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即時發佈 

 

致：採訪主任 ( 港聞 / 經濟 /環境)         
 

以人為本的直升機場   活力十足、多姿多采的海濱  

香港居民及訪港旅客將無限嚮往  

 

(二００五年七月十九日，香港 )  香港區域直升機場工作

組應共建維港委員會邀請，就「優化灣仔、銅鑼灣及鄰

近地區海濱的研究」展開之構想階段公眾諮詢作出回

應，提交了一份極具創意的構想，建議在香港會議展覽

中心旁興建一個以人為本的直升機場。  

  建議中的直升機場將會與鄰近的設施和諧融合，成

為香港會議展覽中心外多姿多釆、活力十足的海濱的一

部分，直升機場也設計成一旅遊熱點，無論是本地居民

或訪港旅客都會樂於前往遊覽。除了供政府及商用的單

引擎直升機使用外，直升機場亦會是社區文娛康樂設

施，透過翻修及改建現在的渡輪碼頭，供廣大市民使用。 

 香港直升機場工作組發言人麥黄小珍說﹕「要海濱重

投香港市民的懷抱是公眾合理的要求。」  

立法會 CB(1)2099/04-05(02)號文件 
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 麥黄小珍續說  :「在共建維港委員會於上月就優化海

濱的研究而舉行的六次公眾論壇及兩次模擬海濱設計的

研討中，我們聽到市民清晰而强烈的訴求。香港直升機

場工作組出席了所有這些會議，並細心聆聽社區的期

望。我們亦舉辦了其他的諮詢活動，知悉社區人士要求，

而政府亦應該為我們提供一個活力十足、連綿不斷而且

往來便利的海濱，我們建議透過翻修而成的直升機場大

樓，亦應該交通方便，並且免費供大家使用。這項構思

不但可以滿足前往金紫荊廣場旅客的觀光需要，亦同時

可作為直升機場大樓使用。」  

 為了使直升機場的面積可以配合未來需要，日後毋須

再興建其他地面或臨海的直升機場，香港區域直升機場

工作組建議在現有的渡輪碼頭對開興建直升機場，這可

減少直升機升降對鄰近環境的影嚮，而是項建議已充份

考慮到「保護海港條例」中就填海須符合「迫切公眾需

要」的要求。  

 建議在香港會議展覽中心對開興建直升機場面積約

2,600 平方公尺。於二００三年十一月前供政府及商用直

升機共用的中環直升機場，佔地 9,700 平方公尺；目前在
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灣仔公眾卸貨碼頭只供政府使用的臨時直升機場，則佔

地 5,300 平方公尺。  

 麥黄小診總結說  :「我們建議的直升機場，為飛抵香

港的直升機提供一個壯觀的入境點，彰顯香港是區內一

個重要交通連繫的形象。香港是一個國際都會，我們的

商業中心區亦具備國際的規模，因此，我們的直升機場

應該具備國際級的設施，交通方便，並且開放給公眾人

士享用。」  

 香港直升機場工作組向共建維港委員會提交一份長達

三十七頁的建議書，該建議書亦包括由 Mott  Connel l  Ltd

所 進 行 的 音 量 影 响 評 估 及 由 前 香 港 律 政 司 唐 明 治 (Mr  

Michael  Thomas  QC)  就填海有關的法律意見。  

是項建議配合經濟事務委員會及規劃、地政及工程事

務委員會於今年二月二十八日在立法會所通過的聯席議

案，該議案促請政府加快港島商業中心區內提供永久的

商用直升機場及設施，並容許商業直升機公司與政府共

用香港會議展覽中心外的直升機場﹔有關建議亦與工作

組以「社會為本，積極溝通」的一貫承諾一致。   

 有興趣索取一份工作組建議書或提供意見或建議的人
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士可致函香港直升機場工作組 (香港中環雪廠街聖佐沿大

廈 二 十 一 樓 二 一 Ｏ 九 室 )， 或 登 上 該 工 作 組 的 網 址  :  

www.hel ipor t .com.hk 。  

 

香港直升機場工作組代表香港直升機業界，其成立的目

的是與政府及有興趣的團體攜手合作，在商業中心區設

立一個永久的直升機場，配合珠江三角洲內的商業、旅

遊及社區的需要。其成員包括米高嘉道理爵士，他一直

致力推動興建一個區域性的直升機場，既方便珠江三角

洲的融合，亦對香港社會有所裨益。  

XXX 

附件   香港直升機場  - -  承共建維港委員會邀請就  「優

化灣仔、銅鑼灣及鄰近地區海濱的研究」展開之構想階

段作出回應  

 

查詢  

麥黃小珍   

電話  :  2864 4878,  9020 2703 

林佩儀  

電話  :  2114 4971,  9167 7654   





A Heliport for Hong Kong...
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The Government of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region is required

to “... maintain the role of Hong Kong as an international and regional centre

of aviation.”   Article 128 of the Basic Law

“That, the Panel on Economic Services and the Panel on Planning, Lands and

Works urge the government to expedite the provision of a permanent commercial

heliport and associated facilities in the central business district of the Hong Kong

Island, and, under the principle of no unlawful reclamation, allow the heliport 

at the Hong Kong Convention and Exhibition Centre to accommodate both

commercial uses by helicopter

operators and government uses.”
Legco Joint Panel Motion, 28th February 2005



…

A lively and vibrant harbour-front ...
enjoyed by resident and visitor alike
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Who we are

The Hong Kong Regional Heliport Working
Group (RHWG) represents the helicopter
industry in Hong Kong. Its goal is to work with
government and interested parties for the
establishment of a permanent heliport in the
Central Business District (CBD) as an amenity
serving business, tourism and community
needs within the Pearl River Delta (PRD).

