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Harbour-front Enhancement Committee 

Sub-committee on Wan Chai Development Phase II Review 
 

Minutes of 5th Meeting 
 

Date : 12 April 2005 
Time : 2:30 p.m. 
Venue : Conference Room at 15/F,  

North Point Government Offices, 
333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong 

 
Present  
Mr. Leung Kong-yui 
 

Chairman 
Representing Chartered Institute of Logistics and 
Transport in Hong Kong  

Dr. Joseph Wong Representing Citizen Envisioning@Harbour 
Dr. Greg Wong Representing Hong Kong Institution of Engineers 
Mr. Hardy Lok Representing Society for Protection of the Harbour 

Limited 
Mr. Charles Nicholas Brooke 
Dr. Chan Wai-kwan  
Miss Christine Chow Principal Assistant Secretary (Planning and 

Lands)2, Housing, Planning and Lands Bureau 
Ms Ernestina Wong Principal Assistant Secretary (Transport) 5, 

Environment, Transport and Works Bureau  
Mr. Anthony Kwan Assistant Director/Metro & Urban Renewal, 

Planning Department 
Mr. L T Ma Project Manager/Hong Kong Island and Islands,  

Civil Engineering and Development Department 
Mr. K K Lau Deputy Commissioner for Transport/Planning and 

Technical Services, Transport Department  
Mr. Donald Wong Assistant District Officer (Wan Chai), Home 

Affairs Department 
Mr. Adrian Ng Project Manager (Major Works), Highways 

Department 
Mr. Bosco Chan Secretary 
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In Attendance  
Mr. Stephen Chan HEC Member 
Mr. S K Lam Chief Engineer/Hong Kong (2), 

Civil Engineering and Development Department 
Ms. Christine Tse District Planning Officer/Hong Kong, Planning 

Department 
Ms. Iris Tam Representing City Planning Consultants Ltd 
Ms. Betty Ho Representing City Planning Consultants Ltd 
Dr. Sujata S Govada Representing City Planning Consultants Ltd 
Dr. Winnie Law Representing City Planning Consultants Ltd 
Mr. Eric Ma Representing Maunsell Consultants Asia Ltd 
 
Absent with Apologies 

 

Dr. Andrew L Thomson Representing Business Environment Council 
Dr. Alvin Kwok Representing Conservancy Association 
Mr. Steve Chan  
Mr. Patrick Lau  

 
  Action 
Item 1 Confirmation of minutes of 4th meeting  
   
1.1 The Chairman said that the draft minutes were circulated 

to Members on 26 February 2005 for comments and no 
suggested amendments were received. As no proposed 
amendment was made, the draft minutes were confirmed 
without amendment.   
 
 

 
All to note

Item 2   Membership  
   
2.1 The Chairman said that Mr. Chan Tak-chor had resigned 

from the HEC and Mr. Chan Chit-kwai, Stephen had been 
appointed as a HEC Member. He said that Mr. Stephen 
Chan had expressed that he would like to join the 
Sub-committee on WDII Review, but reminded that 
according to the House Rule, appointment of Sub- 
committee members should be by the Main Committee. 
The Chairman suggested recommending to the Main 
Committee for its consideration at the next meeting 
scheduled in May 2005 to appoint Mr. Stephen Chan as a 

All to note
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member of the WDII Review Sub-committee and in the 
meantime to accept Mr. Stephen Chan to be in attendance at 
the Sub-committee meetings.  Dr. Greg Wong supported 
the Chairman’s suggestion and the meeting agreed. 
 

2.3 Mr. Stephen Chan thanked the Chairman and the 
Sub-committee Members. 
 
 

 

Item 3  Matters arising  
   
3.1 Regarding paragraph 2.1 on previous suggestions made by 

Mr. Paul Zimmerman, the Chairman suggested deferring 
the discussion to the following meeting as Mr. Paul 
Zimmerman was not at the meeting. The meeting agreed.  
 

