hall, or other locations including the
western coast of the West Kowloon Cultural District, the former Kai Tak
Runway (near Kwun Tong Typhoon Shelter), or any other harbourfront
site other than the current proposed location. There were some who
opposed the reassembly proposal, whilst some others supported the
reassembly proposal and considered that it should be started as soon as
possible. Some considered the cost for reassembly was too high.
Some commented that the original appearance of QP should be
maintained. Some suggested that display panel on the history of QP
should be erected and the open space surrounding QP should be better
planned.

10. The 1,058 other written submissions received during the
community engagement exercise, mostly submitted via standard
template, expressed mainly the view that QP should be reassembled at
its original location, that the community engagement period should be
extended, and that the cost comparison between reassembly at the
proposed location and at the original location of QP should be provided.

11. As for the views expressed in the media, they were mainly on the
location of the reassembly. Some supported reassembly of the QP at its
proposed location to restore its pier functions. Some suggested
reassembly of QP at its original location in front of the City Hall along
Lung Wo Road to restore its authenticity. One suggestion was made
that QP should be reassembled at other locations along waterfronts of
newly developed areas, citing the precedent of Blake Pier in Stanley.

12. A breakdown of the comments received from survey and written
submissions is at Appendix III.

WAY FORWARD

13. The Government will analyse and consider carefully the views
received during the community engagement exercise before deciding the

way forward. Once we have decided on the way forward, we will develop
a reassembly scheme and further consult the Task Force in due course.

ADVICE SOUGHT

14. Members are invited to note the results of the community
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engagement exercise.

Attachments

Appendix I - Information pamphlet cum survey form

Appendix II - Summary of the community engagement activities
Appendix III - Breakdown of the survey results and details of the written
submissions

Development Bureau
Civil Engineering and Development Department
May 2016
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Survey on Architectural
Design of the Reassembled

Queen’s Pier

Question 1 -

Architectural design options for connecting the
Queen’s Pier with Central Piers 9 & 10

In the Urban Design Study for the New Central Harbourfront (UDS) conducted by
the Planning Department and completed in 2011, it was recommended that the
Queen’s Pier dismantled for the Central Reclamation Phase Il would be
reassembled between Central Piers No. 9 and 10 to revive its pier function, and the
exterior of Central Piers 9 and 10 would be refurbished to achieve a coherent design
with the reassembled Queen’s Pier. Taking into account that the existing curved
roofs of Central Piers 9 & 10 are well received by the public and that Queen’s Pier
and Central Piers each has its own architectural styles, three design options are

proposed:
Option A. Remove Curved Roof of Central |B. Add Gable Wall in front of |C. Retain Central Piers 9 & 10 as
Piers 9 & 10 and to be replaced Curved Roof of Central Piers 9 they are
by Pitched Roof
. —
Points to ® Achieve a coherentdesign ® Achieve a visual transition | ® Minimal modification to existing
Note ® Existing curved roof of Central between Central Piers 9 & 10 Central Piers 9& 10

Piers 9 & 10, which only came
into use in 2007, will have to be
replaced

® Incurhigher costs

and the reassembled Queen’s
Pier

® The gable wall structures will
block part of the views of the
harbour when looking from the
open area fronting Central Piers
9&10

Duration of

® Estimated 6-months closure for

* Estimated 3-months closure for

® No need to close Central Piers 9

Project Cost

closure of each of Central Piers 9 & 10 each of Central Piers 9& 10 &10
Central Piers
9& 10
Estimated ® About HK$303M ® About HK$248M ® About HK$230M

Please tick one of the follwoing boxes to indicate your views/preference:

1 OptionA

1 No preference

1 Option B

1 OptionC

] None of the above (please elaborate your views)

My view on Question 1:

Page 1 of 2

TFHK/08/2016
Appendix I


yeungdch
Text Box
TFHK/08/2016
Appendix I

yeungdch
Text Box
Page 1 of 2



Survey on Architectural
Design of the Reassembled
Queen’s Pier

Question 2 —
Arrangement for Side Landing Steps

Given the new location of the reassembled Queen’s Pier, amongst the five landing
steps of Queen's Pier before demolition, three at the seaward side could be restored
for marine use but not the two side landing steps which are at the landward side.
Three options regarding the two side landing steps are developed for consideration.

Option | I. Reassemble with Glass Decking

Il Reassemble with Raised Glass
Deck with Seating and Planters

IIl. Reassemble with At Grade Display
and Seating

Points | ® Allow direct viewing of the landing

to Note| steps.