Reason for our participation

The RHWG welcomes the opportunity to
participate in the Envisaging Stage of the
Harbour-front Enhancement Review (HER) –
Wan Chai, Causeway Bay and Adjoining Areas.
We believe there is a genuine and urgent need
for a permanent public heliport for both
domestic and non-scheduled cross-border
services. We further believe that since the main
advantages of a helicopter journey are speed
and accessibility, a heliport must be located in
the Central Business District in order to
generate maximum benefit for the community
at large. It should be conveniently located for
tourists and the business community alike
whilst also providing easy connectivity with
other modes of transportation. We believe 
that the only sustainable location for such a
permanent public heliport is adjacent to the
Golden Bauhinia Square

Our general views on the development
of the harbour

Hong Kong harbour is a living harbour,
evolving with the changing times. From early
days, the harbour has served our commercial
needs. We now face overwhelming demands to
open up the harbour for the enjoyment of the
whole community. Public opinion will no
longer support large scale reclamation in the
inner harbour area. Therefore, the harbour-
front land-use decisions that are made today
will define our inner harbour and our city for
the generations to come.

In planning for land use along the harbour-
front, we must recognise that there are
competing demands on what is a very precious
and scarce resource. We strongly support the
goal of opening up the harbour for community
enjoyment. We do not support land reclamation
for private commercial development. However,
in order to improve access to and enjoyment of
the harbour-front area, we believe that limited
land reclamation must be considered within
the strict standards of the Protection of the
Harbour Ordinance.

Our proposals to the Harbour-Front
Enhancement Review – Wan Chai, Causeway
Bay & Adjoining Areas are detailed in the
following pages.

Section A contains our response to the
questions raised in the Envisioning Stage Public
Engagement Kit.

Section B contains our proposals showing
how a regional Hong Kong heliport can be
integrated into a vibrant harbour-front for the
enjoyment of residents and visitors alike.

FORWARD 
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SECTION A — OUR RESPONSE
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…

Victoria Harbour and the CBD...
the Heart of Hong Kong



7

1. Our Vision for a lively and vibrant
harbour-front

We envision an uninterrupted harbour-front
restricted to pedestrian use and removed as 
far as practical from vehicular traffic flows.
Frequent pedestrian connections will provide
easy access and egress to and from adjoining
residential and commercial neighbourhoods.

Facilities should be included for joggers.
Landscaping should be provided to create a
visual break from the adjoining building line
for those located at ground level. Further
landscaping should be planned to “break up”
the line of the promenade thereby providing 
a continuing and changing aspect. 

Other discreet but affordable public
amenities (such as restaurants), items of
interest (such as mini-museums), and
sculptures should be located at suitable
intervals. Appropriate planning will be given to
moulding the recreational amenity atmosphere
of the promenade with those other portions of
the harbour-front that represent Hong Kong’s
“working” harbour such as ferry piers, heliport,
tunnel entrance, etc. 

The overall design of the harbour-front
should be one that portrays an imaginative and
sustainable concept through a balanced,
effective approach and public involvement. The
end goal should be a lively and vibrant
harbour-front that can be enjoyed by resident
and visitor alike.

2. Our views on reclamation

We consider that reclamation should only be
permitted if there is an overriding public need
and if there are no reasonable alternatives of
meeting this need without reclamation. If these
circumstances are met, the reclamation should
then be kept to a minimum. It should also
enhance the public’s enjoyment of the harbour.

3. Provision of public transport
facilities

We consider that the area is well served by high
density public transport facilities either existing
or planned for the future. However, in order to
improve the connectivity between North and
South Wan Chai we propose, as an added
attraction for both local and tourist users,
adjoining the promenade, the construction of a
tram line upon which would run replicas of the
historic trams that originally served the people
of Wan Chai. This tramway would move at a
pace that would enable users to board and
alight at will. Although designed primarily for
its connectivity role, it will also double as an
attraction for the harbour-front promenade.
Examples of such people movers exist in other
cities which operate free of charge. One of the
best known and most successful is in the centre
of Denver, U.S.A. Additionally as dealt with
later in this submission, we also believe that the
Convention Centre area provides the only
location for a Central Business District heliport.

1. 

2. 

3. 

SECTION A OUR RESPONSE 
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4. What traffic management measures
might be taken?

4.1 The tolls of the three cross-harbour 
tunnels should be adjusted upwards and
downwards as the case may be to attract
traffic away from the central Cross-
Harbour Tunnel.

4.2 Electronic Pricing is considered an effective
measure to help resolve traffic congestion.

4.3 Consideration should be given to
increasing the number of bus lanes through
the Wan Chai and Causeway Bay areas.

5. Is it desirable to expand the Hong
Kong Convention and Exhibition
Centre (HKCEC) at the harbour-front?

It is not desirable for the Hong Kong
Convention and Exhibition Centre to expand
“at the harbour-front”. However there would
seem no reason why the HKCEC should not
expand to the south as the owner of the

HKCEC are currently proposing using for this
purpose an expansion of the Phase 2 Exhibit
Halls to extend over to and match comparable
levels of Phase 1. Appropriate steps would need
to be taken by the HKCEC management to
ensure that its subsidiary road network can
handle the extra traffic likely to be generated.

6. Should we have more ferry piers?

We see no reason for any expansion of the
existing ferry piers. However, we propose that
consideration might be given to revamping 
the Wan Chai Star Ferry Pier to improve its
visual appearance. In this regard, we suggest
that consideration should also be given to
encouraging the operators to include within 
the pier structure a museum commemorating
the history of The Star Ferry Company. This
would then become one of the several public
attractions located along the promenade.