All to note

3.2 Regarding paragraph 3.1 on Royal Hong Kong Yacht Club 
(RHKYC), the Chairman said RHKYC had informed the 
Secretariat that their consultants, Scott Wilson, were 
willing to provide further technical information on their 
proposal. The Chairman suggested the Secretary to 
approach Scott Wilson for details.  
 

 
 
 
 

Secretary 
 

3.3 Mr. Nicholas Brooke said as the report was commissioned 
by Swire Properties, it would be more appropriate to seek 
agreement from Swire Properties as well. The Chairman 
asked the Secretary to follow up. 
 

 
 

Secretary 

3.4 Mr. Hardy Lok asked for a copy of the report when 
available. The Chairman said that as the relevant 
information would be to enable the Sub-committee 
members to understand the proposal better, he had no 
objection to passing the information obtained to members, 
but subject to agreement from Swire Properties. He asked 
the Secretary to inform Swire Properties on this point as 
well. Mr. L T Ma suggested the Secretariat approaching 
Swire Properties and Scott Wilson to obtain further 
technical information and to seek their consent on sharing 
the materials or information among the Sub-committee 
members. The meeting agreed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Secretary 
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3.5 Regarding matters on HER under section 4, the Chairman 

said that they had been followed up by the Task Force. With 
regard to paragraph 4.11, the Sub-committee members as 
well as the HEC members were regularly briefed on the 
progress and various meetings.  
 
 

All to note
 

Item 4  Progress report on HER (Paper No. WD 5/2005)  
   
4.1 The Secretary briefed the meeting on the progress report. 

He highlighted that the Task Force had decided to seek the 
collaborators’ comments on the draft new Kit and to brief 
Town Planning Board (TPB), District Councils (DCs) and 
Legislative Council (LegCo) on HER and the new kit; the 
schedule for the briefing had been set out in the report.  He 
added that at an expanded HER Task Force meeting was 
held on 8 April 2005 with those Sub-committee members 
who were not serving in the HER Task Force invited to 
attend. At the expanded Task Force meeting, the draft new 
Kit was endorsed for presentation to the DCs and LegCo, 
but labelled technically as “Draft”.  
 

All to note
 
 
 
 
 

4.2 Mr. Hardy Lok said he had attended the expanded HER 
Task Force meeting on 8 April 2005. While he and his 
representing organization, the Society for Protection of the 
Harbour Limited (SPH), had no objection to presenting the 
draft new Kit to the public, he had reservation on using the 
word “endorse” in paragraphs 11 and 13 of the progress 
report.  
 

 

4.3 In response to Mr. Hardy Lok’s comments, the Chairman 
pointed out that the expanded HER Task Force meeting did 
resolve that the draft new Kit, labelled as “Draft” for 
technical reason, could be presented to the DCs and LegCo. 
He added that all Sub-committee members were notified of 
the expanded Task Force meeting with the view to 
endorsing the draft new Kit and that no objection to the 
arrangement was raised by members. As a technicality, he 
requested the Sub-committee to confirm the endorsement of 
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the draft new Kit at the expanded Task Force meeting.   
  

4.4 Mr. L T Ma said that it should be clear that Mr. Hardy Lok 
accepted that the expanded Task Force had endorsed the 
draft new Kit, in particular, Mr. Lok and SPH had no 
objection to presenting the draft new Kit to public. As Mr. 
Lok raised at the meeting that he and SPH considered the 
word “endorse” was too strong, such view could be 
recorded in the minutes. The Chairman agreed. 
   

All to note

4.5 The Chairman said that as the draft new Kit presented to 
DCs and LegCo was still labelled as “Draft”, it would not 
be appropriate to distribute it to the public or the media at 
that stage. Nevertheless, as the draft new Kit would be 
submitted to LegCo and DCs, the media might be able to 
obtain copies through those channels. He requested 
members to respond along the above line when interviewed 
by the media on availability of the new Kit. 
 

