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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

1.1.1 In May 2009, the Planning Department (PlanD) commissioned the Hong Kong Island East
harbour-front Study (HKIEHS) to formulate a comprehensive plan for enhancing the Hong Kong
Island East Harbourfront.  Among the various proposed harbourfront enhancement initiatives,
a preliminary conceptual plan of a pedestrian Boardwalk of about 2km long was proposed to
be constructed underneath the Island Eastern Corridor (IEC) from Oil Street to Hoi Yu Street to
enhance connectivity along the North Point waterfront. The proposed Boardwalk conceptual
plan was well received by the public during the HKIEHS public engagement exercise.

1.1.2 In January 2012, the Civil Engineering and Development Department (CEDD) commissioned a
topical study on the proposed Boardwalk underneath the existing IEC structure (Topical Study)
to establish the preliminary engineering feasibility of the proposal and to assess possible
implications of the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance (Cap. 531) (PHO) to facilitate further
project planning and implementation.

1.1.3 Based on the findings of the Topical Study, the proposed scheme under the HKIEHS was
refined (the Refined Scheme).  It was assessed that some parts of the proposed Boardwalk
would fall within the definition of “reclamation” in the context of the PHO.

1.1.4 CEDD presented the Refined Scheme to the Task Force on Harbourfront Developments on
Hong Kong Island (HKTF) of Harbourfront Commission (HC) and highlighted relevant legal
advice sought in relation to the PHO. The Task Force endorsed the Refined Scheme and the
Government agreed to take forward the Project first by ascertaining its compliance with the
PHO.

1.1.5 In March 2015, AECOM Asia Co Ltd. was commissioned by CEDD to carry out an assignment
under “Agreement No. CE41/2014 (HY) Boardwalk underneath Island Eastern Corridor –
Investigation” (the Study).  The Study is to conduct a review of the feasibility of the proposed
Boardwalk under the IEC, which includes a demonstration of its compliance with the PHO
before proceeding with the detailed design and construction of the Project, as well as carrying
out community engagement

1.2 The Assignment

1.2.1 The scope of the proposed Boardwalk underneath the IEC (the Project) comprises:

(a) provision of a Boardwalk of about 2 km long for a pedestrian walkway, a cycle track
including cycling facilities such as parking space and rental kiosks underneath the section
of IEC between Oil Street and Hoi Yu Street;

(b) beautification and revitalization of existing facilities that have interface with the
Boardwalk, such as the Tong Shui Road Pier and IEC structures;

(c) provision of access points and/or connections with private or public developments along
the Boardwalk to ensure proper catchment of the population in neighbouring areas to
make use of new facilities including the Boardwalk;

(d) provision or beautification of landing facilities along suitable locations of the Boardwalk
for possible water transport connections;

(e) provision of associated activity spaces and facilities such as viewing platforms, fishing
platforms, art and other forms of display, lighting facilities and seating; and
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(f) associated geotechnical, structural, electrical and mechanical, marine, drainage,
sewerage, greening and landscaping works, waterworks, utilities and traffic engineering
works, environmental mitigation measures and other related works.

1.2.2 The main objectives of the Study are to:

(a) review the recommendations and findings of the Topical Study;

(b) produce a recommended scheme for the proposed Boardwalk through identification and
evaluation of alternative options for key elements of the Project, and updating the Refined
Scheme taking into account all latest changes and constraints;

(c) carry out assessment on the recommended scheme under the PHO and prepare the
cogent and convincing materials for the reclamation with reference to Environment,
Transport and Works Bureau Technical Circular No. 1/04 and the requirement for
“overriding public need test” as laid down in the judgement of the Court of Final Appeal
on 9 January 2004 in respect of the judicial review on the Draft Wan Chai North Outline
Zoning Plan (No. S/H25/1);

(d) collate opinions from stakeholders and the public on the Project;

(e) assist to gain support from stakeholders and the public through public engagement;

(f) check that the Project will meet all statutory requirements including but not limited to the
Roads (Works, Use and Compensation) Ordinance (Cap. 370) and the Town Planning
Ordinance (Cap. 131);

(g) produce details to enable the Government to demonstrate compliance with the PHO and
take forward the Project to the subsequent detailed design and construction stages,
including but not limited to the following:

(i)  schematic design;

(ii) buildability considerations;

(iii) operation and maintenance considerations;

(iv) programme and cost estimates;

(v) plans and details required for initiating all necessary statutory processes; and

(h) carry out an environmental assessment for the Project on environmental implications.

1.3 Purpose and Objectives of Community Engagement

1.3.1 As the proposed Boardwalk involves “reclamation” under the PHO, the Study adopts a step by
step approach in demonstrating satisfaction of the overriding public need test. In addition to the
various technical assessments to demonstrate the various needs (social, economic, and
environmental) of the community for the proposed Boardwalk, the community engagement (CE)
exercise is a meaningful tool for collecting the public views and for establishing a compelling
and present need of the community for the proposed Boardwalk where appropriate.



Agreement No. CE 41/2014 (HY)
Boardwalk underneath Island Eastern Corridor – Investigation
Stage 2 Community Engagement Report (Final) (Ref. R34)

5 February 2019

1.3.2 The objectives of CE were three-fold:

� To solicit the views of the community on the details, including the alignment and facilities
of the Boardwalk proposals;

� To engage the public in the formulation of the Boardwalk proposals (evolution from
Refined Scheme, structural options of the recommended scheme) and gain community
support on the recommended scheme;

� To gauge the views of the public for the proposed Boardwalk and hence the associated
necessary reclamation.

1.3.3 The Stage 1 community engagement (CE1) exercise was conducted from February 2016 to
March 2016.  Based on public views and the findings from technical assessments, the
recommended Boardwalk scheme was formulated for further collecting public views during the
Stage 2 community engagement (CE2) from November 2016 to July 2017.

1.4 Structure of the Report

1.4.1 This Section presents the background and the objectives of the CE for the Study.  Details of
CE channels and activities during CE2 are summarized in Section 2 of the Report.  Views
received from the public and stakeholders during various CE activities are collated and
summarized in Section 3 of the Report.  Section 4 and Section 5 lay out the way forward of the
Project.
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2 DETAILS OF CHANNELS AND ACTIVITIES

2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 During the CE2 from 29 November 2016 to 28 January 2017, various activities including
meeting with the HKTF and the Planning, Works and Housing Committee of the Eastern District
Council (EDC), focus group meeting and community forums were held.  Progress of the Study,
findings of CE1 and the recommended Boardwalk scheme were disseminated to the public and
stakeholders via the project website and Facebook page established in CE1, as well as CE2
Digest and pamphlet, etc.  The public and stakeholders were also invited to provide their
comments and opinions via the project hotline, email, fax and mail. An opinion survey by way
of an opinion collection form was conducted on the project website, as well as during various
CE2 activities.  Highlights of the CE activities and channels are summarized below.

2.2 CE Activities

2.2.1 A summary of the CE2 activities carried out are listed below:

Table 2.1– List of CE 2 Activities

Date Activity Venue

19 Oct 2016 Consultation with the HKTF Conference Room,
15/F, North Point
Government Offices,

Stage 2 Community Engagement Activities (29 November 2016 to 28 January 2017)

29 Nov 2016 Commencement of CE2 -

29 Nov 2016 Consultation with the Planning,
Works and Housing Committee
of EDC

Conference Room,
11/F, Eastern Laws
Court Building

15 Dec 2016 Focus Group Meeting Activity Room 1, Hong
Kong Central Library

17 Dec 2016 1st Community Forum Dr Seaker Chan Shu
Kui Hall, North Point

12 Jan 2017 Consultation with the HKTF Conference Room,
15/F, North Point
Government Offices

14 Jan 2017 2nd Community Forum Quarry Bay
Community Hall

28 Jan 2017 Completion of CE2 -
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2.3 Channels for Enquiry, Comment and Opinion

2.3.1 During CE2, the public and stakeholders were invited to submit their enquiries or provide their
views via the following channels, which were the same as CE1:

(i) Email: boardwalk@cedd.gov.hk
(ii) Hotline: (852) 2231 4408
(iii) Fax: (852) 2577 5040
(iv) Mail: Hong Kong Island & Islands Development office

Civil Engineering and Development Department
13/F, North Point Government Offices,
333 Java Road,
North Point, Hong Kong

2.3.2 To facilitate the public and stakeholders to provide opinions on the Boardwalk proposal, an
opinion survey was conducted.  Views were collected through an opinion collection form (see
Table 2) available on the project website and distributed during the CE2 activities.  Online
submission was also available on the website.