4. 

4.1

4.2

4.3

5. 

6. 
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7. We support the construction of the
strategic road link along the north
shore of Hong Kong Island. In this
regard, we propose:

7.1 There should be a minimum amount of
additional reclamation for this purpose
consistent only with the requirements of
the road link itself coupled with the public
amenity land required on the seaward 
side of the road link. i.e. a harbour-front
promenade. We also support limited
reclamation to deal with problems such as
outlined in Points 11 and 17 on Page 12 of
the HER Public Engagement Kit – poor
water quality due to embayment.

7.2 The tunnel that is to be constructed within
the Central portion of the Central - Wan
Chai By-Pass should be extended in line
with Fig. 4 of the illustrative ground-level
arrangements shown on Page 26 of the
HER Public Engagement Kit. Similarly the

line of the tunnel should be as illustrated 
in the vertical section shown in the same
Fig. 4 except that the line of the tunnel
should run above the proposed Sha Tin –
Central Line (SCL) tunnels. Construction
of the tunnels in this manner would avoid
reclamation within the Causeway Bay
Typhoon Shelter.

7.3 Connectivity with adjoining areas will be
facilitated through the placing of the By-Pass
within tunnels. Space above the tunnels
should be sufficient to include specific areas
for sports grounds, children’s playgrounds
and youth activities such as skate boarding.
These could be terraced and landscaped.
Moreover the tram proposed earlier would
more easily cross between the harbour-
front promenade and residential areas.

7.4 We would not support the construction of
any elevated roadways.

7. 

7.1

11 17 12

7.2

26

7.3

7.4

A fully underground roadway (tunnel) with a minimum of reclamation represents the best solution for a viable,
people-oriented harbour-front.

SECTION A OUR RESPONSE 

Connection to Existing Island 
Eastern Corridor

Existing Cross-harbour Tunnel
HKCEC

Proposed SCL Tunnels Existing MTRC Tunnel
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Return the harbour-front      
to the people ...

…
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8. We support the building of a
promenade along the whole of the
harbour-front. In this regard, we
propose:

8.1 A promenade to run from the existing
Victoria Park skirting around and including
the Hong Kong Convention Centre ending
at the Western end of the Central
Reclamation Phase III.

8.2 An extension of the promenade eastwards
of the Causeway Bay Typhoon Shelter by
way of a deck under the Island East
Corridor (IEC) elevated roadway.

8.3 An integrated of the promenade with the
existing public attraction of the Noonday
Gun with easy pedestrian access and 
egress by way of a pedestrian tunnel to
Victoria Park.

8.4 Constructing a harbour-front promenade
having a width of not less than 25 metres. 

It is considered that this width is sufficient
for the promenade and its associated
activities as well as including an appropriate
area required for green landscaping. We 
do not support reclamation solely for the
purpose of providing a promenade except
in the case of Causeway Bay. Boardwalks 
or other solutions should be considered 
if the promenade would otherwise be
interrupted.

8.5 Setting aside specific areas for alfresco
dining and other activities (not necessarily
shopping) yet to be determined. We would
not anticipate any requirement for new
buildings to be provided within the area 
set aside for the promenade other than
possibly a series of one storey buildings 
for kitchen and associated covered facilities
for alfresco dining, toilet facilities and
general maintenance requirements. 

8. 

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4 25

8.5

SECTION A OUR RESPONSE 
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8.6 Converting the Wan Chai Public Cargo
Working Area (PCWA) pier to multi-
purpose pier with a canopy allowing for
markets, fairs, concerts and festivals. The
outer wall of the breakwater could be 
used as a pick-up and drop-off zone for
island diners, junks, water-taxies and
sightseeing vessels.

8.7 Reprovisioning the cooling water
pumping station at Tonnochy Road
extension underground.

8.8 Providing public toilet facilities at
appropriate intervals along the promenade.

8.9 Including on the promenade a “people
mover” in the form of a replica of the
original trams that served the Wan Chai
area. The tram would move along the
promenade at a pace sufficiently slow so 
as to enable people to board and alight 
at will.

8.10 Including as a further feature of the
promenade, an historic harbour basin that
will illustrate in a manner both educational
and recreational the background of Hong
Kong’s Marine History. It could include a
reproduction of an historic harbour
public quay modelled on that which
would have existed in Hong Kong at the

time of the China Trade Clippers. This
historic harbour basin can naturally be
located to the east of the Convention
Centre in front of the Great Eagle Centre,
i.e. already within an existing popular
tourist area. 

8.11 Considering if possible within the
reclaimed area some semblance of a
natural shoreline. It is not considered
possible to retain any visual permeability
between the harbour, hinterland, 
and ridgeline. 

8.12 Consideration should be given to
including within the reclaimed area
additional pedestrian tunnels (as opposed
to the more unsightly footbridges) to
connect the Wan Chai and Victoria Park
areas with the promenade. If this is done,
there should be no requirement to 
provide any specific road connections as
drop-off points for pedestrians, tourist 
or resident alike, seeking access to the
promenade. We would support making
these connections wider than necessary
for pedestrian use so as to enable the
provision of en route amenities.

8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

8.11

8.12

SECTION A OUR RESPONSE 
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SECTION B — OUR VISION FOR A 
REGIONAL HONG KONG HELIPORT
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A spectacular entry point...
a vital transportation link...

a minimum of reclamation …
…
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The Way Forward – a Hong Kong Regional Heliport
With the building of a heliport adjoining Golden Bauhinia Square, the helicopter industry

intends to work with government, the community and other interested parties to create an

attractive facility serving the local community, business travellers and tourists alike.