All to note

4.6 In response to the question whether the new draft Kit was 
considered as endorsed formally by the Sub-committee, the 
Chairman concluded that the meeting had endorsed the 
draft new Kit formally. He added that the new Kit would be 
distributed to the public after the consultation with LegCo 
scheduled for 26 April 2005 but before the public forums. 
 

All to note

4.7 The Chairman reported that TPB supported the approach 
for HER. Regarding the draft new Kit (1 April 2005 
version), TPB considered that it was better than the old one 
although some members were of the view that it was too 
long and a bit difficult for the laymen to understand. In 
response, the Chairman had informed TPB that a summary 
(flyer) would be prepared to enable the public to understand 
the HER process easily. As for promotion, TPB was 
informed that publicizing the HER activities through the 
media would be arranged. The Chairman further reported 
that TPB also discussed the roles of TPB and HEC and it 
was explained the HER process was to assist the 
development of the draft Wan Chai North OZP by the 
government for consideration by the Board. Finally, the 

All to note
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Chairman said that TPB requested to be kept informed of 
the process and be consulted at each of those three stages of 
HER. 
     

4.8 As for the briefing to Wan Chai DC on that morning, the 
Chairman said that the draft new Kit was generally well 
received although some DC members said it was too long.  
  

All to note

4.9 The Chairman reported that briefings to two different 
organizations representing the floating community in 
Causeway Bay Typhoon Shelter had been scheduled for 13 
and 15 April 2005 respectively. 
 

All to note

4.10 The meeting then discussed a list of tentative teams for 
briefing the various parties. The Chairman said that he 
would not be able to attend the briefing to the Central and 
Western DC scheduled for 19 May 2005 as he would be out 
of town. He said he would follow up with the DC Chairman 
and other members later. Apart from that point, the meeting 
agreed to composition of the tentative teams for briefing 
various parties. 
 
 

All to note

Item 5 Progress report on submissions and requests 
received (Paper No. WD 6/2005) 

 

   
5.1 The Chairman noted that there was only one submission 

received from Clear the Air which would be discussed later 
in the meeting.  
 
 

 
 

Item 6 Endorsement of proposed arrangements for public 
forums and charrettes (Paper No. WD 7/2005) 

 

   
6.1  Dr. Sujata Govada briefed the meeting on the proposed 

arrangements for the public forums and design charrettes as 
described in the paper.  
 

 

6.2  Mr. Nicholas Brooke said it might be difficult for laymen 
to distinguish between public forum and design charrette. 
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Dr. Sujata Govada explained that the public forums were 
more on sustainability principles and indicators, with no 
design element, whereas the charrettes were for collecting 
of ideas and designs. Mr. Nicholas Brooke remarked that 
the difference should be made clear to the public. The 
Chairman said that as a flyer was to be prepared, they 
could assist in explaining the activities. 
 

 
 
 

City 
Planning 

6.3  Regarding publicity, Dr. Chan Wai-kwan suggested 
engaging the collaborators to support and promote the 
activities. He said that it would be more useful if they were 
prepared before attending the charrettes. He also said that 
the choice of venues would also be important. 
 

 

6.4  Mr. Hardy Lok said that although the new Kit had 
adequately covered the “overriding public need test” and 
the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance (PHO), they 
should still be emphasized in the public forums and 
charrettes as they were the law that must be complied with. 
Mr. L T Ma suggested that City Planning brief the 
participants succinctly on the “overriding public need test” 
and the PHO in each of the public forums and design 
charrettes. 
    

 
 
 
 
 

City 
Planning 

6.5  In response to Mr. Nicholas Brooke’s suggestion of 
promoting the activities through the television, the 
Chairman said that while acknowledging that APIs 
(Announcements of Public Interest) would be difficult to 
arrange, he would appreciate if another attempt could be 
made.  
  