Table 2 – Questions in the opinion collection form for CE2

問題 1 - 設計風格和氛圍：你對於行人板道的設計風格和氛圍有什麼看法？你

喜歡地標式、簡約或自然的風格呢？你喜歡繽紛、活潑或恬靜的氛圍呢？
Q1 - ON DESIGN CHARACTER AND AMBIENCE
What are your aspirations on the design character and ambience for the
Boardwalk? Would you like an iconic, simplistic or natural design? Would you
like a colourful, lively or tranquil ambience?

問題 2 - 連接性和暢達性：你對於建議的連接點有什麼意見？

Q2 - ON CONNECTIVITY AND ACCESSIBILITY
What are your views on the proposed access points?

問題 3 - 其他意見：你有沒有其他意見?
Q3 - OTHER VIEWS
Do you have any other views?

2.4 Project Website and Facebook Page

2.4.1 A project website (www.boardwalk.gov.hk) and a Facebook page
(www.facebook.com/boardwalkiec/) were launched before CE1 to disseminate the updated
information and progress of the Study to the public and stakeholders.  These were also used for
disseminating updated information for CE2, whereas the CE1 Report and photos have also been
uploaded to this project website for public information.

2.5 Other Publicity Materials

2.5.1 CE2 Digest and Pamphlet

The CE2 digest and pamphlet were published on 29 November 2016.  Apart from distribution
during focus group meeting, community forums and other meetings, as well as having them
uploaded onto the project website, the pamphlets were distributed to the residents in the vicinity
of the proposed project site between Hing Fat Street and Tai Koo Shing (see Figure 2.5.1).



Agreement No. CE 41/2014 (HY)
Boardwalk underneath Island Eastern Corridor – Investigation
Stage 2 Community Engagement Report (Final) (Ref. R34)

8 February 2019

The CE2 digest presented the background, CE1 findings, recommended Boardwalk scheme,
considerations of the PHO, an additional access from the hinterland, activity nodes and activities
of CE2. The pamphlet is a summary of the digest.  The digest and the pamphlet are shown in
Appendix A.

2.5.2 Posters, Banners and Advertisements

Posters for promoting the CE activities were distributed to the owner incorporations and
cooperation committees in the vicinity of the proposed project site between Hing Fat Street and
Tai Koo Shing (see Figure 2.5.1).  Also, banners were put up at several government facilities for
promoting the CE activities and showing channels for enrolment, enquiry, comment and opinion.
Photos of the banners at some locations are shown in Appendix A.

Advertisements were placed in 3 newspapers, Headline Daily (頭條日報)(Chinese), Sing Tao
Daily (星島日報)(Chinese) and The Standard (English) on 9 December, 12 December 2016 and
6 January 2017 to promote the CE activities.  Images of the newspaper advertisement are shown
in Appendix B.

Figure 2.5.1 – Coverage (hatched in blue) of the residential buildings that received the pamphlet and
owner incorporations, cooperation committees that received the poster

2.6 Media Coverage during CE2

2.6.1 During CE2, the project was featured on eight newspapers and one online news platform.
Majority of the media coverage focused on the design details of the recommended proposal
including the extended width, simplified design, new access points, fishing platform, cycle track,
etc. A few media mentioned the additional piled dolphins and structures and their reclamation
area, in the context of the PHO.

2.6.2 The eight newspapers were South China Morning Post (南華早報), Oriental Daily News (東⽅

⽇報),  Headline Daily (頭條⽇報), Ta Kung Pao (⼤公報), Hong Kong Economic Journal (信報),

Apple Daily (蘋果⽇報), Sing Tao Daily (星島⽇報) and The Standard. The online news platform

was Apple Daily Latest News (蘋果⽇報即時新聞).
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2.6.3 Views from professionals and various stakeholders on the proposal were also featured in TVB
Jade’s “A Closer Look” (時事多⾯睇) aired on 27 December 2016.

2.6.4 Please refer to Appendix E for the list of media coverage during CE2.
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3 SUMMARY OF MAJOR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

3.1 General

3.1.1 During CE2, one focus group meeting, 2 CE forums, as well as consultation with Planning,
Works and Housing Committee of EDC and HKTF were held.  An opinion survey was conducted.
Various channels were established to collect views from the public and stakeholders.

3.1.2 After the two-month CE2 exercise, the public generally supports constructing the Boardwalk as
quickly as possible so as to open up the harbourfront from North Point to Quarry Bay, enhance
the connectivity along the Island East harbourfront, and provide the dearly needed open space
to the local residents.

3.1.3 In addition to the four proposed access points located at the planned open space north of Oil
Street, as well as Tong Shui Road, Tin Chiu Street and Hoi Yu Street, different stakeholders
have requested more access points from the hinterland to the Boardwalk for facilitating public
enjoyment of the Boardwalk.

3.1.4 The public was generally supportive to the following suggestions on facilities –

a) the proposed Boardwalk should provide sufficient space to cater for the needs and safety
of pedestrians, cyclists and other people carrying out different activities therein;

b) to provide “viewing platforms” along the proposed Boardwalk for the public to enjoy the
panoramic views of the Victoria Harbour between Tsim Sha Tsui and Lei Yue Mun;

c) to provide “activity nodes” at the four access points for different activities; and

d) to set up a “fishing platform” next to the existing Tong Shui Road Pier.

3.1.5 At the same time, there had been requests that due consideration should be given to the PHO.
The space underneath the IEC structure should be fully utilised, so as to reduce the impact to
the Victoria Habour.

3.1.6 The detailed records of the CE activities and the views received in respect of the Boardwalk
scheme presented in CE2 are enclosed in the Appendices as follows:

Appendix C Gist for Focus Group Meeting and two Community Forums

Appendix D Summary of Views Received from Opinion Survey

Appendix E Media Coverage during Community Engagement 2

Appendix F1  Meeting Minutes and Discussion Paper for the Meeting with Planning, Works
and Housing Committee of the Eastern District Council on 29 November 2016.

Appendix F2 Meeting Minutes and Papers for the Meetings with the Task Force on
Harbourfront Developments on Hong Kong Island of the Harbourfront
Commission on 19 October 2016

Appendix F3 Meeting Minutes and Presentation Materials for the Meetings with the Task
Force on Harbourfront Developments on Hong Kong Island of the Harbourfront
Commission on 12 January 2017

Appendix F4 Meeting Minutes and Presentation Materials for the Meetings with the Task
Force on Harbourfront Developments on Hong Kong Island of the Harbourfront
Commission on 10 March 2017
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Appendix F5 Meeting Minutes and Presentation Materials for the Meetings with the Task
Force on Harbourfront Developments on Hong Kong Island of the Harbourfront
Commission on 29 May 2017

Appendix G Written Comments from Professional Institutions/ Organisations

3.1.7 The major comments received during various activities in the CE2 exercise are categorized and
summarized in the following paragraphs.
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3.2 Major Comments

3.2.1 Provision and Alignment of “Boardwalk Underneath Island Eastern Corridor”

Comments from Focus Group Meeting

a) Participants supported the Project.  Some participants commented that the proposed
Boardwalk should not have an uniform width all along in order to create pocket space to allow
different kinds of activities/uses by the public at various locations.

Comments from Community Forums

b) The vast majority in the two community forums were in support of the Project. They agreed that
the space under the IEC should be utilized to provide the general public with a pleasant
environment. Some participants hoped the project could be implemented as soon as possible
so as to let the general public enjoy the Victoria Harbour by walking, jogging, cycling and doing
other activities along the harbourfront.

c) A few participants considered that the extended width of 10 meters of the proposed Boardwalk
was still too narrow, hoping to extend further in terms of width and scale of the project to allow
more flexibility increase. Some suggested expanding certain part of the Boardwalk to create
larger space to allow people to stay, gather and enjoy the view. One participant suggested
further extending the Boardwalk to the area directly underneath IEC to optimize the use of
space and provide shelters in inclement weather.

d) Some people suggested having viewing platforms in the form of a glass box, which would allow
the visitors to enjoy the beauty of the harbour under different weather conditions.

Written Comments

e) Hon Kwok Wai-keung, JP, a member of the Legislative Council, conducted a survey from 20 to
24 January 2017, and received 152 completed responses. According to the survey analysis,
the majority of the public within the North Point district and nearby residents were in support of
the Project because there was a high demand for a comprehensive harbourfront facility in the
community.

f) Hong Kong Institute of Urban Design (HKIUD) expressed their reservation on the alignment of
the recommended scheme. They considered that the elevated IEC offered a real opportunity
for efficient and sustainable use of the space beneath and the space need to be better exploited
in a dense city with a high demand for space. They commented that from an urban design
perspective, the engineering model put forward in CE2 had a high impact to the surroundings,
and was located entirely outside the alignment of the IEC, leaving the area under IEC vacant.
The aspects of climate protection from rain or sunlight and the opportunity to revitalize the “left-
over” area under the IEC were ignored.

g) The Society for Protection of the Harbour expressed concerns on the extent of reclamation and
the alignment of Boardwalk running beyond the IEC footprint which might not be in compliance
with the minimum reclamation requirements. They demanded that the Boardwalk alignment
should be shifted directly under the IEC footprint as far as possible so as to better utilise the
space under the IEC.

