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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
iR

1. Abstract

Hong Kong has a valuable asset of the Victoria Harbour and is part of the extensive Pearl River
system in South China. The Victoria Harbour and its surrounding waters, however, have not
yet been fully utilized and integrated into the life of Hong Kong people. Together with the
population living along the coastline of the Hong Kong Island, Kowloon peninsula and the New
Territories, the number of people who may use water transport as their main mode of
transport is substantial. Against the recent trends of increasing environmental awareness,
heavy road congestion and over-crowding in metro and different forms of road-based public
transport, ferry transport in Hong Kong has not fulfilled its potential promise as an attractive
and sustainable travel mode. In fact, there is a continuous declining trend of ferry patronage
since the 1950s. Since 2011, ferry services have been getting into financial deficits resulting
in the Special Helping Measures (SHM) by the Hong Kong SAR Government to six routes - (i)
Central-Cheung Chau, (ii) Central-Mui Wo, (iii) Central-Peng Chau, (iv) Central-Yung Shue
Wan, (v) Central-Sok Kwu Wan, and (vi) Inter-islands. From both local and international
experiences, government subsidies often become perpetual because renewals are “inevitable”
under enormous pressures from different stakeholders. For the SHM, the major stakeholders
include ferry operators, users (especially residents living on these outlying islands), district
councillors and legislative councillors, among others. However, prolonged government
subsidies to keep the ferry fares of selected routes arbitrarily low may distort the public
transport fare structure, especially in relation to the fares on other ferry services and other

major transit modes like MTR and buses.

With the opportunities and constraints of ferry development in Hong Kong, this study
aims to explore and recommend effective strategies for supporting the long-term
development of ferry services. To achieve this primary goal, this project collects primary data
from ferry passengers (the demand side perspective) and local ferry operators (the supply
side perspective) to understand the ferry business model more holistically. International case
studies are also conducted so that we can identify the success factors of promoting vibrant
ferry services. By the end of this project, we hope to explore potential ways of putting ferry
services back to the sustainable transport hierarchy in Hong Kong, revitalizing the image of
ferry for fulfilling the aspirations of its users, and bringing Hong Kong people closer to our
beautiful waterfront. Our study suggests that (i) land-use planning (i.e. density and diversity)
surrounding the pier and along the promenade, (ii) connectivity to activity locations and
public transit locations from piers, (iii) service quality and the “ferry experience”, (iv) the

business models and associated management strategies and (v) the role and commitment of



government in long-term ferry development are all key factors of ferry ridership and hence

the sustainability of ferry as a sustainable transport mode in Hong Kong.
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2. Laymen Summary on Policy Implications and Recommendations
Upon the completion of this project, there are several policy implications:

o The local ferry development is under severe challenges due to declining patronage,
increasing multimodal competition and a lack of long-term planning in the water
transport system. It’s high time to more fully develop the sustainable transport hierarchy
in Hong Kong beyond just “railway as the backbone”. A more place and people sensitive
approach is required.

e The long-term survival of ferry business needs to fully integrate the perspectives of

passengers, operators and the government. Solely relying on the strategies from the
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operators cannot effectively tackle the challenge of declining patronage and its arising
issues.

The expectations and satisfaction from ferry passengers can be very different, depending
not only on their socioeconomic characteristics, but also the trip purpose, travel routines
and specific ferry routes.

The interviewed operators in this study largely rely on income from tourists, rental
income and advertisement. Local demand is not sufficient to support the business.

Apart from the strategies devised by the ferry operators to improve service quality, the
role of government in land-use planning, improving the walking experience around the
piers, facilitating seamless transfer and investing in pier infrastructure and vessels is

essential to promote viable ferry services.

Several key recommendations are suggested as follows:

The government needs to establish a clear policy vision and define key objectives (both
short-term and long-term) to integrate ferry transport into the public transport network.
It’s high time to more fully develop the sustainable transport hierarchy beyond just
“railway as the backbone”. A more place and people sensitive approach is required.

The government should bring activities near the piers and along the promenade to
increase the potential customer size, including diversified opportunities for working,
shopping, recreation and leisure.

The government needs to improve the walking environment surrounding the piers, such
as developing a well-connected pedestrian network, sheltered walkways and direct
walking routes to major activity locations. A more convenient, comfortable and safer
walking experience is conducive to promoting ferry travel.

According to the overseas experience, the government can invest in pier infrastructure
upgrades/construction and purchase of new vessels. Ferry operators are contracted for
operating the service at an expected fare and frequency. This can significantly reduce the
financial burden of ferry operators. There should also be higher autonomy for ferry
operators to manage the piers and surrounding areas, so as to maximise their income from
shop rentals, advertisement and events.

The ferry operators can improve the experience of passengers especially when
passengers are waiting at the piers, such as providing adequate and clean toilets, offering
free Wi-Fi and creating a more comfortable and spacious waiting area. In summary, a

pleasant and special “ferry experience” should be provided.
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CHAPTER1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and project overview

Ferry transport was one of the most important transport modes in Hong Kong back in the
1950s. As shown in Table 1, ferry patronage in Hong Kong has dropped steadily since the
opening of the Cross-Harbour Tunnel in 1972. In fact, the ferry patronage in Hong Kong
dropped drastically by 26 percent in the last two decades (1998-2018). According to the
Travel Characteristics Survey 2011 (TCS 2011), a territory-wide travel survey of over 35,000
households, ferry travel only represented one percent of the total mechanised trips in 2011

(Transport Department, 2011).

Table 1. Ferry patronage in Hong Kong (1958-2018)

Year Ferry patronage (thousands)
1958 269,150
1968 217,816
1978 193,019
1988 123,322
1998 62,740
2008 53,835
2018 46,467

Source: Hong Kong Annual Digest of Statistics (1951-2019)

The continuous decline of ferry ridership and the extremely low mode share have
given rise to significant challenges in ferry operation. Financial sustainability is one of them.
In particular, the six outlying island ferry routes (i.e. Central-Cheung Chau, Central-Mui Wo,
Central-Peng Chau, Central-Yung Shue Wan, Central-Sok Kwu Wan and Inter-islands) have
been getting into financial deficits resulting in the Special Helping Measures (SHM), namely
ferry subsidies, by the Hong Kong SAR Government since 2011. After the first launch of the
SHM, the Government has continued to renew the ferry subsidy, with the latest round for the
three-year licence period of 2017-2020. Inclusive of the contingency provision, the subsidy
cap requested from the Legislative Council has risen from a total of HK$190 million (2014-
2017) to HK$410 million (2017-2020). The SHM of the Government to the six ferry routes
will expire again in 2020. Based on both local and international experiences, government
subsidies often become perpetual because renewals are “inevitable” under enormous
pressures from different stakeholders. For the SHM, these stakeholders may include ferry
operators, users (especially residents living on these outlying islands), district councillors
and legislative councillors, among others. However, prolonged government subsidies to keep
the ferry fares of selected routes arbitrarily low may distort the public transport fare
structure, especially in relation to the fares on other ferry services and other major transit

modes like the Mass Transit Railways and buses.
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The long-term viability of ferry services has been taken seriously by the government
in the past few years. In the Policy Addresses of 2017, 2018 and 2019, there are some policy
measures suggested to help the ferry industry to become more financially sustainable in the
long term. The strategic directions, summarized in Table 2, ranged from replacing the old
vessels with the more environmentally-friendly vessels, integrating water passenger
transport into promenade development, re-commissioning potential ferry routes, to

investigating the feasibility of water taxi development.

Table 2. Extracts about ferry development in the Policy Addresses

Year Content about the ferry industry
2017 e .. wewill continue to take forward ... the study on the long-term operation model
of outlying island ferry services.

o ... we will explore the launch of pilot schemes for local ferries and new
government vessels to adopt green technologies to reduce their emissions.

2018 e We are working towards enhancing vibrancy of the Hung Hom harbourfront,
through preparing for re-commissioning the “Central-Hung Hom” ferry route and
launching a pilot “water taxi” service plying Kai Tak, Hung Hom, Tsim Sha Tsui
East, West Kowloon and Central; and through injecting commercial elements into
the Hung Hom (South) Pier. Besides, the Government is studying the long-term
operation model for outlying island ferry routes and will announce the results in
the first half of 2019.

e Under the works for the new harbourfront in Wan Chai North to be launched next
year, two promenades of different themes will be constructed and upon their
completion by 2021, the three-kilometre waterfront areas from Sheung Wan to
Wan Chai Ferry Pier will be linked up. We are also refining the proposed
alignment of the waterfront boardwalk on Island East and will start the detailed
design work once the proposal is endorsed.

e Nextyear, enhancement works at the waterfront near Hoi On Road in Tsuen Wan
will commence in phases, while the funding application for Hoi Sham Park
extension works in To Kwa Wan will also be tabled at the LegCo. The Energising
Kowloon East Office is inviting non-profit-making organisations to operate a
weekend flea market at the Kai Tak airport runway tip. As for the proposed urban
park in front of Hung Hom Ferry Pier, we will invite interested parties to submit
expressions of interest later this year on the design and operation model.

2019 e Third, in view of the operating difficulties faced by the outlying island ferry
services in Hong Kong, the Government has been providing Special Helping
Measures to six outlying island ferry routes since 2011 in order to maintain
services and reduce the impact of fare increases on passengers. We will extend
these measures to eight other outlying island ferry routes. Annual expenditure
for subsidising these 14 ferry routes is about $260 million. We will also replace
the entire fleets of 11 ferry routes and introduce greener vessels within around a
decade from 2021 in two phases, which involves the purchase of 47 new vessels
to enhance service quality and promote environmental protection.

Source: HKSAR Government (2017; 2018; 2019)
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In wake of the challenges of ferry development and the government’s initiatives of
enhancing the financial viability of ferry service, the overarching goal of this project is to
explore the potential ways of putting ferry services back to the sustainable transport
hierarchy in Hong Kong, revitalizing the image of ferry for fulfilling the aspirations of its users,
and bringing Hong Kong people closer to our beautiful waterfront. To achieve this, we
collected primary data from ferry passengers and ferry operators to better understand the
business model of local ferry operators. Moreover, we conducted a spatial analysis of
population demand profiling in Hong Kong, and case studies of ferry business models
overseas. As a first but important step to revitalise ferry services in Hong Kong, our findings
will provide much-needed research findings for the government to make well-informed
decisions of balancing different needs and expectations of the society. There will be a need to
engage the general public and to fine-tune the recommendations of this report. If appropriate
actions are taken, the findings of this project can provide insights on the ways of further
strengthening the bond between Hong Kong people and the Victoria Harbour, together with
its surrounding waters. This is highly consistent with the Hong Kong 2030+ vision of
capitalizing on the city’s blue assets (Development Bureau and Planning Department, 2016).
The findings of this research will provide more information for shaping an urban form that

puts the Victoria Harbour closer to the heart and the everyday life of Hong Kong people.

1.2 Objectives
In order to address the upcoming challenges and devise effective strategies of promoting

ferry development in Hong Kong, this research has four major objectives. They are:

(a) To understand the current and potential demand of ferry services in Hong Kong: The
current ferry patronage of specific routes needs to be examined. In order to investigate
the current and potential demand for ferry services, it is important to understand the
relationship between ferry patronage and the dynamics of two major demand factors -
population and employment. In relation to the coastal areas of Hong Kong, there has been
a redistribution of residential and employment opportunities over the last decade.
Moreover, there are a number of new development areas along the promenade such as
West Kowloon (West Kowloon Cultural District) and East Kowloon (Kai Tak and Kwun
Tong). These areas, with the higher development density and diversity, may generate

potential demand for new ferry services.

(b) To analyse the existing ferry services (including trends, patterns, strengths and challenges)
and associated business models: While there are some initiatives to promote ferry
transportin Hong Kong, there is a lack of understanding in the current ferry services from

the passengers’ and ferry operators’ point of view. This is a fundamental step to identify
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the priority areas for improvement and major obstacles of ferry development. In
particular, this study aims to extract user perceptions from both frequent and non-
frequent ferry travellers, as it is expected that their concerns are somehow different. How
to make the current ferry travel more satisfactory (frequent) and attract people to travel
by ferry as their main transport modes (non-frequent) are both relevant. For ferry
operators, this study tries to understand the business models and how they address the
current (also upcoming) challenges. This will be an important step for the government to

devise effective and target-specific strategies.

(c) To examine and learn from overseas experience: Since the past decade, there have been an
expansion of ferry services in many coastal cities. With the relative success of Brisbane,
New York and San Francisco in enhancing ferry patronage and improving service quality,
it will be useful to investigate further about the ferry operators’ business models and the
specific government initiatives in fostering ferry development. In particular, this study
endeavours to analyse the role of ferry operators and the government in terms of pier
management, capital investment and supporting measures (such as planning near the

piers). Common favourable conditions will be summarised and reported.

(d) To make recommendations of putting ferry services back to the sustainable transport
hierarchy in Hong Kong: Upon the completion of this project, the major findings will
provide new insights of re-establishing the role of ferry service in the public transport
hierarchy in Hong Kong. Ultimately, this study aims to provide sensible and effective
recommendations that different parties can act upon and contribute towards the viability
of ferry services, including the government, government advisory bodies, ferry industry

and the general public.

1.3 The Sustainable Transport Transition

The topic of this project is important in Hong Kong because modern ferry transport aligns
well with the principles of transport sustainability. It has high potential to contribute to
comprehensive sustainability including the environmental, economic and social dimensions
(Loo, 2018):

(a) Environment: Ferry transport can contribute to transport decarbonisation (Loo and
Banister, 2016), as it can generate lower carbon emission per passenger-km than railways
and buses if there is sufficient patronage and the use of less carbon-intensive fuels (Sims
etal, 2014).