 

6.6  The Chairman said that proposed dates for public forums 
and charrettes at Annex B to Paper No. WD 7/2005 were 
too closely packed and suggested City Planning to review 
the schedule. The meeting agreed. 
 
 

 
City 

Planning 
 

Item 7 Endorsement of draft survey questionnaire (Paper 
No. WD 8/2005) 
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7.1  Mr. Hardy Lok suggested that the questionnaires should 
address “zero reclamation”. He also suggested adding a 
question to ask the interviewees whether they knew the 
PHO and CFA’s overriding public need test.  
 

 

7.2  In response, Ms. Betty Ho pointed out that “zero 
reclamation” had already been addressed, albeit indirectly, 
by questions 6(b) and 6(c) and that there was the choice of 
not accepting any reclamation and solving the traffic 
congestion by traffic administrative measures only. 
Regarding the suggested direct question on PHO and the 
CFA judgment, Ms. Betty Ho was of the view that it could 
hardly test whether the interviewees understood the law or 
not.  
 

 

7.3  Mr. L T Ma said that it would not do any harm to include a 
question on the PHO and the CFA judgment. Members 
agreed.  
  

 

7.4  Ms. Betty Ho said that she would need guidelines on how 
the answer on the proposed question be taken into account 
when analyzing the survey results. Dr. Greg Wong was of 
the view that the main purpose of the question should just to 
remind the interviewees of the PHO and the CFA judgment 
and should not be taken into account when analyzing the 
results as it would be difficult to know whether the 
interviewees understood the details of the law clearly. The 
Chairman said that the question would be more useful if it 
was open-ended instead of providing choices to choose. As 
there were no other comments, the Chairman asked City 
Planning to include a question on the PHO and the CFA 
judgment for reminding the interviewees on them. 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City 
Planning 

7.5  Dr. Joseph Wong made the following three comments: 
 In the introduction of the English version of the 

telephone survey, the Bypass was referred to as 
“possible” whereas the word “possible” did not appear 
in the Chinese version.  

 Some questions required the interviewee to choose 3 
out of more than 10 choices. It would be very difficult 
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for the interviewees to remember the choices. 
 Linguistic style for description of choices in the 

questionnaire should be consistent.  
 

7.6  Regarding the first comment of Dr. Joseph Wong, the 
meeting agreed that the English version reflected the 
intention and the Chinese version should be amended 
accordingly. 
  

City 
Planning 

7.7  For the second comment of Dr. Joseph Wong, Ms. Iris Tam 
said that for the question in concern a simple “Yes/No” 
choice was used originally but revised according to 
discussion of the HER Task Force in order to have some 
indications on the priority. She said that the current draft 
should be acceptable for road-side survey as the interviewer 
would be face to face with the interviewee. For the 
telephone survey, Ms. Iris Tam suggested using the simple 
“Yes/No” approach.  
 

 

7.8  Mr. L T Ma suggested asking the interviewees to indicate  
“Very important”, “Important” or “Not important” to each 
of the choices, but he said that the drawback was that it 
would take longer time to complete each survey.  
  

 

7.9  Ms. Christine Tse suggested grouping some of the choices 
to simplify the question. The meeting agreed and asked 
City Planning to amend the question. 
 

 

7.10 Mr. Anthony Kwan opined that for the on-line survey, 
there was no need to specify a lower age limit for the 
interviewees. In response, Ms. Betty Ho said that from 
statistical point of view, a lower age limit was normally 
specified. She proposed retaining the lower age limit for all 
surveys except for the on-line survey for which a choice of 
“14 and below” would be added to the question on the 
interviewees’ age. 
 

 

7.11 The Chairman said that the Wan Chai DC had suggested 
providing a special survey form for students but did not 
mention the age group of the target interviewees.  
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7.12 Dr. Chan Wai-kwan agreed with the City Planning’s view 

that survey should be conducted in a scientific manner. He 
said that if a survey was to be provided for students, it 
would be more for educational purpose rather than for 
obtaining data.  
 