3.2.2 Design Character and Ambience

Comments from Focus Group Meeting
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a) The majority of the participants of the focus group meeting agreed that the concept of shared
use of public spaces should be promoted in the design of the proposed Boardwalk to allow
greater variety of activities and to enhance vibrancy. Fixed planter boxes or designated cycle
track might become limitations for different uses. Integrated green space such as lawn area
should be encouraged.

b) A professional member suggested adding new planters or artificial greenery to enhance the
visual quality of the columns of the IEC. Besides, the proposed projection of images would be
nice during night time, however, it would not be visible during the day.

c) Some participants commented that the colour tone of the proposed Boardwalk should
differentiate the Boardwalk from the existing IEC. On the other hand, there were views that the
design and colour tone should be subtle. Some other pointed out that colour and patterns of
the proposed uses and design could be further studied in the detailed design stage later.

d) Some participants commented that the proposed Boardwalk should not have an uniform width
all along in order to allow different kinds of activity/uses by the public at various locations. One
of the participants suggested collaborating with artists on the display of artwork along the
Boardwalk.

e) Some participants urged the Government to maximize the potential of the Boardwalk so that
more people could enjoy the harbourfront. One participant opined that the study area
represented only part of the harbourfront in Hong Kong and hence it was not necessary to
include everything on the Boardwalk.

Comments from Community Forums

f) The vast majority of the two community forums agreed that the general design should adopt
the theme of naturalistic and simplicity, and introduce more day light onto the Boardwalk. The
number of proposed lighting feature should be reduced. With simplicity as the design theme,
the budget should be lower.

g) There were participants suggested having a vibrant design for the Boardwalk, which allowed
for all kinds of activities on sections of the Boardwalk. It should also cater for hosting various
events and functions in order to attract more visitors.

h) Some participants supported the provision of viewing platforms that would allow dynamic or
gathering activities without blocking the pedestrian flow on the passageways.

i) There were views suggesting that the project should aim at becoming a major landmark of the
city for years to come, which could assist to promote the beautiful harbour of Hong Kong.

j) Some participants commented that the Boardwalk was in close proximity to residential
development, hence the design should be community-oriented.

k) A participant suggested making reference to the design of Quarry Bay Park, Kwun Tong
Promenade and Ma On Shan Promenade where the walkway and cycle track were being
separated to ensure the safety of visitors. Some commented that the design theme was very
common in Hong Kong and suggested incorporating some overseas elements and special
features in the Project.

l) Some participants raised their concern on the choice of material for constructing the Boardwalk,
and commented that those used in Quarry Bay Park often led to unpleasant sound when being
stepped on. Some other participants recommended using transparent material for Boardwalk
and glass railing to allow the user and nature blend in together, yet it should be durable. There
were discussion on the durability of the glass railing, and impacts to cyclists when they crashed
into the railing; some suggested that transparent parapet with metal railing would be a better
option.
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m) Some participants suggested enhancing the greenery along the Boardwalk and hoped that
plantings were able to mitigate the visual impact from the IEC especially for the lower floors of
the Provident Centre. Some suggested the project to reserve certain planting area to allow the
community to get involved in planting at the Boardwalk, which would help lowering the
maintenance cost.

n) A participant commented that the IEC and the Boardwalk should be visually compatible, while
some disagreed and commented that they were two separate structures and compatibleness
was not needed.

Written Comments

o) There were comments requesting more plantings and trees along the Boardwalk and a covered
walkway throughout the Boardwalk to provide a better walking experience and attract more
people to stay and enjoy. But they hoped the Boardwalk would not become another tourism
spot like the Golden Bauhinia Square.

p) According to the website questionnaires and emails received, 433 responded to the question
on design and ambience of the Boardwalk. The majority (323 nos., 74.6%) of the respondents
agreed to adopt a simplistic or natural design as the general theme for the Boardwalk. There
were 59 (about 13.6%) respondents who preferred a tranquil ambience while 45 (about 10.4%)
suggested a colourful and lively design for the Boardwalk. Also, there were 6 (about 1.4%) who
hoped that the Boardwalk could become an iconic landmark.

Newspaper Report

q) A comment on a newspaper considered that the Boardwalk should adopt a simplistic design. It
suggested that the public should accept the concept of shared use of public spaces among
recreational activities and recommended that the management agent of the future Boardwalk
should not restrict the uses and activities within the Boardwalk. People should have more
tolerance and mutual respect for different uses of the scarce waterfront public spaces.

3.2.3 Connectivity, Accessibility and Proposed Access Points

Comments from Focus Group Meeting

a) There were comments that more access points should be added to the proposed Boardwalk.
One participant opined that there should be adequate space for both cyclists and pedestrians
for the proposed link bridge connecting to the Boardwalk from Provident Centre.

b) Some participants suggested re-aligning Hoi Yu Street so that most of the proposed facilities
would be directly linked to the Boardwalk to enhance connectivity, and the public would not
need to cross the road to use the cycle rental kiosk. Another participant suggested that traffic
calming measures with special design should be implemented at Hoi Yu Street so that people
would know that they were entering a special area.

Comments from Community Forums

c) Majority of the participants agreed to the proposed access points, but some requested for more
access points between the North Point Vehicular Ferry Pier and Hoi Yu Street for easy and
convenient access by the elderly; and many participants agreed that the access points should
be beautified. Some participants and residents of Provident Centre worried that the access
point through Provident Centre would have adverse impact to the local residents. Another
participant suggested slightly adjusting the access point near Tin Chiu Street to Tin Chiu Street,
so as to allow a clear path from inland towards the harbourfront.
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d) Some participants commented that there was not sufficient connectivity towards the
harbourfront. The pedestrian crossing facilities toward the harboufront at both Hoi Yu Street
and Healthy Street East were poor, and these inner streets should be widened. Participants
also pointed out that the current Hoi Yu Street’s connection with the harbourfront to the east
was relatively narrow.

e) Some participants were concerned about the emergency vehicular access arrangement; and
suggested that the project should provide enough spacing for maneuvering of emergency
vehicles and a clear path leading to the Boardwalk.

f) A participant commented that a continuous connection of the Boardwalk was crucial. He
suggested extending the proposed Boardwalk and cycle track towards both eastward and
westward to create a continuous connection from Central Harbourfront, Wanchai, North Point
to Sai Wan Ho.

g) There was consensus from the public engagement that clearer signages were needed in the
future to lead people towards the Boardwalk.

Written Comments

h) There were written comments proposing to extend the Boardwalk further to the east and west
on both ends so as to enhance the connectivity with other existing or planned Boardwalk. They
also considered the proposed access points to be reasonable.

i) Out of the 152 questionnaires received from the survey conducted by the LegCo member Hon
Kwok Wai Keung, 146 (about 96%) respondents were in support of providing an access point
from Provident Garden. 53 (about 32%) respondents preferred the Boardwalk to be able to
connect to other districts such as Chai Wan, Quarry Bay, Wan Chai North, Central and Kennedy
Town, in order to align a comprehensive Boardwalk for the Hong Kong Island. 35 (about 23%)
of them preferred to have a continuous instead of a piecemeal Boardwalk. 29 (about 19%)
respondents suggested enhancing the connectivity with other transportation means. 8 (about
5%) respondents requested more directional signage.

3.2.4 Boardwalk Management, Noise concern and Safety Concern

Comments from Focus Group Meeting

a) Majority of the professionals considered that there should not be designated spaces for specific
uses. Instead, there should be more space-sharing for different kinds of activities. Another
member suggested that “designated” fishing area should be changed into “recommended”
fishing area so that Boardwalk users would not be restricted to fish at specific locations.

Comments from Community Forums

b) Some participants and a resident of Provident Centre supported restricting the opening hours
of the Boardwalk to avoid disturbance to nearby residents during night time, and suggested the
Government to consult the stakeholders. A few suggested opening up a portion of the
Boardwalk to allow 24-Hours access.

c) Participants had concerns on the safety, management and securities measures of the whole
2km long Boardwalk. A few worried whether accident on IEC might affect the safety of the
Boardwalk users.

d) Street hawkers issues were discussed. Some participants were against allowing street hawkers
within the Boardwalk area. Many suggested to make reference to Tuen Mun’s Gold Coast and
Singapore’s Sentosa Island, where certain area of the boardwalk are open for weekend market.
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e) Majority of the participants suggested having a vibrant Boardwalk which allowed all kinds of
activities, including singing and performing, picnic, skateboarding and pets-walking. They
complained there were too many restrictions in parks within Hong Kong, and hoped the future
Boardwalk management would adopt fewer restrictions.

f) A participant pointed out that special consideration should be given to crowd control during
large-scale events.