(b) Economic: Ferry transport can potentially stimulate promenade development by

improving the accessibility, and hence create land value capture opportunities (Loo etal,,
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2018). Empirical evidence suggest that ferry transport can help enhance the property
values near the piers (NYCEDC, 2013b; Tsai et al, 2015). Also, water transport is
favourable to tourism development, since a lot of passengers take ferries for recreational
and leisure purpose (e.g. enjoy the views of skyscrapers and skylines and proximity to
nature) (Tanko and Burke, 2017; Thompson, Burroughs and Amythe, 2006).

(¢) Social: Ferry transport can facilitate intra-city movement and enhance job accessibility. In
particular, much of Hong Kong’s central business district (CBDs) and major job centres is
of proximity to water. Also, ferries can enhance the travel experience of passengers,
improve quality of life and provide multiple user benefits (such as time savings and
comfort) (NYCEDC, 2013a; NYCEDC, 2013b).

Notwithstanding the potential sustainability benefits offered by waterborne transport,
ferry transport is not fully integrated in the public transport system of Hong Kong. Since the
announcement of the third Comprehensive Transport Strategy (CTS-3), ferry transport is
only positioned as a supplementary transport mode. The major functions of ferry transport
are two-folded: the inner harbour services are “alternative public transport services to rail
and road-based harbour-crossing services”, whereas the outlying island routes “provide

public transport services that are basically essential for the outlying islands” (THB, 2017).

In the recently published Public Transport Strategy Study (PTSS), the public transport
hierarchy remains basically “untouched” following the principle of “railway as the backbone”,
alongside transit-oriented development (THB, 2017). In both CTS-3 and PTSS, “At the top of
this hierarchy is heavy rail as it operates on dedicated rail corridor, providing high capacity,
convenient and emission-free services. The next level comprises franchised buses and Light
Rail. They serve as mass carriers and provide feeder services to heavy rail. Other public
transport services basically play a supplementary role ... ferries provide outlying island
passengers with essential transport services and cross harbour passengers with another modal
choice through inner harbour routes ..” (THB, 2017, pp.1). As of 2018, MTR takes up a
significant proportion of mode share accounted for 42 percent. Franchised buses take up a

third of the average daily passenger journeys.

Although the “railway as the backbone” strategy has successfully enhanced the
mobility of residents and discouraged car use in Hong Kong for decades (Loo, 2003), the city’s
current transport system is in need of a more comprehensive review. Indeed, there are some
emerging challenges in our metro system (MTR) and bus services in particular on the social

dimension. For MTR, although trains operate on a “dedicated corridor”, overcrowding issues
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during peak hours at multiple interchanges always occur. For bus services, road congestion
along major trunk roads and tunnels are also noticeable. This has created significant time
delays and transport stress during the journeys. In relation, ferry transport has significant
potentials to supplement these two major public transport modes. Moreover, ferry transport
can help promote transport resilience, which is also an essential element in transport
sustainability (Loo and Leung, 2017). When there are disruptive events in the railway and
road network (such as signals disruption, serious traffic crashes and blockage of major roads),
ferry transport can provide an alternative public transit for people to move around the city,

in particular around the highly dense commercial and residential districts.

With ferry as a mass public transport mode, it can be re-positioned as an important
transport mode in the sustainable transport hierarchy. Fundamentally, only prioritising
railway development can no longer pave the way to sustainable transport. We need a new
paradigm in transitioning the current “railway as the backbone” strategy to a more
comprehensive multi-modal “sustainable transport hierarchy” (with walking being
considered as a formal transport mode as well). As pinpointed by Loo (2020, pp.1),
sustainable urban transport is “an urban transport system which minimises adverse
environmental impact, ensures the long-term economic and financial feasibility, and
promotes social equity”. This system should integrate different public transport modes in a
multimodal system that targets towards the goal of sustainable transport. Overall, a high level
of multimodality (such as between road and water transport) that promote seamless travel
between activity locations and different transit locations is essential to pave to the

sustainable transport pathway (Loo and Tsoi, 2018).
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CHAPTER2 GEOGRAPHICAL OVERVIEW OF FERRY TRANSPORT IN HONG KONG

2.1 Geographical context

Geographically, Hong Kong is located at the mouth of the extensive Pearl River system in
South China. The Victoria Harbour is a valuable asset of the city, whose central business
district (CBD), major activity nodes and residential areas are located along the Victoria
harbourfront. Moreover, Hong Kong has 263,263 outlying islands with a coastline of over
1,178 kilometres.

The population living on outlying islands has surged in recent years, growing by
11.3% in five-year time and reaching 172,000 in 2016 (CSD, 2016). Together with the
population living along the coastline of the Hong Kong island, Kowloon peninsula and the New
Territories, the number of people who may use water transport as their main mode of
transport is substantial. The mobility needs of these Hong Kong people living along
waterfront are huge and growing in the next few decades. Ferry services will have the
potential to be their main or supplementary travel mode. Against the recent trends of
increasing environmental awareness, heavy road congestion and over-crowding in metro and
different forms of road-based public transport, ferry transport has not yet fulfilled its

potential promise as an attractive and sustainable travel mode in Hong Kong.

Moreover, the above estimations already excluded the large number of mainland and
overseas tourists coming to Hong Kong, who enjoy different ferry cruises and/or visits to
outlying islands. In 2016, the total number of visitor arrivals to Hong Kong has reached 56.7
million (Tourism Commission, 2016). Ferry services passing Victoria Harbour and outlying

islands can also be major attractions for domestic and international tourists.

2.2 Ferry Transport in Hong Kong

Ferry transport in Hong Kong can be mainly divided into (i) franchised and licensed services
and (ii) ‘kaito’ services. Figure 1 illustrates the immediate coastline (800-meter buffer) and
the two types of ferry services in Hong Kong as of 2019. The franchised and licensed ferry
services serve the urban areas and outlying islands that are with dense population or major
activity nodes (e.g. employment). There are 7 inner harbour routes and 141 outlying island
routes as of 2020. The inner harbour routes are relatively short, and they mainly connect one
side of the Victoria Harbour to another side (i.e. Hong Kong Island and Kowloon Peninsula).

Outlying island routes mainly connect an outlying island to the urban areas, though there are

1 On 1 January 2020, one outlying island ferry route (Aberdeen-Cheung Chau) ceased operation. As of
March 2020, there are 14 outlying island ferry routes.

19



also two inter-island lines. For the kaito services, they are franchised by the government to
support the franchised and licensed services. There are 15 kaito routes serving the more
remote outlying islands. These routes usually serve areas with a sparse population and/or as
tourist attractions. Since the served population and passengers is much less than the
franchised and licensed ferry routes, the services are divided into regular routes and non-

regular routes (subject to demand).

N
Legend
® Piers

Immediate coastline (800m)

Inner harbour routes

Outlying island routes

Kaito ferry routes
0 25 5§ 10 Kilometers
L 1)

Figure 1. Geographical overview of ferry routes in Hong Kong

Note: The Aberdeen-Cheung Chau ferry service ceased the operation on 1 Jan 2020.

Nowadays, ferry services in Hong Kong are far from being a main transport mode. Only
about one percent (1%) of the mechanised trips by boarding were made on ferries in 2011
(Transport Department, 2011). The popularity of ferry services has largely diminished since
the 1950s. Many ferry services across the Victoria Harbour have stopped operation in face of
the completion of mega-transport infrastructural projects (e.g. cross-harbour tunnels and
bridges) and strong competition from cross-harbour transport modes such as bus transit and
the mass transit railway (MTR). Even for the biggest outlying island of Lantau, with the
development of the vehicular network (i.e. Tsing Ma Bridge and North Lantau Link) and mass
transit rail (e.g. Tung Chung MTR Line and Airport Express) in 1997, ferry is no longer the

only method to reach the settlements and tourist attractions (Loo, 2017). The above two
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factors have mainly contributed to the decline of average daily patronage of ferry in the past

five decades.

Focusing on the outlying island ferry routes, Table 3 shows the patronage of the
population and daily patronage of these ferry routes in the last decade. Cheung Chau, Lamma
Island and Peng Chau are islands that can only be accessed by ferries. Ferry patronage for
these three routes have increased from 2006 to 2016, alongside a steady growth rate in the
population (except Cheung Chau). Moreover, the faster growth rate of ferry patronage when
compared to population growth suggests that increasing number of visitors (non-residents)
are travelling to these islands for tourism or recreation purpose. In contrast, Mui Wo,
Discovery Bay and Ma Wan are now settlements that can be accessed by ferry and other
transport modes (i.e. residence coaches and regular bus service). These settlements have a
drastic population increase but a decline in ferry patronage. In other words, residents living

in these areas have a lower tendency to choose ferry as their main transport mode.

Table 3. Population and average daily patronage of ferry routes in major outlying islands

Major ferry routes 2006- 2011- 2015- Change
(operators [1) 2007 2012 2016 (%)

a) Cheung Chau
Population 24,312 22,740 20,956 -13.80
Ferry patronage Cheung Chau-Central [2 (NWFF) 18,410 22,943 26,315 4294
b) Lamma Island
Population 5,158 6,013 6,014 16.60
Ferry patronage Yung Shue Wan-Central [2] (HKKF) 7,123 8,601 9,111 27.91

Sok Kwu Wan-Central [2] (HKKF) 877 1,016 1,257 43.33
c) Peng Chau
Population 6,357 7,048 6,487 2.04
Ferry patronage Peng Chau-Central [2] (HKKF) 4,900 5,618 6,680 36.33
d) Mui Wo
Population 5,186 5,485 6,469 24.74
Ferry patronage Mui Wo-Central [2] (NWFF) 6,400 5,531 5,865 -8.36
e) Discovery Bay
Population 14,593 12,362 20,271 38091
Ferry patronage Discovery Bay-Central (DBT) 12,904 11,648 11,707 -9.28
f) Ma Wan
Population 10,163 13,056 15,012 47.71
Ferry patronage Ma Wan-Central (PIT) 3,829 3,376 3,039 -20.63

(11 Ferry operators: New World First Ferry Services Limited (NWFF), Hong Kong and Kowloon Ferry
Holdings Limited (HKKF), Tsui Wah Ferry Service (H.K.) Limited (TW), Discovery Bay Transportation
Service Limited (DBT), Park Island Transport Company Limited (PIT).

[21 The ferry service is subsidised by the Special Helping Measure (SHM).

Source: Research Office (2019), LegCo, (2009; 2017)

Moreover, many ferry routes connecting the urban areas with the major outlying
islands (including the five routes a-d as stated in Table 3, and one inter-island route) have
got into serious financial deficits resulting in the Special Helping Measures (SHM), a kind of

ferry subsidies provided by the Hong Kong SAR Government since 2011. SHM was introduced
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because ferry is the sole transport means for residents living on these outlying islands to
reach the urban areas and the ferry services are not viable financially at reasonable fare level.
Without subsidies, a 30% fare increase is needed to breakeven the cost in the 2017-20 period
(Legislative Council, 2016). Inclusive of the contingency provision, the subsidy cap requested
has risen from a total of HK$190 million (2014-2017) to HK$410 million (2017-2020)
(Legislative Council, 2016). Table 4 shows the SHM and their corresponding subsidy cap.
However, such form of prolonged government subsidies to keep the ferry fare low may distort
the public transport fare structure, especially in relation to the fares on other ferry services
and other major transit modes. For the other eight ferry routes that are not covered by SHM,
the Government has provided different ordinary helping measures (OHM) such as conducting
pier maintenance, waives fuel duty, reimburses pier rentals and exempting vessel license fees
for ferry services under the Elderly Concessionary Fares Scheme. In relation, the Government
streamlines the pier subletting approval procedures to help generate non-fare box revenue
for subsidising ferry operation so as to alleviate pressure for fare increase. Overall, there is

not yet a strategic plan to support the continued development of the local ferry industry.

Table 4. Items of Special Helping Measures (SHM) (LegCo, 2016)

SHM items Subsidy cap (HK$)
Reimbursing the operators of the concerned ferry services for the vessel 2,000,000
survey fee and private mooring charge

Reimbursing the pier electricity, water and cleansing charges 17,000,000
Reimbursing the balance of revenue foregone due to provision of elderly 35,000,000

fare concessions after netting off the amount of pier rental
reimbursement and vessel licence fee exemption under the established

arrangement

Reimbursing the vessel maintenance cost 241,000,000
Reimbursing the vessel related depreciation costs 16,000,000
Reimbursing the revenue foregone due to provision of child fare 21,000,000
concessions

Reimbursing the vessel insurance cost 9,000,000
Re-launching “Visiting Scheme to Outlying Islands 3,000,000
Estimated cap of total subsidy amount 340,000,000
Inclusive of a 20% buffer provision 410,000,000

22



CHAPTER3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The research methodology of this study is developed following a multi-pronged approach that
is structured in four major parts, including (i) population demand profiling, (ii) questionnaire
surveys among ferry passengers, (iii) structured interviews with local ferry operators, and
(iv) international case studies of ferry development. Figure 2 illustrates a flow chart of the

methodology and summarises the objectives at each step.

Steps Objectives

It aims to obtain a better understanding of the potential
Population demand customer size for ferry services in Hong Kong. The distribution
profiling of population and employment opportunities in Hong Kong will
be mapped using the Geographical Information System (GIS).
v
It aims to understand the travel behaviour and individual
Questionnaire surveys perceptions of ferry passengers in Hong Kong. The surveys and
among ferry passengers analysis of the results will be classified into two groups of
frequent and non-frequent ferry travellers.
¥
In order to better understand the business models and
Structured interviews with management strategies of the ferry operators in Hong Kong, the

ferry operators Principal Investigator has lined up with several ferry operators
for an interview.

In order to better understand the other successful international
case studies of ferry development, we review overseas
experiences for gaining insights for further discussion or
research about feasibility studies.