® More maintenance is required for the
anti-skid glass and the enclosed
compartment

® Raised glass deck to allow ventilation| ® Salvaged units of landing steps to be
via louvre for the enclosed reconstructed as at grade seating
compartment * Allow the public to touch the

® Provide additional benches and salvaged landing steps

planters ® Form of the landing steps will be

changed

Please tick one of the follwoing boxes to express your views/preference:
[1 Option| [1 Option Il 1 Option Il

[1 Nopreference [1 None of the above (please elaborate your views)

My view on Question 2:

Your comments on the Reassembly of Queen’s Pier are welcomed:

My comments:
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Summary of Community Engagement Activities

Activities

Date

Launch of project website

18 March 2016

Display boards exhibition -

G/F Lobby of North Point Government Offices
G/F Lobby of High Block of Queensway
Government Offices

Open area near Star Ferry Pier, Kowloon (near
S flag poles)

Open Area near Star Ferry Pier, Central (near
Central Pier No. 7)

MTR Hong Kong Station

1/F, Main Lobby, Hong Kong Museum of
History

MTR Kowloon Tong Station

MTR Tsim Sha Tsui Station

G/F Lobby of Revenue Tower

24 March — 31 March 2016
24 March — 31 March 2016

1 April — 17 April 2016
1 April - 17 May 2016
17 April - 20 April 2016,
22 April - 24 April 2016
20 April - 27 April 2016
25 April - 29 April 2016

1 May - 7 May 2016
30 April - 14 May 2016
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Breakdown of the survey results and details of the submissions

[RE— T S EE B R B R TORBEVE  BRET TR | AR R

Survey Results of Question 1 — "Architectural design options for connecting the Queen’s Pier with Central Piers 9 & 10"

FE g =thlee
Options No. of Percentage
vote
A: PrbRERO%E K 1 05RHE BEER A Ay il J= TE A DAR} 317 16%
RETHEHA
A - Remove Curved Roofs of Central Piers 9 & 10 and to
be replaced by Pitched Roof
B: fEFIEOSE K 1 OBEIA IR FA I L | 1o,
B - Add Gable Wall in front of Curved Roofs of Central
Piers 9 &10
C: HEFpRIFhIR5E K 105E N IEAVES S .
1011 52%
C - Retain Central Piers 9 & 10 as they are
M
AR WA 88 5%
No preference
\ Eb
DER=FI3 196 6%
None of the above
Total: 1,955 100%
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Survey Results of Question 2 — "Arrangement of Side Landing Steps"

% HEg B
Options No. of Percentage
vote

I DI EE N 7R 2 5 ihd

DI T 2 B FE bR . s
I - Reassemble with Glass Decking
L D B B B PO I A BRI | 1o
IT - Reassemble with Raised Glass Deck with Seating and
Planters
ML 5 PRk B A s U IR | oo o
III - Reassemble with At Grade Display and Seating
STy,
AR KA 1 19 6%
No preference
\ Bt
DL EEIE 99 -
None of the above

Total: 1,955 100%
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Comments received from survey by category :

ffE— Question 1:

TFHK/08/2016
Appendix III

158 . TR | s TREEEDE | Z8H
R EE— N A 3E N B T JI[IE4EAN S EE T R DE JRASMR
WER | = e e Another i Object the P Prefer He | @8
= No Restate |Expensive |Architectural Add ) Works should| original - i .
Comment ; . Reassemble . reassembly Others | Total
Comment their Cost Design Location Display works be started |appearance
on Q1 choices Panel ASAP
Nfil%er 1,675 112 49 20 23 4 20 14 6 46 1,969
f&E " Question 2:
=4 EE: j % - %‘}1 </_.\ N
| e TR s | wss [remEem] T g o
T e HEER T Another Object the HE Hag
No Restate |Expensive | Architectural 1 Add ) h Fotal*
Comment| Comment their Cost Design Reassemble Displ reassembly Others Tota
; play
- Location works
on Q2 choices Panel
fon%)er 1,798 86 5 23 7 3 6 28 1,956
HIHHAYEREE H Overall comment on the project:
EEHEHE
- . BT | oy TAREEF : T |z -
wan | mamn | ey |SUEEER T g g TERIERIER | SOTRET PR g
=87 RER | M 5 Another iz Object the i & s Prefer He | &g
No Expensive | Architectural Add Works Support the| Usage of . o \ *
Comment . Reassemble . reassembly original | Others | Total
comment Cost Design Location Display works should be |Reassembly| QP and |, earance
Panel started ASAP| works open PP
space
fon%;er 1,803 12 4 15 4 14 16 11 8 6 65 1,958

“HEERENZIN—E

* Some comments received fall within more than one category
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(BRI - /40 5%/ IR B RS S HEH R MRS ROEREE"

No. of comments from individuals /organization/groups received by email or post, and expressed through media note :

FEJR AR SR
HEEEHEH HEEERE ARG TR YREBE TR HEfsaE L
Reassemble QP at Reassemble QP at other H Support the reassembly Expensive Total
original location locations Opinion on works Cost
Architectural Design
of Open Space
1049 3 1 4 1 1058

it (ER AL EAFRNERE D IE L &ET

Note : Individual comments expressed through media have been counted separately.

Page 4 of 4




	Appendices_TFHK_08_2016.pdf
	Appendix I (U)
	Appendix II
	Appendix III