Written Comments

g) Hon Kwok Wai Keung suggested that the residents of Providence Centre should be consulted
on the opening hours, the access point location and management details of the Boardwalk. The
majority of the residents agreed to restrict opening hours of the Boardwalk, alas in other Leisure
and Cultural Services Department (LCSD)’s park. The public were also concerned about the
adequacy of open space, public hygiene, air and noise impact of the Boardwalk.

3.2.5 Intended Uses and Proposed Facilities

Comments from Focus Group Meeting

a) There were queries on whether the proposed water playground would be fixed which would
limit the variety of uses.  It was also recommended that the Dragon Boat Association should be
consulted to find out whether the proposed design of the Boardwalk could facilitate dragon boat
racing activities.

b) There were enquiries as to whether the design had considered the application of renewable
energy such as cycle track with solar panel paving and wind turbine.

Comments from Community Forums

c) Majority of the participants supported the idea of water playground which would allow the public
to interact with the water. Some suggested providing a waterslide towards the Victoria Harbour.
They commented that the proposed water playground should be under the sun but not under
the IEC. A few queried whether the water playground facilities and space as shown in the
perspectives were feasible. Participants also recommended restoring the old “North Point
Swimming Shed” to provide swimming facilities with the improving water quality of Victoria
Harbour.

d) Many of the participants suggested that public toilets should be provided along the Boardwalk,
and the suggestion of installing temporary portable toilets was also raised. A few participants
considered it acceptable if toilets would be provided nearby instead of on the Boardwalk.

e) Other facilities suggested include shelters from rain and sun, viewing platforms, vending
machines, drinking fountains, refreshment kiosks, Wi-Fi services and electric socket. Currently
there were quite a number of anglers fishing underneath the IEC near Hoi Yu Street.  Some
participants suggested that a fishing platform at the same location could be added.

f) One participant commented that since the harbour was already impaired by the IEC, the whole
area underneath the corridor should be used to create more open space especially for elderly
and children.

g) Some residents of the Provident Centre claimed that they were already suffering from the noise
pollution from IEC.  They suggested adding a noise barrier between their estate and the
Boardwalk in order to mitigate the noise impact to the residents.

h) Some participants were worried about the already congested area of North Point, for example
Java Road.  They were concerned that the area would get even more crowded if a new
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attraction were to be placed there. They suggested adding more parking spaces and
loading/unloading bays in the area.

Written Comments

i) There was a suggestion to provide a refreshment kiosk near Oil Street. Another comment
suggested having exercise corners with exercise equipment and rain shelters for the elderly to
achieve LCSD’s goal of “Sports for All Day”.

j) According to the website questionnaires and emails received, 280 respondents provided
feedback to the question on facilities/functions to be included in the project. Among them, 11
(about 4%) respondents recommended to include facilities/functions such as exercise kiosk,
weekend market and performing platform. 22 (about 8%) and 20 (about 7%) of the comments
recommended having more access points and more bicycle parking facilities respectively.

Newspaper Report

k) According to an interviewee in a newspaper report, anglers tended to walk along the
harbourfront to search for the most advantageous position that would have the most catch.
Anglers worried that if there would be a designated fishing spot, it would limit the area that they
could fish.  They preferred a more flexible arrangement.

3.2.6 Discussion on whether to allow Pet to enter the Boardwalk

Comments from Community Forums

a) Some participants considered pet as part of their community and therefore supported allowing
pets on the Boardwalk. Some suggested that the Boardwalk should provide facilities for pet use,
promote a safe and harmonious environment for them and allow for interaction between people
and pets. There were comments suggesting that at least a portion of the Boardwalk should
allow pet. However, some thought that untrained pet should not be allowed.

b) The nearest pet garden within the whole district was located at the Quarry Bay Park, which was
considered remote from North Point.  Some participants suggested adding another pet garden
along the Boardwalk to cater for the demand. If there would be a pet garden provided along the
Boardwalk, a participant suggested providing sufficient number of dog latrines and imposing
guidelines for pet walkers.

c) A participant suggested having a comprehensive planning of pet garden for both Quarry Bay
Park and the project and linked them together to create a larger space for pets. There was also
recommendation on having a seamless connection of pet garden from North Point to Wan Chai
North.

d) There were, however, some participants who had reservation on allowing pets on the
Boardwalk, as they considered the Boardwalk to be people-oriented.

Written Comments

e) According to the website questionnaires and emails received, 40 (about 9.3%) respondents
requested allowing pet to enter the Boardwalk.

3.2.7 Cycle Track and Related Comments

Comments from Focus Group Meeting

a) Some professional members commented that the design of the proposed Boardwalk should be
flexible in encouraging space sharing, and designated cycle track design should not be required.
Some pointed out that the purpose of the cycle track provision would affect its design. For
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instance, design of a cycle track for commuting purpose would be different from one for leisure
in view of the speed involved. The project team should determine the purpose of the cycle track
provision prior to the development of the design.

b) A professional member commented that more cycle rental kiosks should be put in place. Some
participants also enquired whether it would be feasible to use the North Point Vehicular Ferry
Pier as a cycle rental kiosk. It was also suggested that CEDD and PlanD should coordinate and
provide cycle rental kiosks in Wan Chai and Quarry Bay/Hoi Yu Street to better coordinate the
planning of the cycle rental kiosks from west to east of the harbourfront area.

c) Another member commented that the locations, scale and design of bicycle parking should be
carefully selected as they were related to cyclist’s preferences/purpose of their trips.

Comments from Community Forums

d) There were diverse views on whether to allow cycling, skateboarding, scooters and roller-
skating activities on the Boardwalk.  Many participants had concerns on the cycling activities
for fear of endangering pedestrians’ safety. Some preferred restricting cycling while others
suggested separating the pedestrian walkway from the cycle track. If there would be a cycle
track, participants suggested there should be enough clearance and level difference between
the seating benches and the cycle track so as to ensure safety of the general public.

e) A participant also commented on the steep gradient at certain section of the Boardwalk and
worried that the level change might cause accidents.

Written Comments

f) Some expected that cycling facilities were imperative. Another comment preferred an
unobstructed cycling pathway.

g) According to Hon Kwok Wai Keung, the only public cycle track on the Hong Kong Island was
at the Quarry Bay Park.  Residents of North Point were looking forward to having a continuous
harbourfront cycle track connecting North Point to Admiralty and Central.
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h) HKIUD commented that cycling should only be encouraged in situations that created
opportunities both for recreational and commuting purposes as it was difficult to introduce a
safe system. Unlike the cycle track in New Territories where there were wider spaces and longer
tracks, the cycle track proposed in this Boardwalk was an ‘add on’ to an existing waterfront in
a situation that was fraught with legalities. They were also worried that young cyclists living
nearby had to cross major roads to get to this waterfront. Besides, they would unlikely be able
to use this as a means of transport to schools etc as there was no other cycle track provision
in the area. The Boardwalk should therefore be provided with a safe and comfortable waterfront
pedestrian environment, with leisure cycling use as that on the Aldrich Bay waterfront.

i) According to the website questionnaires and emails received, the vast majority of the
respondents (233 nos., about 53.8%) supported the provision of a cycle track along the
Boardwalk. 11 (about 2.5%) of them commented that should be separation between
pedestrians and cyclists.

j) Hong Kong Cycling Alliance submitted written comments on 22 January 2017. In the
submission, Hong Kong Cycling Alliance stated that 340 Hong Kong people cycled from
Kennedy Town to Quarry Bay to support the Stage 2 proposal to enable and encourage cycling
along the IEC Boardwalk. Most of them also supported the creation of a harbourfront cycle track
that would run from Kennedy Town to Chai Wan.

Newspaper Report

k) Members of the cycling groups, “HK Cycling Alliance” and “A Green Harbourfront Cycle Path
for Hong Kong Island” held an event to cycle around the Hong Kong Island to express their
request to the government to provide a cycle track within the Project. They were looking forward
to having a “Hong Kong Harbourfront Cycle Path” at the northern Hong Kong Island in order to
connect other districts such as Kennedy Town and Heng Fa Chuen while providing a leisure
and tourism spot in the city centre. The Hon Kwok Wai Keung supported the event and
commented that the ancillary cycling facilities in Hong Kong Island were poor and hoped that
cycling could become part of an option for daily commuting. A former LegCo member the Hon
Yiu Chung Yim considered that cycling could improve both the traffic and air quality of the city.

3.2.8 Implementation issues

Comments from Focus Group Meeting

a) A professional member suggested providing some pilings for expansion/enhancement works
opportunities in the future.