International case studies

Figure 2. A flow chart of the research methodology

3.1 Population demand profiling

At this stage, we conducted a population demand profiling to obtain a better understanding
of the potential customer size for ferry services in Hong Kong. In the first place, the spatial
distribution of population and employment opportunities in Hong Kong is mapped using
Geographical Information Systems (GIS). The spatial-temporal variations of population
change in the coastal areas and on the outlying islands in the last decade (2006-2016) needs
to be understood (Loo and Chow, 2008). This allows us to identify coastal areas with the
fastest population growth rates, and hence provides valuable background information for a
ferry policy. Essentially, we can identify the potential target population who may use ferry as
their main mode of transport. In this study, the most basic and generic buffer distance of 800

meters is used as the ‘walkable distance’. Although the most common buffer distance used as
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the “walkable distance” for rail-based transit-oriented development (TOD) is typically 500
meters (Loo, Cheng and Nichols, 2017; Loo, Chen and Chan, 2010), this study applies the 800-
meter buffer as ferry piers are usually more constrained in specific waterfront locations. Then,
further conditions are set to ensure that results of the population demand profiling are
realistic. These additional conditions will be set after reviewing the practical considerations
of the areas’ walkability, whether current or previous ferry piers exist, the feasibility of new
ferry piers, local residents’ typical trip destinations (notably workplace for the working
population) and major transport interchange facilities near ferry piers. In order to do so, we
have gathered and analysed much more spatial data beyond the tertiary planning units (TPUs)

and road network (e.g. about ferry piers).

3.2 Questionnaire surveys among ferry passengers

In order to understand the travel behaviour and perceptions of ferry passengers in Hong Kong,
questionnaire surveys were distributed at piers of major ferry routes in this study. The
detailed design of the survey and the procedures of conducting the questionnaire surveys are

discussed below.

3.2.1 Design of the survey

To address objective 1 (to understand the current and potential demand of ferry services in
Hong Kong) and objective 2 (to analyse the existing ferry services), the questions in the
survey cover areas of (i) ferry travel behaviour, (ii) evaluation of existing ferry services and
(iii) perceptions of potential ferry development in the future. The questionnaire is attached
in Appendix 1 (available in both Chinese and English). The design of the survey takes careful
consideration of both frequent and non-frequent ferry users, because the two groups may not
have the same travel purposes and, hence, clear differences in their travel routines,
knowledge and expectations for the ferry services. Frequent ferry users are defined as those

who travel by ferry at least once a week.

a) Ferry travel behaviour (for frequent ferry passengers)

This section aims to collect information about the actual travel behaviour of frequent ferry
passengers. First, each respondent indicates the ferry route(s) that he or she frequently uses
(at least once a week). Then, based on the most recently travelled route, he/she provides

further travel information regarding that particular trip, as shown below:

e Frequency of taking that ferry route
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e Major trip purpose of travelling by that ferry route: The attributes include home,
commuting, school, shopping or dining, recreation, weekend excursion and others).

e Spatio-temporal information of the whole journey (Figure 3): This includes boarding
and alighting time from the ferry, and location and time of the origin and the

destination of the whole trip.
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Figure 3. An illustration of spatio-temporal information for the whole journey

e Connecting transport mode(s) to and from the ferry pier (including walking, cycling
and other mechanised transport modes)

e Walkability ratings (i.e. convenience, safety, comfort and overall rating) from the
origin/public transit locations to the pier (Likert scale of 1-7)

e Walkability ratings (i.e. convenience, safety, comfort and overall rating) from the pier

to the destination/public transit locations (Likert scale of 1-7)

b) Views about existing ferry services (for frequent passengers)

This section captures the frequent ferry passengers’ level of satisfaction and perceptions

about existing ferry services.

o Satisfaction on the ferry services on a specified ferry route: The attributes include fare,
punctuality, frequency, safety, journey time, comfort and overall satisfaction.

e Priority areas for improvement of the service on that ferry route: The attributes include
fare, frequency, reliability, safety, journey time, number of seats, cleanliness, comfort,
provision of ancillary facilities, timetable information, facilities for the disabled,
manner of frontline staff and others.

o Preferred alternative public transport mode(s) if not taking a ferry: They are MTR, bus,
light rail, minibus, tram, taxis and others.

e Reasons for choosing ferry as their major public transport modes: The attributes

include lower fare, more reliable service, shorter journey time, safer, better
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connectivity to public transport, higher walkability around the piers, more
comfortable, avoiding potential congestion, like being near the sea, being able to enjoy
beautiful sea views and others.

Factors of making ferry travel more satisfactory (other than fare reduction): The
attributes include enhanced frequency, improving pier infrastructure, provision of
toilets, provision of complementary Wi-Fi service, larger seating areas, more seats in
the waiting areas, higher connectivity to other public transport modes, improved
walking experience near the pier, increase activities (e.g. work and shopping) around

the pier, and others.

c) Expectations for new ferry services (for non-frequent passengers)

As non-frequent passengers do not take ferry on a regular basis, we ask them to indicate the

potential ferry services that they are interested in, so that their expectations can be reflected.

Ferry route(s) that they would consider taking should they be available (e.g. some
potential pier locations - Tai Kok Tsui, Hung Hom, Kowloon City, Tuen Mun, Kwun
Tong, North Point, Sai Wan Ho, Kai Tak, West Kowloon Cultural District)

Acceptable fare, maximum travel time, expected frequency and expected number of
rides per week for the suggested/interested ferry route(s)

Factors that can increase the willingness of travelling by ferry (other than fare
reduction): The attributes include enhanced frequency, improving pier infrastructure,
provision of toilets, provision of complementary Wi-Fi service, larger seating areas,
more seats in the waiting areas, higher connectivity to other public transport modes,
improved walking experience near the pier, increase activities (e.g. work and
shopping) around the pier, more serious road congestion, more overcrowded in other
public transport modes, increasing fare of other transport modes, increasing island

activities and others).

d) Perceptions towards potential ferry development

This section aims to collect opinions towards potential new ferry services, in particular the

development of water taxi services and the re-commissioning of a suspended ferry service,

that is, the Central-Hung Hom route.

Overall acceptance towards the development of water taxi services (or non-regular
kaito ferry services)

Potential loading and unloading locations for water taxis

Acceptable fare for a water taxi trip

The most desirable options for the re-commissioning the “Central-Hung Hom” ferry

route: Several choice games are presented to the respondents based on the attributes
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of fare, frequency, travel time and operation hours. Each choice game consists of four

options and the respondents indicate their most preferred option.

3.2.2 Procedures of conducting questionnaire surveys

Student RAs were delegated to ferry piers and on vessels to conduct questionnaire surveys
upon the support from ferry operators. In order to obtain sufficient and representative
samples, questionnaire surveys were conducted at eight piers from 25 March 2019 to 19 April
2019. They are the Tsim Sha Tsui Star Ferry Pier, Central Star Ferry Pier, Wan Chai Ferry Pier,
Central Pier No.5 & 6, North Point Ferry Pier, North Point (East) Ferry Pier and Aberdeen Pier.
Their locations are shown in Figure 4. The ferry routes covered include Tsim Sha Tsui-Central,
Tsim Sha Tsui-Wan Chai, Central-Cheung Chau, Central-Mui Wo, North Point-Hung Hom,
North Point-Kowloon City, North Point-Kwun Tong (via Kai Tak), Aberdeen-Cheung Chau
(ceased the operation on 1 Jan 2020) and Aberdeen-Pak Kok Tsuen-Yung Shue Wan. The
questionnaire survey did not collect personal identifier information and was anonymous.
Participation was entirely voluntary. All information obtained was used for research
purposes only and disaggregate/raw data remain strictly confidential. Ethical approval from

University of Hong Kong was obtained before collecting survey data (No. EA1802077).
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Figure 4. A map showing the survey locations in this study
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Table 5 summaries the working plan for conducting the on-site questionnaire surveys.
Our student RAs were wearing identifiable certification badges when conducting the surveys.
A sample is shown in Figure 5. They clearly introduced their identity and brief details of the
project before they started to collect data. Figures 6 and 7 show the on-site situations of
conducting questionnaire surveys. Since our targeted samples are ferry passengers of local

residents, our surveys were mainly conducted in Cantonese.

Table 5. Work schedule of the questionnaire survey among ferry passengers

Ferry operator Ferry pier Date

Star Ferry Tsim Sha Tsui Star Ferry Pier 25 March 2019 - 2 April 2019
Central Star Ferry Pier (No.7) 25 March 2019 - 2 April 2019
Wan Chai Ferry Pier 25 March 2019 - 2 April 2019

New World First Ferry Central Pier No.5 & 6 3 April 2019 - 12 April 2019
North Point Ferry Pier 15 April 2019

Fortune Ferry Pier North Point (East) Ferry Pier 8 April 2019 - 12 April 2019

Tsui Wah Ferry Pier Aberdeen Pier 15 April 2019 - 19 April 2019

rEFEBAREEUHEXBRINEEMN .,

NAME
B#&#ES  Survey Conductor

BEASBHIER

Department of Geography,
The University of Hong Kong

-
Figure 6. A student RA conducting questionnaire  Figure 7. A student RA conducting questionnaire
survey at North Point (East) Ferry Pier survey at Central Pier No. 6
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3.3 Structured interviews with ferry operators

In order to better understand the business models and management strategies of the ferry
operators in Hong Kong, the Principal Investigator lined up with several ferry operators for
interviews between August 2018 and February 2019. In total, six interviews with five ferry
operators and the Legislative Councillor (Transport Functional Constituency) were

conducted. The five ferry operators are as follows (in alphabetical order):

o Fortune Ferry Co. Ltd

e Hong Kong Ferry (Holdings) Company Limited
o New World First Ferry Services Limited

o The Star Ferry Company, Limited

e Tsui Wah Ferry Service (H.K.) Limited

As of 2016, the five passenger ferry operators captured around 75 percent of the total market
share with around 99,000 passengers a day. Hong Kong Ferry (Holdings) Company Limited
now only operates vehicular ferry service between Kwun Tong and North Point. Table 6

summarises the passenger-carrying routes operated by these ferry operators.

Table 6. Regular routes operated by the four ferry operators

Operators Route (regular service) Website
Fortune Ferry Co. e Tuen Mun-Tai O https://www.fortuneferry.com.hk/
Ltd e North Point-Kwun Tong (via Kai
Tak)

New World First e Central-Cheung Chau http://www.nwff.com.hk
Ferry Services e (Central-Mui Wo
Limited e North Point-Kowloon City

e North Point-Hung Hom
The Star Ferry e Tsim Sha Tsui-Central http://www.starferry.com.hk
Company, Limited e Tsim Sha Tsui-Wan Chai
Tsui Wah Ferry e Aberdeen-Pak Kok Tsuen-Yung http://tsuiwahferry.com/en/
Service (H.K.) Shue Wan
Limited e Aberdeen/Stanley-Po Toi Island

To address objective 2 (to analyse the associated business models), there are five

major questions in the structured interviews. They are:

e Descriptions of the ferry business model and evaluation on the greatest strengths and
weaknesses

o The greatest challenges to operate ferry services as a business

e Strategies adopted (or to be adopted) to address those challenges

e The most effective form of support (other than direct fare subsidies) that the government
should give to ensure long-term sustainability of ferry services in Hong Kong

e Suggestions for potential ferry routes that the company may operate
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In relation, the number of complaints about ferry services received by the Transport

Complaints Unit of the Transport Advisory Committee over time is examined.

3.4 International benchmarking
Next, we reviewed overseas experiences to gain insights on factors about viable ferry

operations. Essentially, we focus on the following aspects:

e The ways and strategies of ferry operators attracting ferry patronage;

o The role of the government and its relationships with the ferry operators; and

o Therole of ferry services in contributing to comprehensive sustainability (Loo, 2018; Loo
and Chow, 2006)

Secondary sources of data included the ferry operators’ annual reports and publicly available
information, as well as the official government policies and documents (both local and

international).

Based on the above, existing problems and perceived prospect of expanding ferry
services in Hong Kong are critically assessed. The role of ferry services, as mentioned in
different Policy Addresses and other government documents, is extracted to inform us about
the current situation in Hong Kong. We believe that understanding the current situation is an
essential step before exploring the way forward and making specific recommendations. At
the final stage, this project hopes to identify some potential models for Hong Kong’s
policymakers and the general public to discuss and further explore. Recommendations on the

way forward are made.
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CHAPTER 4  RESULTS

4.1 Population demand profiling

Changes of population and employment along the coastline (800-meter buffer) over the last
decade are mapped in Figures 8 and 9 respectively. The locations of the existing ferry piers
are also indicated. Focusing on population, the most significant increase was observed in
Kowloon with ongoing redevelopment and new residential projects, namely West Kowloon
and Kai Tak. Science Park and the southern Sai Kung region are also having more than 60
percent increase in population density. Tseung Kwan O and Kwun Tong have witnessed
moderate increase. On the contrary, most of the areas along the Northern coastline on Hong
Kong Island are having lower population density, except for the Sai Wan Ho area. For
employment density, the coastal area of East Kowloon (i.e. Kai Tak, Kwun Tong and Tseung
Kwan 0) is having increasing employment density in the last decade. Employment density
along the western coast of Hong Kong Island (i.e. Pokfulam and Cyberport) has also increased
significantly. In the New Territories, Sai Kung and Tuen Mun have undergone a significant
growth of employment density. Strong growth was also found in some coastal areas of Lantau

Island (i.e. Tung Chung, Hong Kong International Airport, Disneyland and Pui O).