The heliport will be a gateway to the Pearl River

Delta and a gateway into Hong Kong, spectacular

in its setting, providing opportunities to showcase

Hong Kong at its best.

SECTION B OUR VISION
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1. Our proposal

We propose that the heliport adjacent to Golden Bauhinia Square earlier earmarked for
Government Flying Service exclusive use be redesigned for shared use. The heliport will be
planned as a sustainable integral part of an existing harbour-front amenity area.

2. Why is a public heliport required?

The public heliport will bring significant direct and indirect economic benefits to Hong Kong.
2.1 There is a genuine and urgent need for a permanent public heliport for both domestic and

single-engine ad hoc cross-border services for swift point to point transportation.
2.2 Government has estimated that between now and 2020, the demand for domestic private

helicopter services will grow at an average of 6.3% per annum. At this rate, the number of
domestic flights will increase by more than 50% between 2003 and 2010 [LC Paper No.
CB(1)376/04-05(04)]. There is also a significant and growing pent-up demand for the yet
untapped cross-border helicopter charter market. The MVA consultancy study on Helicopter
Traffic Demand and Heliport Development in Hong Kong issued in August 2002 projected
that the growth in demand for cross-border helicopter services between Hong Kong and the
Pearl River Delta (including Macau) could be approximately 9.4% p.a. up to 2020. As
illustrated in the MVA report, projected helicopter traffic between Hong Kong and the Pearl
River Delta (excluding Macau) would actually be considerably greater. This further highlights
the need for a ground level heliport in the CBD given that the vast majority of helicopter
travel between Hong Kong and the Pearl River Delta is
expected to be single-engine helicopters, which are
forbidden to land on elevated helipads.

2.3 Hong Kong is the largest investor in the Pearl River Delta
with total investment reaching HK$1,170 billion at the 
end of 2004. In recent years government, business and
community groups on both sides of the border have stepped
up efforts to promote the economic integration of Hong
Kong and the Pearl River Delta. Inbound tourism from the
Mainland is at a record high, and rising. In short, Hong
Kong is emerging as the key service hub for the entire region.

2.4 To gain perspective of the size of the potential market to be
served by the heliport, we would note that the area of the
Pan Pearl River Delta encompasses some 420 million people;
in other words the same number as the whole of Europe.

1. 

2. 

2. 1

2.2 2020
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2.5 By helicopter, Hong Kong is only 30 minutes away from anywhere in the Pearl River Delta. 
A typical ferry or road journey could take two to four hours. The time advantage provided 
by helicopter services brings a real and valuable competitive business edge to Hong Kong. 
The Hong Kong economy and therefore the entire community will benefit greatly through
unlocking this important yet virtually untapped market.

A working harbour-front should be regarded as a part of the economic engine of Hong Kong –
essential to the SAR’s prosperity and future development. 

3. Why does the heliport have to be located in the Central Business District?

The main advantages of a helicopter journey are speed and accessibility. It therefore follows
logically that a heliport must be located in the Central Business District in order to generate
maximum benefit for the community at large. It should be conveniently located for tourists 
and the business community alike and should provide easy connectivity with other modes 
of transportation.

2.5

3. 

…

The value of time...
land anywhere in the
Pearl River Delta in
under 30 minutes
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4. How can the heliport be integrated into a vision of a vibrant and interesting
harbour-front promenade?

Whereas there are obvious measures that have to be taken to ensure the security of the facility,
there is certainly no reason why the spectacle of helicopters arriving and departing from the
heliport cannot be enjoyed by the public. Indeed even the old heliport at Central attracted
spectator interest with onlookers watching through the metal bars that created the barrier
between the adjoining pavement and the facility. We propose retaining the existing three-storey
ferry building at the Golden Bauhinia Square but only after considerably upgrading the structure
to improve its overall visual appearance. Impressions of this structure after revamping are
illustrated herein.

4. 

…

A destination ... a people place

SECTION B OUR VISION
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This building would be redesigned to create easy access to the public for recreation purposes 
and will serve four important functions.
4.1 It will provide a noise barrier between the heliport proper and the adjacent Golden 

Bauhinia Square.
4.2 It will offer public restaurant facilities as well as a public viewing platform on the roof.
4.3 Part of the building could be used as exhibition space. Relevant options could include an

exhibition celebrating the handover; a history of harbour reclamation; or a helicopter and
seaplane museum highlighting the vital role both have played in Hong Kong’s development
forming the first intercontinental links between the North America and Asia.

4.4 It will provide mutually exclusive heliport facilities for the Government Flying Service and the
commercial operators.

As will be clear from the illustrations of this building, its retention in its redefined form will add
considerable interest to the surroundings and provide a valuable amenity that will be available to
the general public whether they are using the heliport facility or not.

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

…

Day and night 
attractions ... 
for visitors 
to Golden 
Bauhinia Square

SECTION B OUR VISION
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Preserve the existing ferry building ...
and exciting harbour views

…
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…

Revitalising 
a disused
terminal...
giving life 
to the
harbour-front
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5. Can the additional reclamation required for the heliport be justified under the
terms of the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance?

5.1 A compelling present public need for reclamation.
The argument has been made elsewhere that there is compelling and present need for a public
heliport within the Central Business District to serve single-engine aircraft. If the heliport is 
to be provided of a size that will be sustainable for future requirements, limited reclamation
cannot be avoided.

5.2 There is no reasonable alternative.
• Government Studies indicate that the only alternative site for a heliport is at Sheung Wan

and this has been essentially now rejected as being located too close to the residential area 
at Western.