Comments from Community Forums

b) Participants asked about various implementations issues such as project cost, implementation
schedule and phasing, completion date, structural engineering issues and funding procedure.
They also asked when the Legislative Council would approve the funding for the project.

c) Several participants raised concern on the structural safety of the North Point Vehicular Ferry
Pier and questioned whether the pier would be relocated; they recommended the government
taking this opportunity to optimize that particular area. Some suggested the design of the
Boardwalk should make use of the existing structure/footing of the IEC and adopt simplicity
approach to minimize the reclamation area and lower the construction cost.

d) Some hoped to speed up the public consultation for early implementation of the Project while
some considered the schedule was within a reasonable timeframe.

3.2.9 Implication of the PHO on the project

Comments from Focus Group Meeting
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a) A professional member pointed out that the most important part of the study was to fulfill the
requirements of the PHO. Issues such as colour tone/pattern of the design could be decided at
a later stage.

Comments from Community Forums

b) With regard to the PHO, some participants considered that the Project had an overriding public
need as it would not have adverse impact on the Victoria Harbour.

Written Comments

c) HKIUD made reference to the judgment of the High Court in July 2013, suggesting the
Government to re-consider the prospect of passing the overriding public need test under the
PHO, in particular when there was a less intrusive option of the alignment.  They further stated
that meeting public aspirations might not necessarily be equal to meeting an “overriding public
need”. While this might have to be decided by the court through Judicial Review, protracted
litigation processes might only delay the harbourfront enhancement initiative however well-
intentioned it might be.

3.2.10 Other Views

Comments from Community Forums

a) Comments from the elderly and person with disabilities should be collected.

b) Some participants inquired about the mitigation measures on the air quality and noise issue
generated from the IEC. They thought the traffic noise on the IEC would lower the public’s
intention to stay within the Boardwalk and suggested adding noise barrier along the IEC to
reduce the noise to a comfortable level. In this regard, since noise barrier might lead to visual
impact against the residents of Providence Centre, another stakeholder engagement with the
affected residents should be arranged. Some participants suggested the government to take
this opportunity to conduct a traffic impact assessment on the impact of the Boardwalk towards
Electric Road and Java Road.

c) A participant suggested that a more attractive and interesting name should be given to this
Project.

Written Comments

d) The Hong Kong Institute of Architects (HKIA) submitted written comments on 10 April 2017. In
the submission, HKIA expressed that the Institute was in support in principle to the development
of the Boardwalk underneath IEC.  The Project should proceed immediately without further
delay.

e) Details of comments are presented in Appendix F.

3.3 Comments from EDC

3.3.1 At the meeting held on 29 November 2016, a number of Members expressed concern over the
Boardwalk proposal, and hoped that the department(s) concerned could design the Boardwalk,
cycle track, fishing zone and other facilities under consideration of safety, aesthetics and
practicality. Members generally hoped that the department(s) concerned could commence the
works of Boardwalk as soon as possible, with a view to providing additional recreational and
leisure space to residents of the district.
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3.4 Comments from HC

3.4.1 At the meeting held on 19 October 2016, members expressed their concern on the alignment
and the architectural design of the Boardwalk. They commented that the Boardwalk should
create a sense of place with multiple uses and an interesting and simple design. Some
members opined that the proposed alignment should make full use of the space underneath
the IEC.  At the meeting held on 12 January 2017, members gave suggestions on the
Boardwalk facilities, additional access points, estimated project cost, and Boardwalk alignment.
Some members expressed their concern on the compliance with the minimum reclamation
requirements and suggested the Boardwalk alignment should utilise the shaded area under the
IEC.
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4 CONCLUSION

4.1.1 During CE2, the Study had engaged a wide spectrum of stakeholders including the professional
institutes, local residents, Eastern District Councillors, cyclist groups, green groups, yacht club
members, animal concern groups, road safety concern groups etc. Comments were also
received by the on-line opinion collection form on the project website and email.

4.1.2 The public generally supports constructing the Boardwalk as quickly as possible so as to open
up the harbourfront from North Point to Quarry Bay and enhance the connectivity along the
Island East harbourfront, and provide the dearly needed open space to the local residents.

4.1.3 In addition to the four proposed access points located at the planned open space north of Oil
Street, as well as Tong Shui Road, Tin Chiu Street and Hoi Yu Street, different stakeholders
had requested more access points from the hinterland to the Boardwalk for facilitating public
enjoyment of the Boardwalk.

4.1.4 The public was generally supportive to the following suggestions on facilities –

a) the proposed Boardwalk should provide sufficient space to cater for the needs and safety of
pedestrians, cyclists and other people carrying out different activities therein;

b) to provide “viewing platforms” along the proposed Boardwalk for the public to enjoy the
panoramic views of the Victoria Harbour between Tsim Sha Tsui and Lei Yue Mun;

c) to provide “activity nodes” at the four access points for different activities; and

d) to set up a “fishing platform” next to the existing Tong Shui Road Pier.

4.1.5 At the same time, there were diverse views on the alignment of the proposed Boardwalk.  Some
stakeholders supported the proposed alignment under CE2 where majority of it was placed
outside the footprint of IEC structure.  On the other hand, there had been requests that due
consideration should be given to the PHO.  The space underneath the structure of the IEC
should be fully utilised so as to reduce the impact to the Victoria Harbour.

4.1.6 There was a general view to restrict the opening hours for the Boardwalk to avoid nuisance to
the residents in close proximity. Some others suggested opening a portion of the Boardwalk for
24 hours access. There were diverse views on activities and events allowed within the
Boardwalk, some supported diversified functions including weekend markets, performances,
gathering and other group activities, while others wanted the Boardwalk to be static.
Participants also expressed their reservation about designated area for specific uses, and
considered that the public should freely enjoy the space available for various activities.

4.1.7 While most participants supported allowing cycling on the Boardwalk, they had diverse views
on whether there should be shared use between cyclists and pedestrians or clear demarcation
should be made between a designated cycle track and pedestrian walkway. Some expressed
concern about the safety especially at the parts of the Boardwalk with ramp. While Members of
EDC generally supported the provision of cycle track on the Boardwalk, some Members of the
HKTF and HKIUD doubted the need for a cycle track.

4.1.8 Some anglers suggested flexible fishing spots over a designated fishing platform.
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4.1.9 There were diverse views on whether pets should be allowed on the Boardwalk.  Many
considered pets as part of the community and therefore should be allowed, while some thought
that the Boardwalk should be people-oriented. Regarding the construction and implementation
of the Boardwalk, participants asked about the cost, schedule and safety. Most of them
requested early implementation of the project.

4.1.10 The Society for Protection of the Harbour (SPH) and some Members of the HKTF expressed
concern on the extent of reclamation, and had reservation on whether the alignment of
Boardwalk running beyond the IEC footprint towards the scheme put forward in CE2 would be
in compliance with the minimum reclamation requirements. They suggested that due
consideration should be given to PHO and that the Boardwalk alignment should be shifted
directly under the IEC footprint as far as possible to utilise the space underneath the structure
of the IEC so as to reduce the impact to the Victoria Harbour as well as provide shelter from
weather.
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5 WAY FORWARD

5.1.1 Views on the proposed Boardwalk scheme were collected from a wide range of stakeholders
including the professional institutes, local residents, Eastern District Councillors, cyclist groups,
green groups, yacht club members, animal concern groups, road safety concern groups, etc.

5.1.2 While the Boardwalk received general support and many urged for its early implementation, we
noted the diverse views on the alignment presented in CE2. Taking into the account the views
received, the project team will further refine the Boardwalk scheme.  The comments on the
design and facilities will be carefully studied and reviewed for the formulation of the refined
scheme for public discussion and comments under CE3 of the Study.  The cogent and
convincing materials will be prepared to demonstrate the overriding public need for the
proposed Boardwalk, to document the community engagement activities and feedback on
public views, to present the reclamation requirements of the Boardwalk scheme and conduct
an appraisal of minimum reclamation.
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Appendix A
Stage 2 Digest, Pamphlet, Poster, Banner

and Exhibition Panels
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Fortress Hill Road Playground               Healthy Village Playground

Java Road Playground               King s Road Playground

Pak Fuk Road Playground               Provident Garden

Quarry Bay Park               Tin Chiu Street Children's Playground
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Appendix B
Newspaper Advertisement
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Appendix C
Gist for Focus Group Meeting and Community Forums
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Boardwalk Underneath Island Eastern Corridor  Investigation
Stage 2 Public Consultation

Focus Group Meeting
Gist of Meeting

Date : 15 December 2016
Time : 7:30pm to 9:00pm
Venue : Activity Room 2, Hong Kong Central Library

Participants:
Name Organization

1. Martin Turner Hong Kong Cycling Alliance
2. Nick Andrew Hong Kong Cycling Alliance
3. Chan Ka Leung Hong Kong Cycling Alliance
4. Kenneth To The Hong Kong institute of Planners
5. Chan Chi Man AES
6. Kathy Ip Hong Kong Public Space Initiative
7. Mandy Wong Hong Kong Public Space Initiative
8. Yuling Wong Hong Kong Public Space Initiative
9. Canon Wong Hong Kong Public Space Initiative
10. Koko Mueller Royal Hong Kong Yacht Club
11. Julian TH Kwong Community for Road Safety
12. Vincent Ng The Hong Kong Institute of Architects
13. Jackey Cheung The Hong Kong Institute of Architects
14. Wendell Chan Friends of the Earth

Representatives from CEDD
Mr. C.B. Mak Chief Engineer/HK(1)
Mr. C.T. Lam Senior Engineer 2 (HK Island Div 1)

Representatives from AECOM
Mr. Simon Wong
Mr. Jimmy Lau

Representative from ADO
Mr. Wilson Chan

Facilitator:
Ms. Betty S.F. Ho PlanArch Consultants Ltd.