Table 7 summarises the estimated population and employment surrounding the piers
of the seven inner harbour routes and fourteen outlying island routes. A simple correlation
analysis suggests that the estimated employment surrounding the piers is positively
associated with ferry patronage (=0.68, p<0.01). Population is not significantly associated
with ferry patronage. This can be because areas of denser population (i.e. large-scale
residential areas) are usually well-connected by accessible public transport (i.e. rail transit).
Also, these areas are not the most highly accessible locations, and they have no ferry route

connecting directly with the CBD or downtowns.
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Figure 8. Change of population density along the coastline between 2006 and 2016
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Figure 9. Change of employment density along the coastline between 2006 and 2016
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Table 7. Estimated population and employment opportunities of 15 ferry routes

Ferry routes Patronage Pier at A (800-meter buffer) Pier at B (800-meter buffer) Total
A B Est. Pop [1] Est. Emp [2] Est. Pop [1] Est. Emp [2] Est. Pop [ Est. Emp [2]
Inner harbour
Central Tsim Sha Tsui 39,700 5,640 47,632 17,749 60,661 23,389 108,293
Wanchai Tsim Sha Tsui 15,600 31,067 78,563 17,749 60,661 48,816 139,224
North Point Hung Hom 3,400 164,089 56,883 63,688 17,472 227,777 74,355
North Point Kowloon City 2,600 164,089 56,883 100,111 37,568 264,201 94,452
North Point Kwun Tong 1,400 164,089 56,883 50,841 11,154 214,931 68,037
Sai Wan Ho Kwun Tong 900 70,827 18,565 60,774 12,848 131,601 31,412
Sai Wan Ho Sam Ka Tsuen 500 70,827 18,565 42,811 6,513 113,638 25,077
Outlying island
Central Cheung Chau 26,315 8,138 66,712 8,474 1,144 29,094 160,801
Inter-islands 1,059 - - - - 13,108 34612
Central Mui Wo 5,865 6,765 56,205 282 6 13,234 159,703
Central Peng Chau 6,860 6,765 56,205 4,233 139 13,252 159,795
Central Yung Shue Wan 9,111 10,000 76,686 344 6 15,448 159,684
Central Sok Kwu Wan 1,257 10,000 76,686 431 7 10,566 159,691
Hei Ling Chau Peng Chau 539 120 1 4,233 139 7,422 158

Aberdeen Yung Shue Wan 845 67,889 8,634 344 6 73,337 8,672

Aberdeen Sok Kwu Wan 642 67,889 8,634 431 7 68,455 8,679

Tuen Mun Tai O 1,102 7,755 98 213 6 14,591 3,182
Discovery Bay Central 11,707 1,172 203 12,970 83,852 33,241 160,103

Discovery Bay Mui Wo 264 1,172 203 282 6 26,740 493

Ma Wan Central 3,039 9,245 727 16,467 89,372 31,479 160,383
Ma Wan Tsuen Wan 302 9,245 727 26,351 2,808 41,363 22,743

Note: [1] Est. Pop: Estimated population; [2] Est. Emp: Estimated employment. The total estimated population and estimated employment of outlying islands
are calculated by considering the whole island / district, instead of the 800 -meter buffer.
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4.2 Questionnaire surveys among ferry passengers

A total of 675 valid responses were collected for the questionnaire survey. Table 8
summarises the socio-economic characteristics of survey respondents. Figure 10 shows the
distribution of frequency of using ferry services among the survey respondents. Overall, we
have obtained a fairly balanced sample of frequent and non-frequent ferry passengers (at
least of once a week). More than 40 percent of the respondents seldom travel by ferry (i.e.

less than once a month).

Table 8. Sample composition

Frequent passengers Non-frequent passengers
Number Percentage Number Percentage
Gender
Male 127 18.81 176 26.07
Female 142 21.04 214 31.70
Age
19 or below 23 3.41 26 3.85
20-29 49 7.26 93 13.78
30-39 59 8.74 113 16.74
40-49 61 9.04 73 10.81
50-59 48 7.11 47 6.96
60 or above 33 4.89 42 6.22
Economic status
Full-time employed 162 24.00 198 29.33
Part-time employed 21 3.11 45 6.67
Students 38 5.63 67 9.93
Housewives 21 3.11 33 4.89
Unemployed 1 0.15 7 1.04
Retired 30 4.44 42 6.22
Never

4-6 times a
week
6%

1-3 times a
week
18%

Non-frequent

Less than
once a week
17%

Figure 10. Travel frequency by ferry
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4.2.1 Travel behaviour of frequent ferry passengers

Overall, around 90 percent of the frequent passengers travelled on a single ferry route at least
once a week, whereas the remaining 10 percent frequently travelled on more than one ferry
route. Figure 11 summarises the number of respondents travelling on different ferry routes
at least once a week. In our samples, most of the respondents travelled frequently on the two
Star Ferry routes of Tsim Sha Tsui-Central (65) & Tsim Sha Tsui-Wan Chai (47), and the
Central-Cheung Chau route operated by New World First Ferry route (68). These three routes
are also having the highest ferry patronage in Hong Kong. We are also able to capture a
reasonable sample size using the North Point-Kwun Tong route (31) operated by Fortune
Ferry and the Aberdeen-Pak Kok Tsuen-Yung Shue Wan (38) operated by Tsui Wah Ferry.
The sample composition meets our objective of capturing passengers travelling on different

ferry routes to better understand the discrepancies among them.

80
70 | 65 68
60
40 38
31
30
20 15
10 10 11
10
- : 0001l
0 - - - —
11 12 14 15 16 17 K2 o1 02 03 o4 o8 09
Route
11 Tsim Sha Tsui-Central
12 Tsim Sha Tsui-Wanchai
14 Sai Wan Ho-Kwun Tong
I5 North Point-Hung Hom
16 North Point-Kowloon City
17 North Point-Kwun Tong (via Kai Tak)
01 Central-Cheung Chau
02 Central-Mui Wo
03 Central-Peng Chau
04 Central-Yung Shue Wan
08 Aberdeen-Cheung Chau
09 Aberdeen-Pak Kok Tsuen-Yung Shue Wan
K2 Aberdeen-Ap Lei Chau

Figure 11. Number of respondents travelling on different ferry routes at least once a week
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The respondents were then asked to record their travel information and evaluate the
ferry service of their last ferry trips. We have obtained quite a large spread of samples from
different ferry operators (Figure 12). Except for the New World First Ferry outlying island
routes (NWFF) and Tsui Wah Ferry, a significant proportion of frequent passengers were

taking one-way instead of two-way trips.

70

59 = QOne-way = Two-way

57

FF NWFF NWFF (N) SF T™W
Ferry operators

Note: Fortune Ferry (FF), New World First Ferry: outlying island routes (NWFF), New World First
Ferry: urban routes (NWFF(N)); Star Ferry (SF) and Tsui Wah Ferry (TW)

Figure 12. The last ferry route that the respondents were on-board (by ferry operators)

Figure 13 shows the travel frequency per week. Over 40 percent of the respondents
travelling on the inner harbour routes, such as North Point-Kwun Tong (FF), Tsim Sha Tsui-
Central (SF), Tsim Sha Tsui-Wan Chai (SF), were only travelling for one to two times a week,
implying that ferry travel is not an everyday routine in a week. For the outlying island ferry
routes, such as Central-Cheung Chau (NWFF), Central-Mui Wo (NWFF) and Aberdeen-Yung
Shue Wan (TW), more than 70 percent of the respondents were travelling on a very regular
basis (at least five to six times a week), as these routes are usually the only means to travel

between islands (e.g. Lamma Island and Cheung Chau).
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Figure 13. Frequency of travel per week (by ferry operators)

Figure 14 shows the overall trip purpose of ferry travel. Around 35 percent of the trips
were for mandatory activities (i.e. commuting and school), and 30 percent were for
discretionary activities (i.e. shopping, dining, recreation and weekend excursion). If we break
down the trip purpose by ferry operators, there are some observable differences. First, for
some inner harbour routes, such as North Point-Kwun Tong (FF), North Point-Kowloon City
(NWFF_N) and North Point-Hung Hom (NWFF_N), over 80 percent of the trips were for home
and mandatory purpose, indicating that these ferry routes are mainly used for commuting
purposes. In contrast, the other non-inner harbour routes were observed with a mixed of
commuting, leisure and recreation purpose. Around 25 percent of the trips were made for
shopping, dining and recreation purposes, which can possibly be explained by the proximity
of piers to the shopping malls and promenade in those piers (i.e. IFC and Harbour City). Also,
weekly excursion was the most popular for the NWFF island routes (i.e. Central-Cheung Chau
and Central-Mui Wo).
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Figure 14. Trip purpose for ferry travel (by ferry operators)

According to the spatio-temporal information of their whole journeys that involved
ferry travel, the major origin and departure locations of connecting from/to piers directly by
walking were mapped out around several major piers (Figures 15-19), including Central,
Tsim Sha Tsui, Wan Chai, North Point and Kwun Tong. Several highlights are summarised

below:

e Central ferry piers: The Central downtown (near MTR station), International Financial
Centres and Sheung Wan Station were the most popular locations.

e Tsim Sha Tsui ferry pier: Harbour City and a cluster of opportunities/locations along
the promenade (i.e. Cultural Centre, K11, Avenue of Stars and East Tsim Sha Tsui)
were most visited. Some also walked to the Tsim Sha Tsui core region (i.e. Nathan
Road).

e Wan Chai ferry pier: Wan Chai station was the most popular activity location. Some
were observed near the piers (i.e. HKCEC) and Causeway Bay.

e North Point ferry pier: Most people travelled to/from the activity locations near North
Point Station (near King’s Road).

e Kwun Tong ferry pier: Most people travelled to the traditional Kwun Tong core area
(near MTR station and the Millennium City). Some were going to the industrial areas

of Kwun Tong (currently undergoing redevelopment).
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Figure 15. Major activity locations near Central Ferry Piers (including Pier No.5, 6 and 7), as reported by
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Figure 16. Major activity locations near Tsim Sha Tsui Star Ferry Pier, as reported by survey respondents
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Figure 17. Major activity locations near Wan Chai Ferry Pier, as reported by survey respondents
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Figure 18. Major activity locations near North Point Ferry Pier, as reported by survey respondents
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Figure 19. Major activity locations near Kwun Tong Ferry Pier, as reported by survey respondents

Figure 20 provides an overview of the respondents’ ferry boarding time for their last
ferry trips. There is a regular routine of frequent travellers during AM (7-10 am) and PM (4-
7 pm) peaks. Based on the travel purpose reported, these trips were mainly for commuting
and school purpose. In the morning hours, around 85 percent of the respondents travelled for
mandatory activities. While in the afternoon (11 am-2pm), there was a mix of passenger in
terms of their major trip purpose. A significant growth of travellers for discretionary
activities were observed. Beyond the peak hours, over 30 percent of the respondents

travelled for recreational, leisure and sport activities.
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Figure 20. Time of the respondents getting on the ferry of the last trip

Figure 21 summarises the major connecting modes between the ferry pier and the
activity locations. Overall, 70 percent of the connection trips were made by walking only,
suggesting that people usually walked to their desired locations from/to the piers. The
remaining 30 percent involved transfer from/to other transport modes, with the highest
percentage in buses and followed by MTR. The highest percentage for modal transfer between
ferry and other transport was NWFF island routes (i.e. Central - Cheung Chau and Central -
Mui Wo), indicating that the island population will walk to other public transit locations for
transfer. In this case, bus and MTR were of equal share (15 percent). Ferry routes of Kwun
Tong-North Point (FF), Central-Tsim Sha Tsui (SF) and Wan Chai-Tsim Sha Tsui (SF)
involved a significant proportion of ferry-bus transfers. These ferry piers are situated very

close to major bus interchanges (except the relocated pier in Wan Chai).
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Figure 21. Main connecting transport mode(s) from the ferry pier to/from the activity locations

Respondents were also asked to evaluate their walking experience to and from the
piers. Each respondent gave ratings to the two walking trips (i.e. walking to the piers from
the origin or the last transit stop, and walking from the piers to the destination or the next
transit stop) (see Figure 3). After consolidating the data, we investigated the overall walking
experience in the major piers, including both urban piers (i.e. Central, Tsim Sha Tsui, Wan
Chai, North Point, Kwun Tong and Aberdeen) and island piers (i.e. Cheung Chau, Mui Wo, Yung
Shue Wan and Pak Kok Tsuen). For the harbour piers, we also differentiated the rating of
walking experience in walking to/from the activity locations and public transit locations. As
informed by the previous analysis (Figure 20), around 30 percent of the ferry trips were
connected to/from other transport modes, in particular bus and rail. Therefore, it is
important to highlight the walking experience in the multimodal transfer so that we can

identify improvement areas. The major findings are summarised below:

e Central Pier No.7 (Figure 22): Around 70 percent of the samples who walked to/from the
activity locations gave an overall rating of 6-7. The ratings for all walkability aspects (i.e.
convenience, safety and comfort) are also relatively high. Those who walked to/from
transit locations were generally satisfied with the overall walking experience (about 60
percent in 6-7). The poorer performance is in convenience (40 percent gave an average

rating of 3-5 and a few gave a rating of 1-2) and comfort (half of the respondents gave an
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average rating of 3-5). This implies that the experience of transferring to other transport
modes is considered not very convenient and comfortable (e.g. walking distance and

walking environment).

Central Pier No. 5 & 6 (Figure 23): Around 60 percent of the samples who walked to/from
the activity locations gave an overall rating of 6-7. However, more than half of the
respondents only gave an average rating of 3-5 to the convenience aspect. For walking
to/from transit locations, most of the samples were generally satisfied. Around 30 to 40
percent only gave an average rating of 3-5 in convenience and comfort, with some only

giving a low rating of 1-2 in these aspects.

Tsim Sha Tsui Star Ferry Pier (Figure 24): Most of the respondents were satisfied with the
walking experience to/from the activity locations. Around 60 percent of the samples gave
a high rating of 6-7. The overall rating is also quite consistent in the three aspects. For
walking to/from transit locations, most of the respondents were very satisfied with the
walking experience, with over 70 percent of people indicating a rating of 6-7 for all

aspects.

Wan Chai Ferry Pier (Figure 25): Only around 40 percent of the respondents gave a rating
of >5 for walking to/from the activity nodes. The score was the lowest among all ferry
piers surveyed. In particular, convenience was the most poorly rated (55 percent in the
rating of 3-5 and 15 percent in 1-2). The dissatisfaction was similar to those walking
to/from public transit locations. Around 55 percent and 60 percent of the samples
indicated a rating of <5 in convenience and comfort respectively. This is likely to be
related to the relocation of the new piers and with ongoing construction nearby. Also,
there is no longer a bus interchange near the pier, and the walking distance to the MTR

station is also long.