 

7.13 Mr. L T Ma said that if the intended target interviewees for 
the road-side survey were those of age above 14, it could be 
treated as an operational guideline to the interviewers and 
there was no need to state the lower age limit on the survey 
form. 
  

 

7.14 As there were no other comments on the issue of age limit 
of interviewees, the Chairman asked City Planning to 
amend the questionnaires accordingly.  
 

City 
Planning 

7.15 Regarding the question on sustainable development 
principles developed by the collaborators, the Chairman 
pointed that some of the choices might be quite similar and 
asked whether they should be grouped.  Mr. L T Ma 
preferred using the version worked out by the collaborators 
as different principles should have different meanings. Dr. 
Greg Wong said that some interviewees might choose 
“Don’t know” which would still be an indication of the 
public’s view. Ms. Betty Ho suggested retaining the current 
wording. The meeting agreed. 
 
 

 

Item 8. Submission from Clear The Air (Paper No. WD 
9/2005) 
 

 

8.1  Ms. Annelise Connell presented the submission with 
reference to three documents which were available at the 
websites of Transport Department (TD) and Environment, 
Transport and Works Bureau (ETWB) respectively, namely, 
a final report on “Feasibility Study on Electronic Road 
Pricing (ERP)” which was completed in 2001, the Housing, 
Planning and Lands Bureau (HPLB) and ETWB Technical 
Circular No. 1/04 on “Protection of the Harbour Ordinance” 
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and a press release of ETWB on ERP in 2004. 
 

8.2  Ms. Annelise Connell explained the mechanism of ERP 
and said that the purpose of ERP was to deter drivers from 
using the charging zone. By quoting a statement in the final 
report that “the need of the ERP will vanish after the 
completion of the Central-Wan Chai Bypass (CWB) in 
2010”, she said that ERP could by itself relieve the traffic 
congestion without the CWB which was contrary to 
Government’s position that ERP was not an alternative to 
CWB.  She also said that ERP could easily reduce traffic 
flow by 20% and by reducing the traffic flow, ERP could 
generate economic and environmental benefits to Hong 
Kong. She also opined that ERP could be implemented 
within two years.  
 

 

8.3  Ms. Annelise Connell pointed out that as public support to 
ERP would be essential, ERP should be one of the choices 
when the public was consulted. She said that ERP could 
work even without the CWB if the drivers were charged 
only when they left the Gloucester Road/Connaught Road 
Central corridor, in which case the Gloucester Road/ 
Connaught Road Central corridor would became the 
“CWB”. She also said that as the majority of the public 
were already using public transport, they would not object 
to ERP. 
 

 

8.4  Referring to the submission of Clear the Air to the TPB, 
Ms. Annelise Connell said that they had decided to make a 
submission to TPB as they would prefer a public body to 
consider their arguments, hoping that TPB would request 
the Government to reconsider and update the feasibility 
report on ERP completed in 2001. Acknowledging that the 
HEC was not an organization to advise on transport issue, 
she stressed that HEC would need to consider whether 
reclamation was required for solving the traffic problems. 
 

 

8.5  Regarding the explanation by Clear the Air that only those 
who entered and stopped within the charging zone would 
have to pay the ERP charges and the through traffic would 
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not be charged, Dr. Greg Wong asked whether the 
mechanism was on a time or stoppage basis.  He pointed 
out that those who had a driver might be able to avoid the 
ERP charges if the passengers were simply dropped off 
along the main road. Ms. Annelise Connell said that the 
mechanism suggested was what they understood from the 
consultant on ERP. She said that the main criterion was 
whether the car had left the main road. 
 

8.6  Mr. Stephen Chan said that ERP might be unfair for those 
who lived in the Western and Southern districts and had to 
travel to Central to work because there were no direct MTR 
services for the time being. Ms. Annelise Connell said that 
they should be encouraged to use the public transport or to 
change the traveling time. 
 