Note-taker
Ms. Cheung Hoi Yee PlanArch Consultants Ltd.
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Gist of Comments

A. Design Concept and Aspects of the Proposed Boardwalk
(i) Design Concept

Majority of participants agreed that the concept of shared use of public
spaces should be promoted in the design of the proposed boardwalk to
allow greater variety of activities and enhance vibrancy.  Fixed
planter boxes or designated cycle track/ paths might become
limitations to the public. Integrated green space such as lawn area
should be encouraged.
A few participants expressed that the proposed boardwalk should not
have a uniform width all along in order to facilitate different kinds of
activity/ uses by the public at various locations.
One participant expressed that the study area only forms part of
harbourfront planning of Hong Kong that it is not necessary to include
everything in here.
One participant asked whether pets will be allowed on the proposed
boardwalk.
One participant enquired whether the design has considered the
application of renewable energy such as cycle track with solar panel
paving and wind turbine.

(ii) Maximizing Potential of the Space underneath IEC
Some participants urged CEDD to maximize the potential of the
boardwalk so that more people can enjoy the harbourfront.  The
design and width of the boardwalk could limit use and access by the
public.
Another participant suggested to collaborate with artists from Oil
Street Art Space for the display of art work along the boardwalk.

(iii) Colour Tone/ Appearance
While some participants expressed that colour tone of the proposed
boardwalk should be bright in order to differentiate from the existing
IEC, a participant said that design and colour tone should be subtle.
Another participant pointed out that colour and patterns of the
proposed uses and design can be further studied in detailed design
stage.
Another participant suggested adding new planters or fake greenery to
enhance the visual quality of the columns of the IEC on the outside.
Besides, proposed projection of images would be nice during night
time, however, it would not be visible in daylight.

(iv) Visibility
One participant expressed that visibility of the proposed boardwalk
might affect attractiveness of the space since it would be blocked by
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the existing IEC and nearby buildings.

(v) Accessibility
Commented that there are only two access points at two ends of the
promenade, and no pedestrian access to the proposed boardwalk and
the promenade from Shu Kuk Street and Kam Hong Street could be
found in the current design.

(vi) Quality of Public Space
One participant suggested that there should be more shading for public
to stay, and the public should also be allowed to carry out different
activities along the boardwalk and they are not limited to the proposed
activity nodes.  Proposed water playground should be in an area with
sunlight and odour from the Victoria Harbour should be mitigated.

B. Intended uses on the Proposed Boardwalk
(i) Majority of participants agreed that there is no need to designate spaces for

specific uses.  Instead, the culture of space sharing should be adopted and
reflected in the boardwalk design in order to allow the public to freely enjoy
the space available for different kinds of activities.

(ii) Some participants expressed that it would be a management issue if a
location on the proposed boardwalk becomes designated since the public
would not be able to do whatever they want on the boardwalk.

(iii) One participant suggested that
 boardwalk users will not be

restricted to specific locations to fish.
(iv) One participant enquired whether the proposed water playground would be

fixed/designated space that limits variety of uses.  It is also recommended
for the study team to liaise with the Dragon Boat Association to find out
whether the proposed design boardwalk can facilitate dragon boating racing
activities.

C. Design of the Proposed Cycle Track
(i) Some participants expressed that design of the proposed boardwalk should

be flexible to encourag cycle
track design does not need to be special.

(ii) Some participants pointed out that the purpose of the cycle track will affect
its design.  For instance, design of a cycle track for commuting purpose
will be different from the one for leisure in view of the speed involved.
Study team should confirm the purpose of the cycle track prior to
development of the design.

D. Planning of Cycle Rental Kiosk
(i) One participant commented that only 1 cycle rental kiosk could be found in
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the current design and more than 1 kiosks should in place.
(ii) Another participant enquired whether it would be feasible to use the North

Point Vehicular Ferry Pier for a cycle rental kiosk.

Suggested CEDD and Planning Department to develop a provisional plan
on the proposed cycle rental kiosks in Wan Chai and Quarry Bay/Hoi Yu
Street to better coordinate the planning of the cycle rental kiosks from west
to east of the harbourfront area.

E. Design of the Proposed Bicycle Parking
(i) Commented that locations, scale and design of bicycle parking should be

carefully selected as they are related to cyclists preferences/ purpose of their
trips.  He said that there is no need to have multi-storey bicycle parking
facility.

F. Opportunities for Future Expansion
(i) Construction would take several years and the boardwalk might be at

capacity by the time of completion.  He suggested to consider reserving
some capacity of the boardwalk for future expansion to maintain sustainable
development from engineering perspective, such as reserving some piling
for future expansion/ enhancement works.

G. Interfacing of harbourfront facilities and Hoi Yu Street
(i) One participant suggested to divert Hoi Yu Street so that most facilities

there will be directly linked to the boardwalk, and the public will not need
to cross the road to use the cycle rental kiosk.  Another participant
suggested that traffic calming measures with special design should be
implemented at Hoi Yu Street so that people will know that they are
entering a special area.

H. Interfacing of the Proposed Boardwalk and Provident Centre
(i) One participant commented that there should be adequate space for both

cyclists and pedestrians for the proposed link bridge connecting to the
boardwalk from Provident Centre

I. Others
(i) One participant pointed out that the most important part of the study is to

fulfil the requirements of the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance.  Issues
such as colour tone/pattern of the design could be decided in latter stage.

-End-
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Appendix D
Summary of Views Received from Opinion Survey



Summary of Comments Received during Stage 2 Community Engagement

Summary Numbers Percentage

simplistic or natural 323 / 433  (74.6%)

tranquil ambience 59 / 433  (13.6%)

colourful / lively 45 / 433  (10.6%)

iconic 6 / 433  (1.4%)
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Appendix E
Media Coverage during

Stage 2 Community Engagement



Media Coverage during Stage 2 of the Community Engagement Exercise (Between
October 2016 and February 2017)



Agreement No. CE 41/2014 (HY)
Boardwalk underneath Island Eastern Corridor – Investigation
Stage 2 Community Engagement Report (Final) (Ref. R34)

~ i ~ Feb 2019

Appendix F1
Meeting Minutes and Discussion Paper for the Meeting

with Planning, Works and Housing Committee of the
Eastern District Council on 29 November 2016
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Eastern District Council

Planning, Works and Housing Committee Paper No. 33/16

Boardwalk underneath Island Eastern Corridor Study

Stage 2 Community Engagement

Purpose

This paper is to brief members on the major findings of the Stage 1 Community
Engagement (CE1) for the proposed boardwalk underneath the Island Eastern Corridor

as raised in the
Stage 2 Community Engagement (CE2).

Background

2. Civil Engineering and Development Department
underneath Island Eastern Corridor
the feasibility of a proposed 2km-long boardwalk from Oil Street to Hoi Yu Street
underneath the IEC
Harbour Ordinance (PHO).

3. We conducted CE1 for two months from February to March 2016.  We engaged a
wide spectrum of stakeholders, including the Eastern District Council (EDC), Task Force
on Harbourfront Developments on Hong Kong Island of the Harbourfront Commission,
academics and professional institutes, green groups, cyclist groups, harbour concern
groups as well as local residents.  In particular, we consulted EDC on 1 February 2016
and EDC generally supported the proposal.

Findings from CE1

4. During CE1, we conducted a questionnaire survey.  1 306 completed
questionnaires were received.  Based on the findings from CE1, we could conclude that
the public generally agreed that there was a compelling and present need for the
boardwalk in order to open up the North Point harbourfront to the public and provide a
continuous connection along the Island East harbourfront.



5. Other major feedback from the participants is summarised below:

(i) It is recognised that the harbourfront from North Point to Quarry Bay is
currently occupied by private lots, roads, utilities, jetties as well as the IEC,
which have created both a physical and visual barrier to the harbour along the
Island East harbourfront.  There is strong public support for a continuous
harbourfront in the area concerned in order to enable public enjoyment of the
harbour.