North Point Ferry Piers (Figure 26): Around 50 percent of the respondents gave a rating
of 6-7 for the walking experience to/from activity locations and public transit. The major
concern was about the comfort of walking, where some low ratings (1-2) were observed.
Overall, the public transit locations and the major activities are close to the piers, but the

walking environment has been affected by the ongoing construction next to the pier.

Kwun Tong Ferry Pier (Figure 27): There were only observations for passengers walking
to/from activity locations. Overall, people were satisfied with the walking experience
(around 70 percent indicate a rating of 6-7). Again, several major activity nodes are

located next to the pier.
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e Aberdeen Pier (Figure 28): For passengers walking to/from the activity locations, their
ratings in the three aspects of walkability were generally good. Overall, 60 percent
indicated a rating of 6-7. For those walking to/from transit locations, around 65 percent

of the people gave a rating of 6-7. However, half of the samples gave an average rating or

below (<5) in convenience.

At all these piers, there are room for improvement of walkability, especillay in terms of

comfort and conveience.
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Central Star Ferry Pier (Central Pier 7)
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(b) Walking to/from public transit locations
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Figure 22. Walkability ratings at the Central Star Ferry Pier (Pier No. 7)
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Central Ferry Pier (Central Pier 5 & 6)
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(b) Walking to/from public transit locations
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Figure 23. Walkability ratings at the Central Ferry Pier (Pier No. 5 & 6)
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Tsim Sha Tsui Star Ferry Pier
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(b) Walking to/from public transit locations
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Figure 24. Walkability ratings at the Tsim Sha Tsui Star Ferry Pier

49



100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Wan Chai Ferry Pier
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Figure 25. Walkability ratings at the Wan Chai Ferry Pier
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North Point Ferry Pier and North Point (East) Ferry Pier
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(b) Walking to/from public transit locations
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Figure 26. Walkability ratings at the North Point Ferry Piers
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Kwun Tong Ferry Pier

(a) Walking to/from activity locations
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(b) Walking to/from public transit locations
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Figure 27. Walkability ratings at the Kwun Tong Ferry Pier
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Aberdeen Pier
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(b) Walking to/from public transit locations
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Figure 28. Walkability ratings at the Aberdeen Ferry Pier
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We also examined the walkability ratings around the major piers on outlying islands.

Cheung Chau Ferry Pier (Figure 29a): Around 60 percent of the respondents indicated a
high rating of 6-7 in the overall rating of walkability. Three quarters of the samples felt

that the walking trip was convenient and comfortable.

Mui Wo Ferry Pier (Figure 29b): Respondents were very satisfied with their walking
experience. Nearly 90 percent of the respondents gave a high overall rating of 6-7.

Nonetheless, nearly 60 percent gave an average rating in convenience.

Yung Shue Wan Ferry Pier (Figure 29c): Respondents were generally satisfied with their
walking experience. Around 65 percent of the respondents indicated a rating of 6-7 in the

overall rating. Ratings of the three aspects of walkability were also consistent.

Pak Kok Tsuen Ferry Pier (Figure 29d): Respondents were very satisfied with their
walking experience. Over four-fifths of the respondents indicated a rating of 6-7 in all

aspects of walkability.
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Figure 29. Walkability ratings at major piers on outlying islands
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4.2.2 Views of frequent ferry passengers

Table 9 depicts the satisfaction to the existing ferry services based on six important service
attributes (i.e. fare, punctuality, frequency, safety, trip time and comfort). The inner harbour
routes (i.e. Central-Tsim Sha Tsui and Wan Chai-Tsim Sha Tsui) generally have a good
performance in all indicators. Star Ferry routes received the highest ratings among all, with
the average satisfaction rate over 5.5 in all aspects. For other inner harbour routes connecting
North Point to Hung Hom (NWFF_N) and Kwun Tong (FF), the rating for both routes were
generally decent with an overall rating of >5.5. However, frequency was the least satisfactory
service indicators for both routes. Currently, the average frequency is 20-30 minutes. For the
outlying island routes, the worst performer was the ferry route connecting Aberdeen (FF).
Again, frequency was the poorest indicator with a satisfaction rate below 4. For the NWFF
island routes (i.e. Central-Cheung Chau and Central-Mui Wo), fare received the lowest rating
of around 4. Cheung Chau route’s fare was on average rated 3.86 out of 7. The current adult

fare on a weekday is $13.60 (ordinary service) or $26.80 (fast ferry service).

Table 9. Average satisfaction about ferry services (by ferry route)

Route Fare Punctuality Frequency Safety Trip time Comfort Overall
I1 6.35 6.42 6.28 6.37 6.47 6.02 6.29
12 591 6.07 5.72 6.07 5.98 5.74 5.93
I5 5.44 5.44 4.67 5.67 6.00 5.67 5.67
17 5.90 6.33 4.47 5.80 5.87 5.73 5.69
01 3.86 5.03 491 5.61 491 4.86 4.88
02 4.33 6.11 4.56 6.00 5.11 5.56 5.56
08 4.40 5.70 3.30 5.00 5.20 5.00 4.70
09 4.23 5.92 3.59 5.41 5.51 5.08 4.79

Note: The rating of satisfaction is based on a 7-point Likert scale. “1” is “very unsatisfied” and “7” is
“very satisfied”.

1 Tsim Sha Tsui-Central

12 Tsim Sha Tsui-Wanchai

I5 North Point-Hung Hom

17 North Point-Kwun Tong (via Kai Tak)

01 Central-Cheung Chau

02 Central-Mui Wo

08 Aberdeen-Cheung Chau

09 Aberdeen-Pak Kok Tsuen-Yung Shue Wan
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When looking at the priority areas for improvement of the overall ferry service in
Hong Kong as indicated by the frequent ferry travellers (Figure 30), they were mostly related
to frequency and fare. The top priorities (i.e. Rank 1) for improvement are frequency, followed
by fare, cleanliness and comfort. Rank 2 also displays a similar pattern. For Rank 3,
respondents are mostly concerned with cleanliness, comfort and travel time. To highlight,
apart from fare and frequency, a significant number of respondents thought that there is room
for improvement in enhancing the quality of the on-board experiences (i.e. cleanliness and

comfort).

Since the expectations for ferry services can depend on specific routes, we conducted
a more in-depth analysis of people’s choices on the improvement areas by ferry operators
(Figure 31). There are significant variations among different operators. For the less popular
inner harbour routes (i.e. North Point-Kwun Tong/Kowloon City/Hung Hom), people
considered an increase of frequency as their top priority. The same applies to the less popular
island routes departing from Aberdeen (i.e. Aberdeen-Yung Shue Wan). For the Central-
Cheung Chau and Central-Mui Wo routes, people regarded “lowering the fare” as the most
important improvement area. In addition, some interesting results are observed in Star Ferry,
where only 30 percent of the samples indicate fare and frequency as the top priority areas.
This can be explained by the relatively low fare ($2.70-$3.70/trip) and high frequency
(around 10 minutes) of the ferry service. Comfort, cleanliness and information of service
timetable are also their top concerns. For Rank 2 and Rank 3 attributes, a more diverse
pattern is observed. Overall, improving the comfort and cleanliness on ferry remains an
important concern across ferry routes. Travel time and number of seats at the waiting areas

are also the important improvement areas as stated in Rank 3.
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Note: Respondents are asked to rank the most important three priority improvement areas for the existing ferry service. Rank 1 is the top priority.

Figure 30. Priority areas for improvement of overall ferry service (frequent passengers)
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Note: Respondents are asked to rank the most important three priority improvement areas for the existing ferry service. Rank 1 is the top priority.

Figure 31. Priority areas for improvement of overall ferry service (frequent passengers) by ferry operators
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When they are not using ferry services and alternative transport modes are available,
three quarters of the frequent ferry travellers’ group would take MTR and the other one
quarter would take a bus (Figure 32). Again, this implies that the relatively well-established
rail network and its continuous extension have created a strong competition to the current

ferry service.

Taxi

Figure 32. Preferred alternative public transport mode when not taking a ferry to the destination

When asked about the major reasons for choosing ferry instead of other public
transport modes, only one-fifths of the respondents indicated that the higher affordability
was an important factor (Figure 33). Shorter travel time spent to visit their desired
destinations was also a relevant factor. Generally, travel cost and time are considered
instrumental factors in transport choice. Nonetheless, they cannot be changed easily. In the
survey, 35 percent of the respondents actually considered non-instrumental factors (i.e. more
comfortable experience, like to be close to the sea, and being able to enjoy the beautiful sea
view) to be important reasons of ferry travel. This signifies that ferry can provide some
unique experience to the passengers that other transport modes may not be able to deliver.
Providing a special ferry experience is highly promising. In addition, 15 percent of the
samples indicated that having a walkable environment near the piers and good connections to

other public transport were reasons for them to choose to travel by ferry.
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Figure 33. Reasons for choosing the ferry instead of other public transport modes

Other than fare reduction, offering “more frequent services” was chosen as the most
important reason of making ferry travel more satisfactory (Figure 34). Interestingly, the
second most important factor was the “provision of toilet at the piers”. The third most
important attribute was “improving accessibility to public transport”. “Improving walking
experience near the pier” was the fourth most important. In fact, the results here suggest that
improving the experience of frequent ferry passengers while waiting at the piers (i.e. provision
of adequate toilets, free Wi-Fi provided, larger waiting areas and more seats provided) are

relevant to the satisfaction of ferry services.

Figure 35 shows some additional analysis by ferry operator. There are significant
variations among different operators. Consistent with the preferences shown in Figure 30, an
increase of frequency was an important factor that can make ferry travel more attractive
(previously indicated as the priority improvement area) for the less popular inner harbour
routes (i.e. North Point-Kwun Tong/Kowloon City/Hung Hom). For the Central-Cheung Chau
and Central-Mui Wo routes, the provision of toilets and free Wi-Fi at the piers were important.
This can be due to the relatively longer waiting time and longer journey time. The
expectations for Star Ferry were more diverse. The provision of toilets and free Wi-Fi,
improving walkability near the piers, and improving connection to public transit were equally
important as indicated as the top rank. The findings highlight that improving waiting areas at
the piers and the transfer experience are relevant in affecting people’s willingness to travel

by ferry.
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Note: Respondents are asked to rank five most important factors that can make their ferry travel more satisfactory. Rank 1 is the top priority.

Figure 34. Factors that can make ferry travel more satisfactory (frequent passengers)
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Note: Respondents are asked to rank five most important factors that can make their ferry travel more satisfactory. Rank 1 is the top priority.

Figure 35. Factors that can make ferry travel more satisfactory (frequent passengers) by ferry operators
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4.2.3 Views of non-frequent ferry passengers

When looking at the most important factors (except fare reduction) that can enhance the
willingness of travelling by ferry among non-frequent passengers (Figure 36), “more serious
road congestion” was considered the most important when all top five ranks are pooled. This
factor was not typically rated as the most important factor (Rank 1) but was typically
identified as a relevant factor in the top five ranks. The third and the fourth most important
factors (more crowded road environment and increasing fare of public transport) were also
related to other transport modes. In fact, these three factors were external “push” factors that
can enhance the attractiveness of ferry travel to non-frequent passengers. This suggests that
if the conditions for travelling by other road public transport modes become more
unfavourable, some of the travellers would shift to ferry transport. The most important “pull”
factor was “improving accessibility to public transport”, which was overall the second most
important factor. This conveys a strong message that ferry can have significant potentials for
multimodal transfer, provided that the connection to other modes are convenient. Improving
walking experience is almost as important as providing more frequent service, further
indicating that a more walkable environment for connecting to/from the desired activity
locations and public transit locations is of utmost importance. Again, we provide a breakdown
composition by ferry operators (Figure 37). There are some variations among different
operators. As expected, “more frequent service” was a significant factor of increasing the
willingness of taking a ferry. Improving accessibility to public transport and walkability near
the piers were also indicated as important factors across all ranks. More serious road
congestion was identified as a dominant reason for people to take the North Point-Kwun Tong
ferry route (FF), implying that this route is fairly competitive in terms of offering an

alternative cross harbour route between Hong Kong island and the Kowloon peninsula.
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Note: Respondents are asked to rank five most important factors that can enhance their willingness of travelling by ferry. Rank 1 is the top priority.

Figure 36. Factors that can enhance the willingness to travel by ferry (non-frequent passengers)
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Figure 37. The most important factors that can increase willingness to travel by ferry (non-frequent passengers)
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We also asked respondents about new routes that they would consider taking if they
are available. We presented the three most popular suggested routes and the expected fare,
frequency, travel time and number of trips for these routes (Table 10). Some of the pier
locations which are closer together are grouped together to reflect a broader picture. The top
three ferry routes that the respondents would consider taking (but not currently available)
are (i) Central-Hung Hom / Western Kowloon Cultural District, (ii) Central-Kwun Tong / Kai
Tak and (iii) North Point-Tsim Sha Tsui / Western Kowloon Cultural District.