• Government Flying Service have indicated that the site adjacent to the Golden Bauhinia
Square is the only site that meets their security needs.

5.3 The reclamation is kept to the minimum.
• The total reclamation involved for this site is 2,600 sq. metres. Taking into account the

forecast growth of demand and the fact that this will be the only site in Hong Kong shared
between the government and the single-engine commercial operators, this size is considered
the minimum required within the restraints of the principle of sustainability.

• Recognizing the importance of this matter and the need to comply with the provisions of
the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance, we have taken legal advice from eminent counsel
and his advice is attached herewith as Appendix 2. This confirms our own belief that the
construction of a heliport at this site of the size contemplated would be legal and thus fall
within the terms and conditions of the Motion passed by the Legislative Council Joint
Panels on 28 February 2005.

6. Why cannot the existing heliport at Sheung Wan be used?

6.1 Currently the only centrally located helipad on Hong Kong Island is at the Shun Tak Centre
(Macau Ferry Terminal). This caters exclusively for twin-engine helicopters operating
scheduled cross-border services. The restriction to twin-engine helicopters is dictated by
Hong Kong Civil Aviation Department regulations that forbid operation of single-engine
helicopters from elevated helipads.

6.2 Over 80% of the local private sector helicopter fleet are single-engine and this preference for
single-engine helicopters is mirrored in international markets. Single-engine helicopters are
fast, capable, safe and economical to operate. Operating statistics show that they are as safe or
safer than twin-engine machines. Single-engine helicopters also generate less noise than twin-
engine machines. However, they must be operated from ground level helipads.

5. 

5.1

5.2

•

•

5.3

• 2,600

•

6. 

6.1

6.2
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Well integrated with surrounding facilities ...
part of a vibrant harbour scene

…
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7. What are government’s and the helicopter industry’s views regarding the
sharing of the heliport planned to be adjacent to the Golden Bauhinia Square?

7.1 Government
The Permanent Secretary for Economic Development and Labour has stated in a letter 
dated 17 March 2005 that, “We have come to the view that the best way forward is to 
proceed with the re-provisioning of the government helipad at HKCEC and, having taken 
into account the Legco’s Joint Panel’s motion, to allow the shared uses of such facility by
commercial operators.”

7.2 Legislative Councillors
Legco’s Joint Panel’s Motion of 28th February, 2005 stated “That, the Panel on Economic
Services and the Panel on Planning, Lands and Works urge the government to expedite the
provision of a permanent commercial heliport and associated facilities in the central business
district of the Hong Kong Island, and, under the principle of no unlawful reclamation, allow
the heliport at the Hong Kong Convention and Exhibition Centre to accommodate both
commercial uses by helicopter operators and government uses.”

7.3 Industry
We believe that Hong Kong’s interests are best served by combining a single heliport to be
shared by both the private sector and Government Flying Service. 
• The helicopter industry has hitherto always shared heliports with the Government Flying

Service without difficulty on either side. 
• A single, shared facility would create economic synergies and help the community make

better use of scarce harbour resources. 
• The contour of the shoreline at this site allows the heliport to be optimally integrated into

an active harbour-front.
• The ground-level site adjacent to Golden Bauhinia Square is the most suitable for the

combined facility. This location, at a maximum distance from the foreshore, restricts
helicopter flights to a less noise sensitive area over the water.

7. 

7.1

7.2
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Far from
residential
buildings...
the best
location for
a people
friendly
heliport

…

NOISE ABATEMENT PHILOSOPHY
• Typical passenger helicopter noise at source is on the order of approximately 90 dBA.

Perceived intensity of this noise will vary inversely with the square of the distance from
source. As the distance from the source is doubled, the noise intensity is decreased by a
factor of four. For noise sensitive receivers at 400 metres from the source, the perceived
noise will be on the order of 30 dBA - typically less than the ambient urban noise levels.

• The two-storey terminal building will itself provide a natural noise and visual barrier in
the immediate vicinity.

• An engineered noise barrier will be installed on the west and south boundaries of 
the heliport.

• The latest in noise mitigation technology will be included in the design and construction
of the heliport.

• Noise reduction flight profiles and techniques will be rigorously adhered to.
• Hours of operation would be limited in response to community needs.

• 90

400 30

•

•

•

•

•
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…

Interior showcase...celebrate the handover; 
a history of harbour reclamation; 
or a helicopter and seaplane museum
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8. Will the heliport as envisaged by the RHWG result in any additional pedestrian
and vehicular traffic and if so, how will this increase be dealt with?

The additional volume of traffic both pedestrian and vehicular generated by the construction of
the heliport will be negligible relative to what exists today and is anticipated in the future. The
existing road network and pedestrian bridges linking the area with Wan Chai are more than
sufficient to meet the heliport’s requirements.

9. Should the heliport be for domestic use only or should it also cater for cross-
border movements?

To meet the potential for both domestic and Hong Kong-Pearl River Delta charter demand, any
proposed ground-level heliport within the Central Business District must cater to both domestic
and cross-border services.

8. 

9. 

…

Noise barriers do
not need to shut 
out harbour views...

SECTION B OUR VISION
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…

A world-class
setting ...a 
world-class city
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10. Will the proposed heliport adjacent to the Golden Bauhinia Square create a
noise problem for the residents of Wan Chai and adjoining areas?

10.1 The proposed site adjoining Golden Bauhinia Square is located well away from residential
buildings and is thus far less noise sensitive than any other on the north shore of Hong Kong
Island. At the residential buildings along Jaffe Road, the noise of helicopter traffic would be
indistinguishable from the background noise. (See the Mott Connell Ltd.’s study on noise
impact assessment at Appendix 1.)