(ii) It is generally accepted that there is a public need to provide easy access to the
waterfront from the hinterland in this area.  There are also views that more
access points to the boardwalk should be provided to encourage patronage.
The boardwalk would serve to increase public right of access to the
harbourfront and also provide a better walking environment to and along the
harbourfront.

(iii) There are views that a boardwalk of 7.5m wide as proposed would not be
sufficient to meet the public need for a safe and interesting harbourfront
connection.  They demand for a wider boardwalk in order to maximise the use
of the boardwalk and ensure proper and conflict-free enjoyment of the harbour
by all user groups including both pedestrians and cyclists.

(iv) It is generally agreed that the boardwalk would encourage residents of the local
community to adopt a healthy lifestyle by walking on the boardwalk or making
use of the ancillary facilities provided.  In addition, most agree that the
boardwalk would introduce new possible leisure activities to the Eastern
District and also bring about creative uses of the space, including event
organisation, art display and even light installations.  It could enhance positive
social interactions among patrons.

(v) The majority agrees that the boardwalk would increase pedestrian flow and
hence bring in local business opportunities.  Some propose to put on street
performances and holiday markets on the boardwalk for vibrancy of our
harbourfront areas.

(vi) In addition to a pedestrian walkway as the core component of the boardwalk,
the facilities proposed to be provided under the boardwalk scheme, namely the
cycle track, cycle rental kiosks, bicycle parking, viewing platforms, seating,



food & beverage kiosks and fishing platform, are primarily welcomed as
meeting the needs of the community.

(vii) Some participants also suggest that more landscaping and greening features
could be incorporated to improve the visual quality and landscaping characters
of the harbourfront in the district.

The Recommended Boardwalk Scheme

6.  In response to public views as collated in CE1, a 10m-wide boardwalk scheme is
proposed in order to meet the public need for a boardwalk that provides sufficient space
for the shared use among various social and recreational activities.  The boardwalk would
have a general width of 10 metres throughout, while its alignment and longitudinal
profile remain the same as in the previous proposal put forward under CE1.  The height
of the boardwalk would mostly range from 5.5mPD to 12.5mPD.  The facilities proposed
under the CE1 will be incorporated.  Separately, to enhance the connectivity between the
boardwalk and the hinterland, an additional access point is proposed at the Provident
Garden through the existing waterfront open space.  The master layout plan of the
recommended boardwalk scheme with the access points is at Annex 1.

7. As for the architectural treatment, the boardwalk structure is to strike a balance
between structural efficiency and aesthetic quality.  The boardwalk aims to create a
comfortable environment for the pedestrians and cyclists to travel beneath the IEC.  The
artist s impression of the boardwalk is at Annex 2.  During the detailed design stage, we
will further refine the structural design of the proposed boardwalk.

8. We would further develop the landscape and architectural design for the
boardwalk with cycle track and other facilities.  We aim at creating a vibrant, accessible
and quality waterfront along the Island East harbourfront so as to meet public aspirations.
The recommended scheme would also include other proposals such as architectural and
beautification works for the IEC, Tong Shui Road Pier, North Point Vehicular Ferry Pier
and the access points at Hoi Yu Street and Tin Chiu Street.

Stage 2 Community Engagement

9. We will conduct CE2 for two months from late November 2016 to late January
2017.  During CE2, we will report to the public the above findings of CE1 and consult



them on the recommended scheme.  Suitable consultation sessions will be arranged with
a view to building consensus on the eventual scheme for the boardwalk.  All the materials
of CE2, including the consultation digest, will be uploaded to the project website in due
course.

Way Forward

10. Public views collected from CE1 have assisted us establish an overriding public
need of the proposed boardwalk as required under the PHO.  We have also refined the
proposed scheme.  We would continue listening to public opinions as expressed in CE2
and further refine the recommended scheme as appropriate.

11. Members are invited to note the progress of the Study and comment on the
recommended boardwalk scheme and the CE2.

Annex

Annex 1  Recommended Scheme of the Boardwalk

Annex 2 pression of the Boardwalk

Civil Engineering and Development Department

November 2016
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Recommended Boardwalk Scheme

•• 10m10m--boardwalk schemeboardwalk scheme

•• Shared use among various social and recreationalShared use among various social and recreational
activitiesactivitiesactivitiesactivities

•• Minimized visual impactMinimized visual impact

•• Adopt minimal design conceptAdopt minimal design concept

2



Activity Node (1) - Oil Street
•• Pocket garden, seatingPocket garden, seatingPocket garden, seatingPocket garden, seating

area, children’s play areaarea, children’s play area
and cycle track areand cycle track are
proposed at the futureproposed at the future

t f tt f twaterfront open spacewaterfront open space
under the Urban Designunder the Urban Design
Study for the WanStudy for the Wan ChaiChai
North and North PointNorth and North Point
harbourfrontharbourfront areasareas

3



Activity Node (2) - Tong Shui Road
A fi hi l tf iA fi hi l tf i•• A new fishing platform isA new fishing platform is
proposed as an extension fromproposed as an extension from
the eastern edge of the Tongthe eastern edge of the Tong
ShuiShui Road Pier. The Pier canRoad Pier. The Pier canShuiShui Road Pier. The Pier canRoad Pier. The Pier can
also serve as a boarding pointalso serve as a boarding point
for water taxi services.for water taxi services.

4



Activity Node (3) - North Point Vehicular Ferry Pier
•• The boardwalk passes through the upperThe boardwalk passes through the upper

deck of the pier, which could be used asdeck of the pier, which could be used as
an outdoor multian outdoor multi--purpose activity space.purpose activity space.
The existing ramp leading to the upperThe existing ramp leading to the upperThe existing ramp leading to the upperThe existing ramp leading to the upper
deck of the pier connects the boardwalkdeck of the pier connects the boardwalk
to the surrounding recreational facilities.to the surrounding recreational facilities.

5



Activity Node (4) - Hoi Yu Street
•• Cycle rental kiosk and foodCycle rental kiosk and food

and beverage kiosk areand beverage kiosk are
suggested. There will besuggested. There will be

bli t k i diff tbli t k i diff tpublic artworks in differentpublic artworks in different
formats to make this anformats to make this an
artistic and attractiveartistic and attractive
entrance. We also propose aentrance. We also propose aentrance. We also propose aentrance. We also propose a
water playground to activatewater playground to activate
the space.the space.

6



Stage 2 Community Engagement

Period: 29 November 2016 to 28 January 2017 for 2 months

L t t i f ti i il bl t th j t b itLatest information is available at the project website
(http://www.boardwalk.gov.hk).

7



Thank you!Thank you!

Civil Engineering andCivil Engineering and
Development Department

8
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Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department

Period: 29 November 2016 to 28 January 2017 for 2 months

Public views were expressed in the consultation meetings
Written submissions were received
A total of 373 feedback were collected from the project website



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department

Broad support for a simplistic and natural boardwalk design along
the North Point Waterfront

Majority urged for provision of a cycle track but some cast doubt in
the context of the Protection of Harbour Ordinance (PHO)

Received good support for a 10m wide boardwalk but some
expressed reservation because of PHO concern

Request for more utilisation of the space under Island Eastern
Corridor (IEC)



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department



HKTF
Meeting

Members’ comments

12 Jan 2012 Cycleway Feasibility Study (by Hong Kong Cycling Alliance)
• generally welcomed the idea of setting up a cycle track

along the waterfront

30 Oct 2012 Topical Study (1st consultation)
• Boardwalk should be designed comprehensively to allow

multiple uses
• Efforts to maximise the width of boardwalk was

appreciated
• The design of cantilevered structure outside the footprint

of IEC where there was insufficient headroom was
appreciated.  More sections could adopt this design if
appropriate.

• Cycle track should not be incorporated given the
competition with pedestrian movement and the
fragmented design.



HKTF
Meeting

Members’ comments

24 Oct 2013
• The refined alignment which has incorporated Members’

views was supported.
• Cycling for recreational purpose should be catered for in

other areas.
• Boardwalk of varying width, as narrow as 2 metres in

some parts, should be acceptable.

29 Feb 2016 Stage 1 Community Engagement
• A 3.5 metre wide walkway would be too narrow and it

would be unsatisfactory to adopt this width for the entire
boardwalk.

• A wider walkway cum cycle track would maximise the
benefits of the boardwalk.