The expectations for the Central-Hung Hom / Central-Hung Hom / Western Kowloon
Cultural District route were generally similar to Star Ferry services in terms of fare, travel
time and frequency (where expected frequency is mostly between 10 and 20 minutes, and the
route will reduce the travel time with lower fare). The expected number of trips per week
was 1-3 times a week and less than once a week. For the second and third choices, Central-
Kwun Tong/Kai Tak and North Point-Tsim Sha Tsui are actually with a shorter travel distance
in ferry travel when compared to road and rail transport (similar to diagonal lines). They
offer direct travel route without any transfer between rail lines. People generally expect that
the fare to be slightly cheaper than other alternatives with a service interval between 10 and

20 minutes.
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Table 10. New ferry routes that survey respondents would consider taking

Ferry route Number Expected fare Expected travel time Expected frequency Expected number of trips per week
30%1 8 more than 3 times a day 1
o lower
Central - Hung Hom / 30% cheaper 9 15%1 10 every 10 mins 14 1-2 times a day 1
o lower
Western Kowloon 30 15% cheaper 9 S every 20 mins 11 4-6 times a week 2
ame
Cultural District Same 12 every 30 mins 5 1-3 times a week 13
15% higher 4
Less than once a week 13
30% cheaper 4 15% lower 12 every 10 mins 13 1-2 times a day 3
Central - Kwun 27 15% cheaper Same 4 every 20 mins 6 4-6 times a week 3
Tong/Kai Tak Same 13 15% higher 10 every 30 mins 7 1-3 times a week 11
15% more expensive 5 30% higher 1 every 45 mins 1 Less than once a week 10
North Point - Tsim . every 10 mins 4
15% lower 8 . 1-2 times a day 1
: 30% cheaper 6 every 20 mins 13
Sha Tsui/Western Same 7 .
24 0 : 4-6 times a week 1
15% cheaper 11 every 30 mins 5 .
Kowloon Cultural 15% higher 5 1-3 times a week 8
Same 7 every 45 mins 1
District 30% higher 4 Less than once a week 14
every 60 mins 1
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4.2.4 Perceptions towards potential ferry development

(a) Water Taxi service

Figure 38 illustrates the proportion of agreement levels on developing water taxis in Hong
Kong. The overall opinion was mixed. Around 40 percent of the respondents were relatively
positive (5-7) towards the development of water taxis. However, more than 40 percent of the

respondents did not agree with this initiative (1-3).

Note: Respondents were asked to indicate whether they think the water taxi service (non-regular
kaito ferry service) should be expanded on a Likert Scale. “1” represents “mostly disagree”. “7”
represents “mostly agree”.

Figure 38. Rating of potential development on water taxis

For those who were positive towards the development of water taxi service (5-7), the
average fare per passenger per trip was around HKD 26.5, with a standard deviation of 34.6.
Around 40 percent of the respondents indicated that they would only pay HKD 10 or below
for such service, and around 25 percent indicated that they would pay between HKD 10 and
HKD 20. Respondents were also asked to propose some water taxi (non-regular kaito ferry)
stops in mind. Table 11 lists out the top 20 locations indicated by the respondents. When
looking at urban piers, the most accessible areas of Central and Tsim Sha Tsui have the highest
total “votes”, followed by North Point, Kwun Tong, Aberdeen and Hung Hom. For outlying
islands, the highest number was Cheung Chau, followed by Mui Wo, Lamma Island and Peng
Chau. Around 15 to 20 respondents did not have any specific place/pier in mind, but would
like the water taxi to serve the more remote areas / other outlying islands / hiking regions /

tourist areas of Hong Kong.



Table 11. Top 20 water taxi (non-regular Kkaito ferry) stops

Location Count Percentage (%)
Central 80 13.77
Tsim Sha Tsui 66 11.36
Cheung Chau 43 7.40
North Point 42 7.23
Kwun Tong 26 448
Wan Chai 26 4.48
Aberdeen 23 3.96
Hung Hom 23 3.96
Causeway Bay 12 2.07
Kowloon City 12 2.07
Mui Wo 12 2.07
Lamma Island 11 1.89
Peng Chau 9 1.55
Sai Wan Ho 9 1.55
Tai O 9 1.55
Tuen Mun 8 1.38
Kai Tak 7 1.20
Sheung Wan 7 1.20
Tsuen Wan 7 1.20
Discovery Bay 6 1.03
Total 438 75.38

Note: Each respondent may come up to 5 stops. There is a total of 581 suggested locations.

(b) Recommissioning of “Central - Hung Hom” ferry route

Respondents were presented four cases of different service combinations for the “Central-
Hung Hom” ferry route. Each stated preference game has four options with different levels of
fare, frequency, travel time and operational hours. As respondents might not have ideas on
the exact value, the options were set in relation to other public transport modes. For example,
the options for fare include “10 percent higher compared to other public transport”, “same as
the other public transport” and “10 percent lower when compared to other public transport”.
Table 12 illustrates a sample choice basket presented to the respondents. To enhance the
understanding of the variations of the levels of service (LoS) attributes (fare, frequency,
travel time and operation hours), some background information is given to respondents on
the alternative public transport modes with a similar origin and destination. Specifically, the

reference information below is presented before the stated preference game.

Route: Central — Hung Hom
Current details of other public transport modes (e.g. Bus)
Single fare: $9.80 (Adult)
Frequency: Every 5 to 12 minutes
Travel Time: around 30 minutes
Operation Hours: 05:45 — 00:30
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Table 12. A sample scenario presented to the respondents

HiE1 EiE2 =3 HiF4
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
SHE (BEIRHAth A H1m T A SR ERED) 510% =10% B2 Same £10%
Fare compared to other public transport 10% higher | 10% higher = 10% lower
PR (BRI At He2m T B SRR 1£20% g =y =20%
; [E)1% Same | [E1k Same
Frequency compared to other public transport 20% lower 20% higher
A (BIERR EA A A T HEHEEE) | @4k Same =20% 20% 1£20%
Travel time compared to other public transport 20% higher | 20% higher | 20% lower
R 07:00 - 06:00 - 07:00 - 06:00 -
Operation hours 19:30 23:30 19:30 23:30
7 R R
: IDE. A Yes A Yes 2HA No %A No
Air-conditioned
=, =1} N 3
TR R BT I o o o o

Your most preferred option

With the individual preferences collected, a multinomial logistic regression (MNL) is

conducted to examine the relative importance of different LoS attributes. Interestingly,

though fare has a negative utility (right sign), it is not statistically significant at 0.05 level.

This also suggests that a lower fare per 10 percent when compared to other public transport

(e.g. bus) may not attract significant ferry patronage. Frequency and operational hours have

positive coefficients, implying that respondents preferred higher frequency and longer

operational hours. Travel time also displays a negative coefficient, suggesting that shorter

travel time by ferry is also beneficial. Three independent variables of frequency, travel time

and operation hours are statistically significant at 0.05 level.

Table 13. Results of the Multinomial Logit (MNL) model about preferences of ferry services

Coef. s.e. t
Fare -0.02 0.02 -0.59
Frequency 0.15%** 0.01 9.63
Travel time -0.03*** 0.01 -6.07
Operation hours 0.14** 0.05 2.53
Number of respondents 656
Number of choice tasks 2624
Log-likelihood -3424.73
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4.3 Structured interviews with ferry operators

The major interview results are presented following the structure of the questionnaire

(Section 3.3). Major responses from the ferry operators are summarised in Tables 14 to 18.

Table 14 presents a preliminary analysis of the business models for current ferry operators.

Except for the Hong Kong Ferry (Holdings) Company Limited, other ferry operators are now

operating passenger routes. There are several common characteristics. First, although the

major source of income is farebox revenues (i.e. fares collected from passengers), there is

some side business (i.e. local ferry tours and ferry rental) to supplement the income. New

World First Ferry has the largest number of vessels with the highest carrying capacity in Hong

Kong (~13,000). Only Star Ferry is operating as franchised service with a longer stability

(fifteen years in its latest renewed franchise of 2018). Other operators are all operating under

a licensed service (the reviewing period is every three years).

Table 14. Current business models of major ferry operators in Hong Kong

Ferry Business model

operators

Fortune e There are 1 inner harbour route and 1 outlying island route.

Ferry e Farerevenue cannot support the costs for both routes.

e Income needs to be supplemented by income from rental income and advertisement.

e $2dollar for elderly scheme and half concessionary price has reduced the revenue by

1 to 1.5 million.

Hong e The passenger ferry business has shrunk and finally the service was terminated in

Kong 1999.

Ferry e The operator now operates the vehicular ferry route between Kwun Tong and North
Point, relying on the fixed demand from vehicles (i.e. dangerous goods vehicular ferry
service).

e The operator offers tourist ferry tours at night (i.e. Harbour Cruise - Bauhinia). The
fleet is the same as the one operating during daytime. The lower deck is for vehicles
while the upper deck can pick up passengers during the ferry tour. Usually starting
from 5:30 (with 2 to 3 ferries) and offering buffet services.

New e [toperates licensed ferry service with a licensing period of 10-year tender (approved

World by Transport Department).

First e There are 21 ferries in total.

Ferry e The ferry routes serve inner harbour, outlying islands and remote areas.

o Thereisrental service for ferries (i.e. night tour and burial at sea) as its side business.

e Using fare to subsidise the weekday operation to maintain box revenue)

Star Ferry e  There are two cross-harbour ferry routes - (i) Tsim Sha Tsui-Central (4 ferries) and

(ii) Tsim Sha Tsui-Wan Chai (3 ferries).

There is one idling ferry.

The operator also operates ferry tours as side business (i.e. inner harbour and
outlying island tours).

The approximate proportion of income is 50% fare, 40% rent and 10%
advertisement.
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TsuiWah e There are 5 kaito ferry routes and 2 ferry routes.
Ferry e The side business includes group ferries renting (tourism) and fast ferries for
transport (i.e. picking up staff working at the sea - 3rd runaway project of HKIA).
e Part of the income supplemented by the local ferry tours.

There are some common strengths across the current ferry operators in Hong Kong:

(D) No/Few immediate/short-term competitors because of the high capital
investment required (i.e. vessels);
(ii) Able to utilise the current vessels efficiently; and

(iii)  Usinglocal ferry tours and ferry rental as a strategy to supplement income

Some specific strengths are also indicated by the local ferry operators:

. Star Ferry has an iconic image with a long history that can attract significant number
of tourists. Low fare and relatively high frequency are also the cutting edge.

. Most operators have obtained experienced labour with over 30 years of experience.

. Some ferry operators make use of a flexible employment structure (i.e. employing
part-time labour for holiday peak service).

. Some ferry operators reduce the costs of business by standardising fleet and

outsourcing maintenance service.

Similarly, there are some challenges across the current ferry operators in Hong Kong:

(D) A continuous decline of demand for ferry transport (both passengers and vehicles)
(ii) Shortage of labour (average age of staff is relatively high)

(iii)  Depreciation of equipment

(iv)  Fluctuations of oil price

v) Insufficient pier infrastructure for berthing and maintenance

Specific challenges are also indicated by the local ferry operators:

. Urban ferry routes are hard to compete with other public transport modes.
. Fare income usually relies heavily on leisure and tourist travel (especially for

island routes).
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Summarising from the structured interviews, there are several fundamental

challenges of operating ferry service as a business in Hong Kong. Table 15 shows the details.

These challenges mainly evolve around six aspects, namely (i) multimodal competition, (ii)

far away from major activity nodes, (iii) labour shortage, (iv) old and outdated pier

infrastructure, (v) financial instability and (vi) lack of long-term vision and commitment for

ferry development. More elaborations are listed below:

Strong competition from other more efficient public transport (i.e. MTR and bus rapid
transit) has discouraged ferry transport.

Poor connection to public transit locations has made ferry transport “isolated” from the
public transport network.

Piers are detached from the major activity nodes.

Few people from the younger generation are willing to work in the ferry industry and
human capital investment is costly and time consuming.

There is insufficient pier infrastructure for berthing and maintenance. Existing
infrastructure is somehow outdated and cannot accommodate growing demand and more
advanced vessel types.

Fluctuations of oil price and increasing operational costs are posing tremendous financial
pressure on operations and long-term investment.

There is a lack of initiatives to position ferry as an important public transport mode.
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Table 15. Challenges of operating ferry services as a business in Hong Kong

Challenges

Details

Multimodal
competition &
poor connection
to public
transport

Development of rail infrastructure and extension of lines

Bus routes disconnected from the ferry piers

Walkability between MTR station and piers are not ideal

Hard to compete with other transport in terms of frequency, especially for
urban ferry routes

Lack of public transport connection - weather will affect the walking
connection to and from the MTR station

Far away from
major activity
nodes

Relocation of ferry piers after reclamation increase the distance from the
pier to the city centre

Relocation of piers make the piers far away from the catchment area, which
should be close to the residential and employment opportunities

Labour shortage

Shortage of labour (4-5 years to train a captain)

Average labour age is high

Training a qualified captain by Marine Department takes a relative long time
(with license - 4.5 years, with experience - 6 years)

Old and
outdated pier
infrastructure

Fewer harbours and berthing facilities in the inner harbour: Kowloon from 9
piers to 5 piers; Hong Kong Island from 8 piers to 3 piers).

The pier infrastructure was developed based on the design in 1960s, whereas
the development after 2000s cannot match the pier development (e.g. lift and
ramp limitations that hinder the operation of modernised ferries).

For some outlying pier (e.g. Cheung Chau), the existing facilities and capacity
are already saturated - only one level in the pier where waiting area cannot
accommodate over 700 people.

Maintenance facilities along the coastline is insufficient.

For some operators, there are not insufficient piers. There are no fixed
locations of piers and can only search for public piers (competition in the use
of piers).