10.2 There is no alternative site on the harbour-front that can be located further from a
residential area than the proposed site. An alternative site originally proposed at Sheung 
Wan was heavily criticized by the Central and Western District Council as being too close 
to residential areas.

11. How will the Hong Kong public benefit from the construction of a heliport?

11.1 The RHWG’s goal is to make the Hong Kong Regional Heliport a key attraction in its own
right, designed to encourage active participation and enjoyment by the broad community.
Experience from Hong Kong’s previous centrally located heliports has shown that helicopters
are a popular attraction for both Hong Kong people and visitors. With a creative approach,
the Hong Kong Regional Heliport adjacent to Golden Bauhinia Square will be a popular
community amenity. 

11.2 The views of the community are being sought on the best way to integrate the heliport
within the harbour-front promenade. Subject to the community’s views, the existing
harbour-front ferry pier can be outfitted with a viewing lounge and a helicopter/aviation
museum to entertain and educate both the young and adults. In addition, other public
amenities could include aviation themed gift shops, educational displays, restaurants, 
coffee shops, etc.

11.3 A heliport, if properly designed and integrated into the urban fabric, will be an attractive
amenity providing one element of a vibrant, active, accessible and interesting harbour-front.

10. 
?

10.1

Mott Connell

Ltd.

10.2

11. ?

11.1

11.2

11.3
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12.1 Ground level: The Hong Kong Civil Aviation Department will not allow single-engine helicopters to land
on any raised structure. This restriction would apply even to single-story structures such as the roofs of
passenger ferry piers.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site meets the required criteria.

Other potential sites: Whilst it is possible to come up with theoretically suitable sites such as Victoria Park,
the reality of the situation is that no inland site would be acceptable for the construction of a heliport.

12.2 On the harbour-front: Although strictly speaking it is not necessary to have the heliport located on the
harbour-front at ground level, for all practical purposes due to the approach and landing glide slopes
and other inland activities, the helipad needs a location on the harbour-front.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site meets the required criteria.

Other potential sites: There are sites available other than that of Golden Bauhinia Square. One is the
Wan Chai PCWA Pier off the Yacht Club now used by the Government Flying Service. It may also be
possible to “carve out” a section of the current reclamation in Central although no particular part of this
reclamation currently appears suitable for this.

12.3 As far as possible from residential areas: Although the noise from helicopters is less than that of a
busy thoroughfare, residential areas usually object to having a heliport sited in their close vicinity. Thus
ideally any heliport should be placed on a promontory within the harbour well away from residential
blocks of flats. Proximity to offices and other non-residential buildings does not present a problem on
account of noise due to the fact that such buildings are invariably well insulated against sound.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site meets the required criteria and would have no adverse
effect on the Wan Chai Residential District.

Other potential sites: The use of the PCWA Pier off the Yacht Club was objected to by the Wan Chai
District Council with such objections sufficiently vocal as to prevent its use by the commercial helicopter
operators. Similarly a site in Sheung Wan was objected to by the Central and Western District Council
as being too close to residential buildings. Unless a site can be found on the new Central Reclamation,
it would appear that there are no other sites for the heliport other than that adjacent to Golden
Bauhinia Square.

12. Criteria to be Applied in the Selection of a Surface Level Heliport in the CBD

We believe that the site adjacent to Golden Bauhinia Square is the only site that meets all 
the criteria.

12.1

12.2 

12.3

12. 
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12.4 Central Business District Location: The whole essence of a heliport is that it provides a fast and
convenient mode of transportation to the community. This is most needed in the Central Business
District being the nodal hub of the SAR’s existing transportation network.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site meets the required criteria.

Other potential sites: There are no other potential sites within the Central Business District that meet
all the requisite criteria.

12.5 Road Access: Although not by any means a major generator of traffic, there must be easy vehicular
access to the heliport. Anything other than minimal vehicle parking is not required.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site meets the required criteria.

Other potential sites: There are no other potential sites within the Central Business District that meet
all the requisite criteria.

12.6 Public Transportation Links: A sizeable proportion of users of the heliport will wish to use public
transport. Accordingly there must be available close by ferry, bus and MTR connections.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site meets the required criteria.

Other potential sites: There are no other potential sites within the Central Business District that meet
all the requisite criteria.

12.7 Assimilation with the Surrounding Area: Any heliport must be part of a vibrant and working harbour-
front and not separated from it as has always been the case in the past.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site only meets the required criteria if the existing ferry
terminal building is joined with the heliport thus providing a natural noise barrier thereby providing a
means for assimilation with other harbour-front activities. If the scheme originally proposed by
government were adopted, the ferry terminal building would be demolished and the heliport would be
totally alienated from its surroundings by the erection of noise barriers.

Other potential sites: There are no other potential sites within the Central Business District that meet
all the requisite criteria.

12.4

12.5

12.6

12.7
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12.8 Sustainability: The heliport must be constructed to a size that meets the requirements of the
foreseeable future.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site would meet the requisite criteria but only if some
minimal reclamation amounting to 2,600 sq. metres is permitted.

Other potential sites: There are no other potential sites within the Central Business District that meet 
all the requisite criteria. 

12.9 Community Involvement: The heliport must be sufficiently accessible and include public recreational
amenities.

Site adjacent Golden Bauhinia Square: This site is very accessible and our proposal is to retain the
existing building partially for public recreational amenities.

Other potential sites: There are no other potential sites within the Central Business District that meet
this criteria. 