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department





Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department

Stage 1 Community Engagement



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department

Stage 2 Community Engagement



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department



Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office
Civil Engineering and Development Department
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Harbour Manifesto: To protect and preserve the harbour and enhance the harbour-front to provide a
 healthy environment and a good quality of life for the people of Hong Kong

: , , ,

S o c i e t y  f o r  P r o t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  H a r b o u r

88 608    E-mail: info@harbourprotection.org
Room 608, One Pacific Place, Hong Kong Tel: (852) 2626-8373
Website: http://www.harbourprotection.org Fax: (852) 2845-5964

Mr. Lam Sai Hung, JP., By e-mail & Post
Director of Civil Engineering & Development
15/F., Civil Engineering and Development Building,
101 Princess Margaret Road,
Homantin, Kowloon. 13th January 2017

Dear Sir,

Re:  Boardwalk underneath Eastern Island Corridor  Public Engagement

We refer to our recent correspondence and to our enclosed letter of even
date addressed to the Secretary for Justice and which is self-explanatory.

Our Society is a legally constituted and recognised charitable institution
committed to the protection and preservation of Victoria Harbour for the benefit of the seven
million Hong Kong people as well as future generations.  We are also supportive of
improving the harbourfront environment for the benefit of the North Point residents.

We refer you to the current public consultation being undertaken by you
in which you are proposing significant reclamations of Victoria Harbour at North Point.  We
respectfully seek your urgent response to the following queries:-

Firstly,  please let us know what steps you had taken to ensure that your reclamation
proposals are lawful and comply with the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance and
the various court judgments we had secured.

reclamation proposals and clarify how your reclamation proposals satisfy the legal
minimum reclamation  and no reasonable alternative .



Harbour Manifesto: To protect and preserve the harbour and enhance the harbour-front to provide a
 healthy environment and a good quality of life for the people of Hong Kong

: , , ,

S o c i e t y  f o r  P r o t e c t i o n  o f  t h e  H a r b o u r

88 608    E-mail: info@harbourprotection.org
Room 608, One Pacific Place, Hong Kong Tel: (852) 2626-8373
Website: http://www.harbourprotection.org Fax: (852) 2845-5964

Thirdly, please explain to us the reason for your present new 19th October 2016 Proposal
and why you have not pursued your previous 24th May 2013 Proposal which had
received wide public support.  Your previous 2013 Proposal required much less
reclamation by reason of which our Society had not lodged any objection thereto.

We trust that you will appreciate the importance of our above queries
which are made by us in good faith with a view to ensuring that the proposal to improve the
harbourfront environment of North Point can move forward properly without the possibility
of legal challenge by anyone.

In that spirit, we suggest a meeting between us with an open mind on
both sides to seek the best and the swiftest way forward.  We sincerely hope to avoid our
past experience of repeatedly finding ourselves in the position of having no other alternative
but to have to take the matter to court.  Such a result does not benefit anyone.

We look forward to your early response.

Yours faithfully,

Hardy K.C. Lok,
Chairman

c.c. The Secretary for Justice
The Secretary for Development
The Director of Planning
The Chairman, Harbourfront Commission





26 January 2017

By Email: boardwalk@cedd.gov.hk

Civil Engineering and Development Department
Hong Kong Island & Islands Development Office,

13/F, North Point Government Offices,

333 Java Road, North Point, Hong Kong

Dear Sir / Madam,

Re: Boardwalk under the Island Eastern Corridor

On behalf of the Hong Kong Institute of Urban Design, we would like to provide
comments on the Boardwalk under the Island Eastern Corridor.

Attached please find our Position Paper for your reference. If it would be helpful, we
are pleased to meet to explain the content of our Paper. Should further information
be required, please kindly contact me or Ms. Cherry Lau, our Administrative Officer
at 2530 8135.

Yours sincerely,

Prof. Stephen M.B. Tang, HKIUD

President

cc         Council / PAC Members



the  Investigation Stage 2

1. We have strong reservation about the way that this issue is being handled. Our
comments are as follows.

2. The proposed boardwalk was designed and developed over two years as part of the
Hong Kong Island East Harbourfront Feasibility, completed in March 2012.  It was
supported at all the public consultations held as part of this study. It is noticed that
the Harbourfront Commission subsequently requested CEDD to examine the
engineering viability of this proposal, and they reported back that it was viable,
although dolphin structures might well be required. At that time the main part of the
proposed walkway was located underneath the shadow of the existing Island Eastern
Corridor. Every effort was taken to avoid or to minimize encroachment onto open
water surface. The main potential difficulty, apparently was how the provisions of the
Protection of the Harbour Ordinance (PHO) would be met, which could only be

3. The study presumably continued in-house after that. However, after some 12 months
Refined Proposal

sq m of reclamation and 17,500 sq m of decked area above the sea, with a total
affected water area of 40,500 sq m. The entire design and location had
changed.
proposal.

4. We are now led to believe that the quite extensive structure, as proposed, is the
result of public requests through a new consultation process, and we are left to
assume, that all demands have been accommodated which thereby requires a
completely different type of structure. This leaves the following several issues open.

5 If we look back at the original planning intention, it should be clear that the central
issue of the project is quite simple  the job is to provide a necessary connective
element to ensure, as far as possible, a continuous pedestrian promenade along the
harbourfront.

6. Elevated roads in strategic locations offer a real opportunity for efficient and
sustainable use of the space beneath, and need to be better exploited in a dense city
with a high demand for space.  On the Kwun Tong waterfront we have the example of
an elevated highway which provides one kilometer of available ground level land that
can be used for a variety of waterfront related purposes.  In Island East we have a
similar gifted opportunity to use space over water pro-actively and extremely cost-
effectively and sustainably, incorporating a very necessary use and a high degree of



public gain. We could as well show to other cities how Hong Kong could again
capably turn constraints into opportunities in a compact environment.

7.  The question is why were the public not requested to make/support a simple decision

proposal?  That is to say they could simply have been asked to either support the
overriding need for such a facility, intended to provide a coherent link with the longer
eastern harbourfront promenade, or support the provisions of the PHO that there
should be no further harbour reclamation of any type, instead of asking them for a

8.  It would also be useful to recall at this juncture that the three tests laid down by the
High Court in July 2003  regarding the presumptions outlined in Section 3.1 of the
PHO were : Compelling, overriding and present need; No viable alternative;
Minimum impairment. The current scheme as proposed is flaunting the sentiments
set out in the PHO rather than sensible focusing on proportionality, and more
particularly so when there is a viable, far less intrusive and much more cost-effective
option that has already gone through public consultation. The constraint that we were
g
might be slightly reduced, but we cannot see how an alternative solution should lead
to this major deviation, instead of diversion of the alignment inland, or other design
solutions. On the other hand, could the current proposal likely meet the three tests ?

9.  From an urban design point of view, the engineering model now put forward has a
high impact, and is located entirely outside the alignment of the Island Eastern
Corridor (IEC), leaving the area under the IEC entirely vacant.  The massive
opportunity that exists for sustainable integration of the boardwalk in a completely
effective way is ignored having been shown to be viable.  The aspects of climate
protection from rain or sunlight that this provides has likewise been ignored, as has

-

10. In respect of the width of 10 metres in the design, there is a need to look critically at
the issue of accommodating a wide purpose designed cycletrack, and particularly so
given the constraints.  Cycling as pointed out in previous correspondence should be
closely evaluated in the urban area, and only encouraged in situations that create
opportunities both for recreation and as a form of transport.  As it is, the difficulties in
introducing a safe system are great.  While the idea of achieving this in the situation
under review has emotive appeal, it is most unlikely that this would serve in any way
as a transport corridor between home or workplace, school or station.  We also have
on our doorstep a 50km cycletrack, purpose-built, largely around the coast of the NT
that is currently being extended in two further phases to 100km.  This is also
purposely integrated within the planning framework of several of the new towns so
that, unlike high density developments in the urban area, children can cycle to school
or stations without the need to cross major highways, or travel along massively
trafficked public roads.  In addition the cycletrack is very popular for recreation with



bicycle hire provided informally by private operators.  The NT system is in most parts
engineered with a physical separation between cyclists and pedestrians.  In the
situation along the Eastern Island waterfront we are dealing not with a fully integral

legalities, and where young cyclists even living in nearby estates would have to cross
major roads to even get to the waterfront, and would unlikely be able to use this as a
means of transport to schools, public transport or anything else, as none of these are
provided near to the harbourfront.  The main prerogative on the Eastern Island
waterfront must be to provide a safe and comfortable waterfront pedestrian
environment, with perhaps informal cycling use as occurs on the Aldrich Bay
waterfront.

11.  It could be understood that Government is trying to address the requests from
everyone, and the provision of a wide boardwalk incorporating cycletrack is to meet
the requests of cyclists, but Government should perhaps re-consider the prospect of
passing the three tests under the PHO. Meeting public aspirations (or the aspirations
of some quarters of the community) may not necessarily equal to meeting an

all factors and alternatives must be taken into consideration, protracted litigation
processes may only postpone any harbourfront enhancement initiatives however well-
intentioned they may be.

Public Affairs Committee of
The Hong Kong Institute of Urban Design
January 2017