Design of piers at the outlying islands is not practical (i.e. waiting environment
not ideal - no electricity, no lamppost, no water supply (which is important for
cooling down engines); landing steps too narrow and not accessible by
physically-disabled

Financial
viability

Pier infrastructure depreciates and there are numerous limitations of making
use of the piers

Increasing operational costs in labour and fuel

Increasing cost (e.g. capital cost reach 70 million for a ferry that carries 400-
450 people and speed of 24-25 sea miles)

Lack of a
strategic
position

No clear policy planning (i.e. from CTS1 to CTS3 ferry only acts as a
supplementary role)
Lack of long-term planning of ferry development from the government
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In response to the common challenges, the ferry operators have devised some solutions
to alleviate the negative impacts associated with these challenges. Table 16 exemplifies on some
strategies adopted by current ferry operators. Major highlights of some common strategies are

indicated as below:

o Cooperating with relevant educational and vocational centres for attracting employment
from the younger generations (to tackle labour shortage)

e Diversifying business portfolios to increase income sources (i.e. advertisement, rental
income, local tourism)

o Reducing operational costs (i.e., use of renewable power resources)

o Deploying existing resources more efficiently (i.e. standardisation and outsourcing)

e Providing more frequencies when there is major breakdown of traffic in the road public

transport system

Table 16. Strategies adopted by ferry operators to address the challenges

Challenges Strategies
Increasing oil price e No direct measures can be implemented - asking for fare increase through
submission to the Transport Department

Labour shortage e Cooperating with Hong Kong Sea School (i.e. internship programme) and

Maritime Service Training Institute (MTSI) for employment

e Cooperating with Maritime and Aviation Training Fund (MATF) that offer
“sandwich” programmes with training and learning

e Cooperating with TVC (i.e. having job fairs for the S6 graduates; targeting at
the next generation of the existing staff and fishermen, encouraging middle-
aged applicants to apply)

e Deploying resources more efficiently

Financial viability e Increasing other income sources from non-fare revenue from rent and
advertisements
High running cost e Improving the existing services to reduce operational costs (i.e. using solar

energy at the roof-top and the excess energy can be sold to China Light and
Power (CLP); more ventilation)
e Increasing non-fare box revenue (e.g. event and advertisements)

Decrease in ferry e Increasing the frequency of ferry routes (i.e. the cross-harbour service)
patronage when there is breakdown in major road transport network
Insufficient piers e Hard to solve the problem as there is ongoing competition in using the

public piers during the holidays (especially Cheung Chau Public Pier)
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In response to the fundamental challenges, the government can play a more significant
role in supporting ferry development. These policies and measures are listed in Table 17. Major

highlights are indicated below:

o Re-establish the role of ferry in the hierarchy of public transport system through a long-term
planning approach (i.e. integrating ferry transport in the comprehensive transport strategies);

e Spearhead promenade development that favours residential and commercial development
around the piers;

e Develop a mixed land-use setting with a wide range of commercial and recreational

opportunities in major accessible piers (i.e. ferry hubs) as ferry cannot independently

survive without coordinating with other land uses;

e Improve the experience for the whole journey (including multimodal transfer and walking)

e Investin training of human resources; and

e Stabilise oil price through a well-established mechanism.

Table 17. Effective forms of government support to ensure the long-term sustainability of ferry services in

Hong Kong (apart from fare subsidies)

Support

Details

(i) Densifying and
diversifying land
uses

Attracting patronage
e Increase the diversity of land uses to enhance the demand for ferry services
(i.e. commercial areas, residential area and hotels).
e Pier development should be integrated with other land uses (especially
commercial and residential activities).
e Relocate and develop the maintenance facilities in the coastal area (i.e.
maintenance facilities are important).

(i) Enhancing the
walking
experience

e Improve the walking infrastructure (i.e. travellators)

e Enhance the standard of walking environment connecting to the piers (i.e.
covered pathways which can reduce the impacts of weather)

e Improve the information of ferry services (i.e. timetable and suitable signage
at nearby streets and public piers)

(iii) Improving
connectivity to
public transport

e Facilitate the interchange between ferry and other modes of transport in
particular bus and minibus.

e Put b public transit interchange right next to the pier.

e Use advanced technology (i.e. automated vehicles) to connect to piers

e Reroute buses and minibuses to enhance the service hinterland

(iv) Holding more
events along the
promenade

e Integrate ferry transport to promenade development (i.e. large-scale events
along the promenade)

e Promote different ferry routes in Hong Kong (especially for cross-harbour
ferry routes)

e Advertise local tourism: especially advertisement to local residents about
other outlying islands and rural areas

(i) Improving pier
infrastructure

Investment and reducing financial burden
o Allow ferry operators to put necessary facilities (i.e. information board) at
the public piers
e Constructing more piers for berthing (some piers are with insufficient spaces
during peak service)
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(ii) Investing in
human resources

Support captain training (i.e. lack of education and high investment that can
go up to 3 million for training 1 captain)

Increase the training for maintenance staff

Design certified courses for the ferry industry: diploma or professional
certificate for courses in training captains (i.e. equal to the minimum passing
level of DSE)

(iii) Stabilising oil
price and increase
autonomy for
other income

Stabilising the fluctuation of oil price

Establish a mechanism to stabilise oil price, as it is a high-risk investment (i.e. if
the price is higher than that in the deal, the government can provide subsidy)
Allow ferry operators to enhance the non-ferry box revenue (i.e. property lease,

sources advertisement and event-based operation)

The last part of the interview was about the opinions towards potential new ferry routes and

the potential development of water taxis. Summarising from current ferry operators, there are

several non-existing piers and ferry routes with potentials:

Potential new piers: West Kowloon Cultural District, Tsim Sha Tsui East, Kwun Tong, Sai Wan,
Central, Wan Chai (near Golden Bauhinia Square), Causeway Bay (near shelter), North Point
and Sai Wan Ho

Potential new routes: Hung Hom-Central; Lantau Island routes (under the East Lantau

Development Plan)

However, most ferry operators expressed clear concerns to be addressed before the potentials

can be realized. They include:

Fixed capital investment for vessels is huge, especially if the ferry service needs to be
maintained at a specified frequency throughout daytime (i.e. both peak and off-peak hours).

Most of the piers are isolated from other land uses. There is also not enough population intake
nor supporting infrastructure near the piers.

Improving railway network in Hong Kong will continuously put pressure on the long-term
development of ferry services, leading to decreasing incentives for operation (i.e. Sha Tin-
Central Link).

Without clear government support and investment near the piers, it is not attractive for ferry

operators to invest in new routes.

For water taxi development, the current ferry operators saw two distinctive opportunities:

Water taxis are suitable for serving tourism and entertainment purposes. New market

segments can be created.
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e Water taxis can connect areas that are not well-linked to other public transport modes but

are already having new developments (e.g. West Kowloon and Kai Tak).

However, there are multiple concerns towards water taxi development:

e Water taxis are theoretically feasible but the safety regulations, speed limit, fuels and the
overall hardware regulations need to be clearly specified.

o The connection from the landing step to the inland areas or public transit interchange is
mostly not well-developed at this stage.

o There is insufficient infrastructure to support water taxi development including the supply of
energy and possible locations for landing.

o The environmental standards of fleet need to be well regulated, as busy water traffic at the

Victoria Harbour can be polluting.

Next, Figure 39 presents the overall trend in the number of complaints about the ferry
services between 2000 and 2018. The complaints declined steadily between 2000 and 2010 with
some slight fluctuations. However, there is a significant growth of complaints from 2012 to 2014.
A closer look at the complaints suggests that the major factor associated with the “spike” was
largely be related to the fare increase by 4.8 to 6.4 percent in the major outlying island routes.
Other major concerns were mainly about frequency, hygiene and pier facilities. Again, more
effective measures need to be devised to improve the overall ferry experience while maintaining

ferry fare at an acceptable range.
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Figure 39. Number of complaints about ferry services received by the Transport Complaints Unit of the

Transport Advisory Committee
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4.4 International case studies of ferry development

In this section, we selected three relatively successful cases of ferry development from
international cities with reasonably heavy waterborne passenger traffic, namely Brisbane,
New York City and San Francisco. In this exercise, we choose to focus on analysing aspects
related to the (i) operator(s), (ii) types and routes of ferry services, (iii) performance in
patronage and satisfaction (iv) size and types of vessels, (v) financial performance and (vi)
pier management. A summary for each case study is presented in a table format for easy
reference. Table 18 is on Brisbane, Australia. Table 19 is on New York City, USA. Table 20 is

on San Francisco, USA.

4.4.1 Brisbane, Australia

Brisbane City Council has promoted ferry development in the past two decades. Transdev
Brisbane Ferries is a contracted operator to run the ferry services of CityCats, CityHoppers and
CityFerries (including urban linear and cross-river routes). Figure 40 provides a route map of the
Brisbane ferry network. Table 18 provides the basic information of ferry business of Transdev
Brisbane Ferries. Overall, there is a steady growth of ferry patronage in Brisbane. Brisbane City
Council has a strong role in spearheading ferry development. There is significant capital
investment in fleet and upgrades of existing pier infrastructure. In 2017-2018, the City Council
invested over 12 million in ferry terminal upgrades. There is also ongoing investment in
compliant bus stops and ferry terminals and the purchase of new vessels for CityCat service
(Brisbane City Council, 2018).

There are several overarching objectives developed by the Brisbane City Council (2017), which
primarily highlights that ferry development needs to be integrated in a holistic planning for an

accessible river network.

o River Access Hubs are established as a focus for river access activities.

e Anetwork approach is implemented to planning for river infrastructure.

e Council works with other parties who are delivering river access infrastructure.
e New river access sites fill gaps in the network.

e Supporting projects facilitate the optimal use of the river access network.

The concept of “river access hubs” pinpoints the strategy of making the river accessible to the
public by a well-established ferry transport network and encourages the development of further

investment in other river activities (i.e. recreation).

The ferry operator is also responsive to the demand and user expectations (Transdev, 2018),

which include the initiatives of:
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Collaboration with all city mobility stakeholders to ensure an integrated set of services, in
particular during major cultural and city events

Working with local public transportation regulator, TransLink, to ensure integration with
ticketing and passenger information systems.

Extensive maintenance facilities and a highly skilled workforce to keep vessels well
maintained, safe, efficient and available for operation.

Over the last 2 years a program of vessel re-life works has been undertaken on the original
City cat fleet and continues today to breathe new and extended life into the city’s valuable

transportation assets.

e Commitment to growth with the introduction of new terminals and vessels.

o Transdev Safety Drills recognized by regulatory authority as best practice.

Table 18. The case study of ferry development in Brisbane, Australia

Operator

Transdev Brisbane Ferries

Types of business

Contract

Operated ferry service
Routes operated

Mainly urban routes (a total of 5 routes)

Total route length 22 km
Operation frequency 15 - 30 minutes; everyday
Operation hours 0518 -0032
Performance in patronage and satisfaction
Daily patronage 13,500
5-year change +11%
Average satisfaction 79.7 / 100
5-year change +3.5%
Mode share 2.7%
Vessels

Number of vessels
Types of vessels

30 (owned by Brisbane Council)
21 CityCats, 9 CityFerry and CityHoppers

Carrying capacity 3,900

Financial performance

Operational subsidies AUD $7.09 per passenger
3-year change +14%

Cost-revenue ratio 2.70

Diversity of business

Operating bus service in Brisbane

Pier management
Ownership
Government upgrades

Public owned by Brisbane City Council
Ferry terminal upgrades of 12 million by Brisbane City Council (2017-
2018)

Source: Transdev (2018); Department of Transport and Main Roads (2013-2018); Brisbane City Council
(2018); Brisbane City Council (2016)
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Figure 40. Ferry routes of Transdev Brisbane Ferries in Brisbane, Australia

Source:

https://translink.com.au/sites/default/files/assets/resources/plan-your-journey/maps/190107-ferry-
network-map.pdf

4.4.2 New York, USA

New York City Ferry is supported by New York City Economic Development Corporation
(NYCEDC) in recent years. In their White Papers published in 2013 (NYCEDC, 2013a; 2013c), it
is stated that ferry transport has a strong position in filling transit gaps, relieving traffic
congestion, improving people’s quality of life and promoting attractive routes (i.e. more
convenient routing). Federal grants are injected for supporting capital investment. In the recent
Ferry Expansion Feasibility Study (NYCEDC, 2018), there are three clearly defined objectives for

ferry development:

. Provide affordable and convenient transit for communities, improving overall transportation
options;

*  Support growing neighbourhoods and connect people to jobs and economic opportunities
throughout the city; and

* Increase the resiliency and redundancy of the city’s transportation network.

In the first phase, the City is investing $55 million in upgrading the pier infrastructure (e.g.
building 10 new ferry landings and rehabilitating the other six piers) (The City of New York,
2016). In the upcoming years, there is a drafted proposal for expanding the ferry services in New

York. The city will invest $100 million in capital to procure new boats, build new landings, and
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invest in existing landings (State of the City, 2019). A huge sum of ferry subsidies was provided
to subsidise passengers per trip (i.e. USD 10.73 per passenger). To enhance the ferry transfer
experience, free connecting bus services are provided to connect the pier to the major downtown

areas. Figure 41 illustrates the service route map of NYC Ferry.

Table 19. The case study of ferry development in New York, USA

Operator New York City Ferry by Hornblower
Types of business Contract

Operated ferry service

Routes operated Mainly urban routes (a total of 6 routes)
Total route length 111 km
Operation frequency 20 - 90 minutes; everyday
Operation hours 0615 - 2238
Performance in patronage and satisfaction
Daily patronage 12,000
5-year change +51%
Average satisfaction 71 /100
5-year change -
Mode share 0.2%
Vessels
Number of vessels 24 (Owned by NYCEDC)
Types of vessels Aluminium catamarans
Carrying capacity 3,000
Financial performance
Operational subsidies USD 10.73 per passenger
3-year change -
Cost-revenue ratio 4.18
Diversity of business Ferries for rent, dining cruises & sight-seeing tours (i.e. hop-on & hop-
off trips)
Pier management
Ownership Mostly public owned by city government and NYCEDC
Government upgrades Ferry terminal reconstruction of over 36 million by city, federal and state

sources (2018)
Source: NYC Ferry (2018); NYC Department of Transportation (2019); NYC Ferry (2017); NYCEDC (2017);
CBC (2019)
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Figure 41. Ferry routes of NYC Ferry in New York, USA

Source: https://www.ferry.nyc/routes-and-schedules/current-map/

4.4.3 San Francisco, USA

The San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) has been
actively promoting ferry development in San Francisco City. The vision of WETA in shaping the
ferry development in the city is “(to) develop, operate and manage an expanded and enhanced
region-wide ferry system that provides a reliable, state-of-the-art and attractive transportation

option for the Bay Area and plays a critical role in coordinating and providing water
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transportation to serve emergency response and economic recovery needs” (WETA, 201643, pp.4).
The emphasis is providing an attractive alternative for travel which can also stimulate economic
development. The formulated strategic plan includes seven core components, which include (i)
Expanded Service, (ii) Funding, (iii) Quality, (iv) Partnerships, (v) Environmental Stewardship,
(vi) Emergency Response and (vii) Organizational Capacity and Leadership. The existing funding
consists of 80 percent from the federal formula grant by Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) and 20 percent from local match provided by WETA. In particular, the
strategy highlights that funding should not only be contributed towards new vessels and pier
infrastructure upgrades, but also the supportive access infrastructure (i.e. walkways, cycling and
parking facilities). Non-motorised access is highly supported. Figure 42 illustrates the ferry

service routes of San Francisco Bay City Ferry.

