
Further Response to Government’s Complaints

(a)-1.
The caption of photo on the back of the book cover is that: “2004年的維多利亞港 – 無止境的填海”


As reported in the Time Magazine article, harbour reclamation has been carried out over the past 160 years and is still on-going and will be for many years to come.  This caption must be fair comment.

2.
The statement in the book (page 28) is that: “根據政府已刊登憲報的填海計劃, 香港正面臨失去總面積3,800 公頃的海港” - 

Up to 1997, the Government has reclaimed about 3,200 hectares of the Harbour.   Over the past ten years, Government has gazetted a further 584 hectare both under the Foreshore and Sea-bed (Reclamations) Ordinance and the Town Planning Ordinance as shown on the annexed plan (Annex 1c).  Despite the Court of Final Appeal Judgment last year, these 584 hectares have not been de-gazetted under both Ordinances and can be proceeded with at any time if the Government should change its mind.
 


But for the opposition by our Society over the past ten years, all these 584 hectares of reclamation would have been committed or completed by now and Hong Kong’s harbour today would already be a narrow channel between 800 to 1,000 metres wide.


The 40 hectares of West Kowloon Reclamation was reclaimed on Government’s promise that it would be a public park and promenade and was zoned as such on the Approved Outline Zoning Plan (“OZP”).  Less than 10 years later, the Government has amended the OZP and re-zoned this huge area for cultural, commercial, residential etc… development to implement the ‘Foster Scheme’. Government’s statements and promises are therefore unreliable.  

Just three months ago in February, the Government and the Harbour-front Enhancement Committee (“HEC”) published the “Harbour-front Enhancement Review – Wan Chai & Adjoining Areas Public Engagement Kit” dated January 2005 which recommended three schemes for public consultation.  One of such schemes recommended 25 hectares of reclamation which even exceeded the extent of reclamation disapproved of by the Court of Final Appeal (“CFA”).  Such action showed open contempt of the CFA Judgment.  It was only after strong opposition by the community and our Society (we even had to write to the former Chief Executive Mr. Tung) that the publication was withdrawn and tens of thousands of colour copies thereof wasted.



Our statement is therefore completely fair because Hong Kong is still in danger of losing a total of 3,800 hectares of the Harbour.


(b)
The statement in the book (page 11) is that: “今天的天星碼頭 … 已成為人們所熟悉的香港地標之一, 但卻即將會因填海而被拆毁” and “這碼頭和下面的皇后像廣場很快就因填海要被拆掉, 多可惜!”


This statement is absolutely true.  The present Star Ferry Pier will be demolished  next year.  It has become a well-known local and international icon of Hong Kong.  We are flabbergasted at Government’s preposterous complaint.


As regards Statue Square, please refer to the two enclosed letters from our engineering consultants which support our statement that “Statue Square will be demolished”.


Many local residents including members of our Society and former visitors to Hong Kong have formed an emotional attachment to these historical icon and are upset that they will soon be demolished as a result of reclamation.

(c)
The statement in the book (page 13) is that: “中環3期填海計劃, 聲稱為了提供土地興建道路以紓緩交通擠塞, 事實上主要目的是為了賣地賺錢。”

We refer to the well-researched article from the internationally respected Time Magazine which says that “successive British colonial government learned to use sales of reclaimed land to finance their budgets” and that “Hong Kong’s government was milking the harbour as a tax cow”.  These statements speak for themselves.

Government has always been using roads as an excuse to produce land for sale.  The West Kowloon Reclamation of 340 hectares (36.5 million - sq.ft. and about the same size as the original Kowloon Peninsula) is a good example.  Up to now Government has raised ten of billions of dollars from the sale of the land produced.

We refer to the enclosed Plan of the Central Reclamation (copied from the Central Outline Zoning Plan) and Table (Annexures 3b & 3c) which show that about 800,000 sq.ft. of the land produced through reclamation has been zoned for commercial and office development and will therefore be sold to developers.  Even the Government publication “All About Central Reclamation Phase III” published in December 2003 stated on Page 7 that “5.1 hectares (548,678 sq.ft.) of the reclaimed land will be for commercial use” and will obviously be sold to developers.


The present OZP permits maximum development of about 13 million sq.ft. of gross floor area (equal to 6½ IFC 2) as a result of the Central Reclamation.  Because of the tremendous additional traffic generated by these additional commercial and office developments, the Approved Central OZP now has to provide a new 6-lane surface highway (P2) along the new waterfront.  


A former Secretary for Planning had made a statement to the Legislative Council that the Government expected to raise $14.72 billion from the sale of land produced by the Central Reclamation.



In compliance with the Judgment of the Court of Final Appeal, a ‘no reclamation’ alternative should have been considered for building the Central Wanchai Bypass, for example, by an underwater tunnel the same as the three cross-harbour tunnels.  This was never done.  


Government is reclaiming twice as much (an extra 1 million sq.ft. is not needed) as is required for the Bypass.  We are applying to the Town Planning Board for rezoning of these areas from ‘commercial use’ to ‘open space for public use’, but the Government is opposing our application.  


In view of the above, the statement is very fair comment.

(d)
The statement in the book (page 20) is that: “維港兩岸地區每日產生污水約185萬立方米… 維港溶解氧僅餘4.9毫克/升, 含量屬於偏低, 海洋生物將因而難以維持生命。”

This complaint hardly merits answering.  4.9 mg/l is below the international standard of 5 mg/1 which is the minimum required to sustain healthy marine life.  

(e)
The statement of this book (page 25) is that: “填海工程 … 令航道變窄, 造成波浪 … 導致維港倍加危險 … 曾發生天星小輪撞碼頭事件 … ”


We enclose a page showing three newspaper reports mentioning that high waves and strong currents were contributory factors in the collision.  The book refers to the incident only as an example that marine safety has been reduced due to the narrowing of the harbour which has resulted in higher waves and stronger currents.  The comment is therefore a matter of common sense.
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