12.8

2,600

12.9
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MATRIX TO DEMONSTRATE THE HELIPORT’S SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLES AND INDICATORS 

3 Accessible Harbour-front for all Ages, 
Social Groups and Disabilities

2 Maximize Opportunities for Public Enjoyment1 Vibrant and Attractive Harbour-front

• Pedestrian mobility
• Accessible for all ages, social groups and disability

conditions
• Free access
• Diversity in activities for different times and age groups
•
•
•
•

• Provision of business opportunities (for both daytime 
and night time)

• Facilitate wide range of economic activity
•
•

• Safe and convenient access
• Sensitive building height profile
• Create activity nodes/landmarks – identity icon
• Infrastructure that will facilitate both water and land

activities
•
•
•
•

• Minimize noise pollution
•

• Free entry for all
•

• Provision of business opportunities (for day time and 
night time)

•

• Enhance openness
• Provision of landscaped area with trees
• Minimize land for infrastructure and utilities
•
•
•

• Accessible for all ages, social groups, and disability
conditions

• Freely accessibility to all
•
•

• Linkage to public transport facilities
• Linkage to the inner old districts
• Extent of a continuous promenade
•
•
•

• Visual access to harbour-front
•

SOCIAL INDICATORS 

ECONOMIC INDICATORS 

BUILT ENVIRONMENT INDICATORS 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT INDICATORS 
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6 Enhance Social Interaction5 Enhance Visual Amenity, Landscape and 
Quality of Space

4 Preserve Natural and Cultural Heritage 
and Identity

• Provision for cultural and social activities along
harbour-front

• Provision of local activities to enhance social
attachment to the harbour

• Enhancing the heritage value of the harbour
•
•
•

• Provision of the economic activities with cultural value
•

• Visual permeability
• Design elements that enhance harbour image
• Minimize reclamation
• Minimize risk of future reclamation by not allowing

large scale/developments with significant traffic impact
• Compatible land-use with the natural environment
•
•
•
•

•

• Open space suitable for all ages, social groups and 
disability conditions

• Provision of a secure and safe environment
•
•

• Provision of opportunities for small business
•

• Flexible use of space
• Provision of facilities to cater for a diversity of user

groups
• Enhance openness
• Provision of landscape areas with trees
•
•
•
•

• Open to the public
• Free for the enjoyment for all ages, social groups and

disability conditions
•
•

• Extension of the economic activities from the
hinterland including the inner old districts to the
promenade

•

• Provision of facilities to cater for a diversity of user
groups

• Provision of facilities for year-round activities
• Provision of community facilities 
• Provision of open-air venues
• Provision of themed promenade
•
•
•
•
•

SOCIAL INDICATORS 

ECONOMIC INDICATORS 

BUILT ENVIRONMENT INDICATORS 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT INDICATORS 
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9 Improve Traffic Conditions and 
Pedestrian Connectivity

8 Minimize Energy Consumption and Optimize 
the Use of Existing Infrastructure

7 Ensure Land/Marine Use and Design Compatibility 
between the Water-front and the Adjoining Areas

• Provision of facilities to attract movement between
existing and new areas

•

• Promotion and revitalization of local business
•

• Land use and design compatibility
• Provision of strong linkages and physical connections
• Creative use of 3-dimensional space
• Control development within constraints of land 

and infrastructure
•
•
•
•

• Visual connectivity between the existing and new areas
and the harbour

•

• Cost effectiveness in infrastructure investment
•

• Reuse existing ferry terminal building
• Better utilization of existing infrastructure
•
•

• Lower noise emission
• Extent of reuse of natural resources
•
•

• Shorter travelling time within and between districts
• Provision of activity nodes along the links
• Ease of access by pedestrians including the disabled
• Provision for different modes of access
•
•
•
•

• Reduction in cost due to shorter travelling time
• Provision of business opportunities along the link
•
•

• Provision of landscaped network to enhance 
pedestrian experience

•

• Visual connectivity between existing and new areas
and the harbour

•

SOCIAL INDICATORS 

ECONOMIC INDICATORS 

BUILT ENVIRONMENT INDICATORS 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT INDICATORS 

SECTION B OUR VISION
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1 — Noise Impact Assessment for a Hong Kong Regional Heliport
Adjacent to the Existing Wan Chai Ferry Pier – Mott Connell Ltd.

Mott Connell Ltd.

Appendix 2 — Counsel’s Opinion on Legal Implications of Reclamation for a
Heliport – Mr. Michael Thomas, Q.C.

Mr. Michael Thomas, Q.C.
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An introduction to the appendices:

Appendix 1

We recognized from the outset that the impact of background noise arising from helicopter
operations is one of, if not the most important issue that must be considered when selecting a site
for the construction of a heliport in the CBD.

We believe that the only site within the CBD that meets the requirements and the expectations
of the community regarding noise levels is that which it is now being proposed adjacent to the
Golden Bauhinia Square.

In order to demonstrate the noise impact arising from the construction of the heliport at this
site, we have appointed the firm of Mott Connell Ltd. as our consultant to carry out an
appropriate noise impact assessment study. A copy of their report follows in Appendix 1.

Appendix 2

We have prepared this submission in the full knowledge that any proposal to carry out
reclamation within the harbour is extremely sensitive. We sincerely hope that the planning
considerations behind our current proposal will be viewed in their totality, and will be seen to be
balanced and sensitive to community aspirations.

But Community acceptance alone is not sufficient. Any proposal must also pass the strict
standards laid down by the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance.

Prior to proceeding with preparation of this submission, we secured a legal opinion from an
eminent Counsel in London, Mr. Michael Thomas, Q.C., to assist us in understanding the
statutory obligations under the Ordinance. We firmly believe that this legal opinion provides a
sound legal basis for consideration of the proposal contained within our submission. A copy of
the Opinion follows in Appendix 2.