 

8.7  Mr. K K Lau made the following remarks on the 
presentation by Ms. Annelise Connell: 
 Working papers on ERP were papers on interim views 

and progress. As some private parties were referred to, 
those private parties might not like their information or 
ideas disclosed. Therefore, the working papers were not 
suitable for release to the public. 

 It is not effective to rely solely on demand suppression 
measures.  In the past years, the Government had 
already applied very stringent demand management 
measures including high first registration tax, annual 
driving license fee and fuel tax. As a result, costs of 
owning and operating a private car in Hong Kong was 
very high and, as confirmed by statistics, car ownership 
in relation to population was probably the lowest 
among the developed cities. These measures had 
removed most of the non-essential traffic to Central. 
The percentage of private car in the traffic mix 
travelling to Central was still low when compared with 
that of London even after the charging scheme had 
been implemented there. As London had just 
commenced implementing traffic demand management 
measures, their experience might not be applicable to 
Hong Kong which had already worked in that respect 
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for many years. For Hong Kong, further traffic demand 
management measures would become more and more 
costly but less and less effective.   

 TD had been working on measures to resolve traffic 
congestion in Hong Kong on three fronts, namely, to 
improve transport infrastructure, to improve public 
transport services and to make better road use and 
demand management. With all those measures being 
implemented at the same time, 90% of our daily trips in 
Hong Kong are made by public transport.  

 Supported by overseas experience, implementation of 
ERP would have to be complemented by a bypass to 
serve as an alternative route for those who would like 
to avoid the charging zone. However, due to geological 
reasons, such alternative route from Central to 
Causeway did not exist. Gloucester Road could not 
serve that purpose as there was a mix of local and 
through traffic on that road. 

 Government was not rejecting the ERP but was of the 
view that ERP could complement the CWB but could 
not replace it. In further studies on ERP, all relevant 
factors would be considered and the public would be 
consulted before a proposal was drawn up. 

 
8.8  Dr. Chan Wai-kwan pointed out that HEC was an advisory 

body only. As far as the PHO was concerned, HEC was not 
the body making a decision on whether to reclaim or not. 
Furthermore, being a body focusing on harbour 
enhancement, HEC did not need to come to a view on the 
issue of ERP. He asked Clear the Air to advise on what 
aspects that HEC could do in respect of the issue of ERP.  
 

 

8.9  Ms. Annelise Connell said that she had assumed that HEC 
was a public body referred to in the HPLB and ETWB 
Technical Circular and HEC should reject any reclamation 
proposal for CWB saying that ERP was a reasonable 
alternative. Disagreeing that HEC was a public body, Dr. 
Chan Wai-kwan reiterated that as HEC was an advisory 
body on harbour-front enhancement, it should not be 
promoting either the CWB or the ERP. Mr. Nicholas 

 



 - 14 -

Brooke agreed. 
 

8.10 As there were no other comments, the Chairman 
encouraged Clear the Air to attend the coming public 
forums and design charrettes.  
    
 

 

Item 9 Any other business  
   
9.1 The Chairman said Professor Wallin of Hong Kong 

University (HKU) had requested the Sub-committee to give 
a lecture to the HKU students on the HER project. The 
Chairman declared that he knew Professor Wallin 
personally, but the latter had not approached him regarding 
the request.  
 

 

9.2  Dr. Chan Wai-kwan suggested instead of giving the 
students a lecture, they could be invited to attend the public 
forums and design charrettees. However, if individual 
Sub-committee member was willing to give a lecture to the 
students on his/her own personal capacity, he/she could 
approach Professor Wallin direct. The meeting agreed.  
 

 
 
 

All to note
 
 

9.3 There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 
5:15 p.m.  The next meeting was scheduled for 14 June 
2005. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Secretariat, HEC Sub-committee on 
Wan Chai Development Phase II Review 
June 2005 
 
 