Mott Connell Ltd.

Mr. Michael Thomas, Q.C.



APPENDIX 1 



APPENDIX 1 





APPENDIX 1 





APPENDIX 1 





APPENDIX 1 





APPENDIX 1 





APPENDIX 1 





APPENDIX 1 





APPENDIX 1 





Legal Opinion secured from Mr. Michael Thomas, Q.C. on the placing of a commercial heliport adjacent to the Golden Bauhinia Square as proposed by
the Hong Kong Regional Heliport Working Group, taking into account the provisions of the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance.

OPINION re PROPOSED HELIPORT

1. It is clear that if and insofar as the proposed commercial heliport will require land to be reclaimed from the sea-bed or foreshore of the harbour,
reclamation works to form that land can only lawfully be approved by public officers and public bodies if there is a public need for reclamation which
overrides the statutory presumption against reclamation. This is broadly the effect of section 3 of the Protection of Harbour Ordinance Cap. 531 as
judicially interpreted.

2. The provisions of this Ordinance have recently been considered by the Court of Final Appeal in Town Planning Board v. Society for the Protection of
the Harbour [2004] 1 HKLRD 396. The Court took the opportunity to spell out the meaning of the Ordinance by reference to the intention behind the
legislation, and the mischief that it was addressing. The Court did this by stating a ‘demanding test’ that must be met in order to rebut the statutory
presumption against further reclamation. There are three main elements. 

Overriding public need. The decision-maker must be shown cogent and convincing materials that demonstrate a public need (in the form of some
economic, social and/or environmental communal need) so compelling and present as to prevail over the strong public need for protecting and
preserving the heritage of the harbour which is explicitly recognised by the statute. Only in that way can the statutory ‘presumption’ against
reclamation be rebutted. 

No reasonable alternative. It is inherent in that approach that it must be shown that in all the circumstances (including economic, environmental and
social implications, and the cost and time involved) there is no reasonable alternative to the reclamation.

Minimal impairment. It is also inherent in that concept that it must be shown that reclamation is not beyond the minimum of that which is needed
so that the harbour is impaired by the reclamation to the least possible extent. 

3. The ‘position paper’ prepared by the Working Group appears to me to demonstrate a sound case for a commercial heliport in Central that would satisfy
the demanding test articulated by the Court of Final Appeal to justify harbour reclamation works. The arguments and data put forward demonstrate
cogently and convincingly that the proposed heliport would meet the CFA criteria for lawful reclamation. There is a clear and obvious communal need
for such a facility in this location for good economic, social and environmental reasons. 

4. HKG already asserts the need for a heliport in that location to serve the needs of passengers travelling on official business. Meeting the modern travel
needs of public servants is but a small part of meeting the modern travel needs of the community at large, including investors and traders, those whose
business takes them to and fro the Pearl River Delta, tourists and other travellers whose time is precious. The public need for a commercial heliport
for general usage must be even stronger and more compelling than the need for a helicopter facility for use by public servants only. 

APPENDIX 2 



OPINION re PROPOSED HELIPORT

5. It is difficult to see how there can be any reasonable alternative to a heliport adjacent to the harbour somewhere in the Central area of Hong Kong to
secure optimum access to transport links, to avoid over-flying the congested town centre, and to satisfy safety and noise control standards. The HKG
plan suggests the need for an area of only 720 m. The proposed works of reclamation to form land for the construction of a heliport are therefore
relatively small in extent (compared with the 2.7 hectares for the harbour park or the waterfront promenade in the CFA case), and would result in no
more than a minor extension of the existing reclaimed land presently occupied by the Convention Centre. There would be minimal impairment of the
harbour.  

6. The proposal for a heliport contemplates that it should either be built upon reclaimed land, or instead built as a platform structure standing upon piling
driven in to the sea bed. If it were to be said that the latter design provides a ‘reasonable alternative’ to the reclamation contemplated by the former
design, the additional costs of a piled structure, both in construction and in subsequent maintenance, can properly be prayed in aid to show that piling
is not a reasonable alternative to reclamation. The CFA acknowledges that costs are relevant in the consideration of a reasonable alternative.

7. It also seems to me that the latter design (if adopted) would not fall within the scope of the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance and therefore would
not be subject to the statutory presumption. The Ordinance precludes ‘reclamation’ of the harbour in order to protect and preserve the harbour.
‘Reclamation’ is specifically defined by section 2 to mean ‘any works carried out or intended to be carried out for the purpose of forming land from the
sea-bed or foreshore.’ These words are not apt to include the construction of a platform or pier supported upon the existing sea-bed by piling. In that
design, no ‘land’ has been formed by reclamation works. The only relevant ‘land’ is the existing sea-bed in its unchanged state. The nature and extent
of the harbour remains for all practical purposes the same. The works are not irreversible in the same way as land formed at the expense of the harbour.

8. I have been reminded that in different statutory contexts and for other purposes, ‘land’ has often been defined to include buildings or structures
erected upon land. There are many such instances in the Laws of Hong Kong. But that is not to the point. Cap. 531 is not directed at the use of land,
or any use made of the bed of the harbour, but at the formation of land ‘from the sea-bed or the foreshore’. It is reclamation that is the mischief. Land
formed by reclamation negates the protection and preservation of the harbour. There is nothing in the Ordinance to suggest a presumption against
piers and structures mounted over the sea-bed. On the contrary, these have always enabled harbours to be used and enjoyed.

24 January 2005 Michael Thomas Q.C.
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