Table 20. The case study of ferry development in San Francisco, USA

Operator

The Blue and Gold fleet

Types of business

Contract

Operated ferry service
Routes operated

Mainly urban routes (a total of 5 routes)

Total route length 117 km
Operation frequency 30 - 90 minutes; everyday
Operation hours 0520 - 2215
Relative performance
Daily patronage 7,800
5-year change +43.7%
Average satisfaction 3.8/5
5-year change -4.7%
Mode share 1%
Vessels

Number of vessels
Types of vessels

12 (owned by WETA)
11 double-deck and 1 triple-deck

Carrying capacity 4,300

Financial performance

Operational subsidies USD 5.89 per passenger
3-year change -30.8%

Cost-revenue ratio 191

Diversity of business

Ferries for rent & sight-seeing tours (i.e. one-day and night tours)

Pier management
Ownership
Government upgrades

Public owned by city government and WETA
Ferry terminals infrastructure of 179 million committed funding by
WETA

Source: WETA (2018a); SFMTA (2019); WETA (2014); WETA (2018b); WETA (2016b)
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4.4.4 Key Lessons Learnt

From the above international case studies, several key lessons can be learnt from the ferry
operators and the municipal governments. For ferry operators, a common strategy is to increase
the service hinterland of ferry routes. Usually, the major ferry service would call stops at piers
near major employment centres and commercial opportunities. These piers are usually well-
established ferry terminals where multiple ferry routes call/terminate. In other words, piers are
not used exclusively for one ferry route. Moreover, these terminals provide ferry routes
connecting mostly to other dense areas, suburbs and island regions. Another common feature for
these ferry routes is that they composed of urban linear and cross river/harbour services that
usually call multiple stops. A number of these ferry routes are in mixed operation modes, which
call multiple stops at both sides of the river/harbour (e.g. linking multiple stops on the same side
before crossing the river). The arrangement helps to capture a larger service hinterland. Another
common strategy is to enhance the convenience of ferry services. The major measures include
maintaining high frequency at peak hours, using smart ticketing techniques (i.e. a prepaid system)
and integrating water transport into the public transport network. Bus transit is usually right

next to the ferry terminal which offer a seamless transfer experience.

The government’s role in pier management of the three cities also provides insights on successful
ferry development. Basically, the government will take up the responsibility in routine

maintenance, pier upgrades, and long-term capital investment of piers. There are several core
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elements. First, the government has continued to upgrade the pier infrastructure including
gangways, piling and pontoons to enhance the safety of passengers. Also, they have improved the
accessibility to other transport connections by improving non-motorised access (i.e. pedestrian
and cycling network linking the promenade, major activity locations and public transit locations).
Third, they have improved the waiting areas by integrating shopping opportunities, enhancing
the landscape, and providing seats and shelter. To increase the visibility and travel information
of ferry routes, they have also provided signage and wayfinding boards near the piers and at
major activity locations. Finally, they have increased the activities near the piers, such as
promoting mixed land-use development and integrating a wide range of recreational and leisure

opportunities.

87



CHAPTERS5  POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1 Densifying and diversifying land uses near piers

The results from this study, including surveys from passengers, interviews from ferry operators
and the international case studies, suggests that areas of denser and more diversified land uses
are essential to support ferry patronage especially in highly accessible piers. Empirical evidence
from other international cities suggests that these are usually piers near the CBD and downtowns
that are featured by mixed land uses (i.e. commercial, shopping and recreational). If properly
developed, these piers can have potentials to become a water transit hub, which helps to integrate
the ferry network into the road transport system. Ferry-ferry transfer can also be promoted. In
Hong Kong, Central, Tsim Sha Tsui, Kwun Tong and North Point are of significant potentials if
more activity opportunities are provided surrounding these piers. Again, pure residential land
use around the piers may not be enticing enough to attract ferry ridership, unless these ferry
routes can connect to highly accessible areas or with proximity to key public interchanges
(offering advantages in shorter travel time). Therefore, to strengthen the role of ferry in the
hierarchy of public transport, it needs to integrate land-use planning into a comprehensive plan
for promenade development. Reducing the distance between opportunities and the piers by
sensibly increasing the density of working and shopping opportunities are conducive. It can affect
the whole travel experience, in particular “convenience”, to and from the activity locations. Large-
scale events along promenade should also be promoted on a regular basis. The international
experience suggests that these opportunities may not require major shopping malls, but regular

flea markets can attract significant patronage.

5.2 Enhancing connectivity with public transport and activity nodes

This study illustrates that the connectivity to activity nodes is of utmost importance to ferry
ridership. Again, as suggested in our survey, over 70 percent of frequent ferry passengers walked
to/from the origins and destinations directly. Hence, making the walking experience to and from
piers more convenient, comfortable and safer is paramount and can significantly enhance the
pleasantness during the walking trip. In practice, increasing pedestrian network connectivity,
providing covered shelters along major routes to activity nodes, and providing direct non-
motorised access are beneficial. Another important finding is that ferry has strong potentials in
being a supplementary transport mode for multimodal transfer. Our study suggests that the
availability of bus interchange near piers is positively associated with ferry ridership. Moreover,
enhancing the connectivity to public transport locations and walkability around the piers are
identified as the most important factors that can enhance the willingness of ferry travel by non-
frequent ferry travellers. Some successful experience from other cities indicates that convenient

bus transfers (i.e. seamless transfer) is critical to sustain ferry patronage. Nonetheless, the
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routing of buses needs to be rationalised so that competing routes can be eliminated, and
potential hinterland can be enlarged. Currently, information about ferry-bus transfer or ferry-rail
transfer might not be well disseminated. In our survey, some respondents did not have a clear
idea on the fastest route between the piers and their desired locations, nor the locations of the

public interchange.

5.3 Identifying and paying attention to the “weak spots” of ferry journeys

Apart from fare, the frequency of ferry service is a major concern. Frequency is indeed the most
valued parameter for most commuter routes, as the ferry service needs to be frequent enough
and are able to reduce travel time when compared to other transport modes. Most of the routes
that connect to the CBD are mixed commuter-tourist routes. Therefore, optimising ferry frequency
and operational hours in peak hours and non-peak hours, weekdays and weekends are critical.
Apart from frequency, our study finds that improving the existing infrastructure to enhance the
experience of waiting at the piers is essential. To summarise, the provision of adequate toilets,
more seats in the waiting area, larger waiting space, and provision of complementary Wi-Fi in
ferry piers can enhance the satisfaction especially for island routes which usually have a
moderate level of frequency. Also, some non-frequent ferry travellers are not familiar with the
timetable. As a result, they feel that ferry is much slower and require longer waiting time than

other transport modes. A better dissemination of ferry timetable and schedule is important.

5.4 Making the “ferry experience” pleasant and special

Ferry operators can adopt different kinds of strategies to attract potential passengers. While
around 35 percent of the respondents suggested comfort and being able to enjoy the sea view are
important factors of travelling by ferry, there are significant potentials to attract more passengers
in offering a more unique experience than other public transport. As suggested in this study, a
significant proportion of non-frequent passengers indicate that more serious road congestion, a
higher level of crowding and increasing fare of other transport modes can lead to a higher
willingness to travel by ferry. Making ferry travel a convenient service through making the
timetable and frequency clear to public (i.e. real time information in the app) and providing
walking routes and approximate walking time information in advance of the trip can make the

passengers more familiar with the travel time.

5.5 Promoting the electrification of ferry vessels

To further enhance the environmental sustainability of ferry transport in Hong Kong, policy
initiatives to support the electrification of ferry vessels can be considered. Recently, the

government has announced to replace the entire fleets of 11 ferry routes and introduce greener
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vessels. In reference to the electric ferry development in Europe and the U.S,, there are several
policy recommendations in both the vessels and charging infrastructure. First, some light-weight
solutions need to be considered in the purchase of new ferries because the weight of batteries
can decrease the overall energy efficiency. Installing an electric propulsion system in current
ferries may not be feasible given the outdated hardware and difficulties in retrofitting. Second,
charging infrastructure that allows fast and over-night charging needs to be developed at the
major piers. High-frequency inner harbour ferry routes (such as Star Ferry) have a very short
berthing period at the piers. This may pose operational challenges (i.e. schedules) even when fast
charging is available. Essentially, potential electricity demand from the existing electricity grid
needs to be evaluated (especially at piers of multiple routes - Central, Tsim Sha Tsui and North
Point). On the other hand, the outlying island routes may require ferries of a hybrid propulsion
model due to its longer travel distance. The very recent development of a long-range battery can

be up to around 38 kilometres, but a round-trip to Cheung Chau is already over 40 kilometres.

5.6 Strengthening the role of government in long-term ferry development

The government needs to have a clear vision and long-term strategies to promote ferry
development in Hong Kong. Currently, there is no well-defined blueprint for integrating ferry into
the public transport system. To make the ferry business financially viable and reduce the reliance
on public subsidies, ferry needs to be repositioned as an important element in the public
transport network. As indicated by the more successful cases in other international cities, the
most effective strategy is to integrating ferry pier renovation / development project into a holistic
plan for promenade development. This includes bringing activity opportunities near the piers,
providing a diverse set of opportunities (including mixed locations for working, residential and
recreation). The government initiatives in upgrading pier infrastructure, improving supporting
infrastructure for non-motorised access (i.e. pedestrian network and cycling facilities), and the
purchase of vessels are all important to support the viability of ferry business. The business
models as illustrated in other cities have manifested the importance of government’s role in
capital investment. Long-term benefits can be substantial if pier infrastructure and connecting
facilities are well-developed (as observed in some cities that operational subsidies per passenger

has decreased steadily).
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CHAPTER6  CONCLUSIONS AND WAY FORWARD

6.1 Summary

This study explores the potential ways of re-establishing ferry as an important transport mode
and putting ferry back to the hierarchy of public transport in Hong Kong. This study is developed
following a multi-pronged approach that is structured in four major parts, including (i)
population demand profiling, (ii) questionnaire surveys among ferry passengers, (iii) structured
interviews with local ferry operators, and (iv) international case studies. Our study suggests that
several factors are critical to the viability of ferry service, including (i) land-use planning (i.e.
density and diversity) surrounding the pier and along the promenade, (ii) connectivity to activity
locations and public transit locations from piers, (iii) service quality and the experience of the
whole journey, (iv) the business models and associated management strategies and (v) the role
of government in capital investment. These are key factors of ferry ridership and, hence, the long-

term sustainability of ferry services.

6.2 Overview of relevant parties in delivering policy recommendations

The message is clear - promoting viable ferry services requires efforts not only within the ferry
operators per se, but also multiple stakeholders including different government departments,
advisory bodies, public transport operators, property developers and even the general public.
Following the five major factors of ferry ridership identified in this study, the final section
considers how different parties can help deliver the policy recommendations together. There is a
need for the government (involving different Bureaux and Departments), government advisory
bodies, the public transport industry and the general public to join hands. Table 21 provides an

overview on the key stakeholders corresponding with the five policy recommendations.

Table 21. Key stakeholders corresponding to the five policy recommendations

Policy actors Details
(i) Land use planning surrounding the piers
Development Bureau e Setting outa clear policy vision and targeted objectives for the promenade
development

e Positioning our promenade as an integrative hub for employment,
commercial, recreational and residential opportunities alongside good
public transport access

e Increasing the density and diversity of land use near the piers is an
important strategy

Transport & Housing e Integrating residential development into the long-term planning for ferry
Bureau transport
Planning Department e Integrating ferry pier development in the overall harbourfront planning
framework
e Developing the outline development plan near piers in a place-specific
approach

e Integrating leisure activities, open space and sports near piers

91



Civil Engineering and o Identifying the major public piers that are usually with saturated capacity

Development Department during holidays and major tourist attractions

Harbourfront Commission e Integrating the perspectives from architects, landscape architects,
engineers, real estate and business in suggesting land use planning
strategies (i.e. coordination among land uses)

(ii) Connectivity to activity locations and public transit locations from piers
Transport & Housing e Exploring the feasibility of the ferry transit-oriented development (TOD)
Bureau model

e Formulating a holistic strategy for promoting a sustainable water

passenger transport system in Hong Kong
Transport Department e Conducting microscale walkability studies onsite near the current piers
(especially the inner harbour)

e Analysing the pedestrians’ walking behaviour such as major entrances and
exits of the nearby buildings connecting to the piers, popular activity
locations near the piers and pedestrian flow of major route sections (i.e. at-
grade, bridge and tunnels)

e Enhance the walkability (i.e. convenience, comfort and safety) between the

pier and public transit locations.

Integrating ferry services as “accessible public transport” in the discussion

of promenade development

e Conducting field studies to investigate the current status of pedestrian
connectivity and provide suggestions

Harbourfront Commission

(iii) Service quality and the experience of the whole journey

Transport Department e Monitoring the service quality of the ferry routes based on the feedback
from the Transport Complain Units (TCU)

Transport Advisory e Discussing the feasibility of re-routeing ferry service, promoting seamless

Committee multimodal transfer and ways of strengthening the business models (in
particular supplemental income)

Transport Complain Unit e Analysing the nature of the complaints in particular relating to the service
quality

e Highlighting the priority improvement areas

(iv) Business models and associated management strategies
Public transport sector e Promoting ferry-bus, ferry-rail, ferry-minibus and even ferry-tram transfer
e Developing wayfinding information boards should be placed near the
major transit locations and highlight the estimated walking time
e Provide attractive remuneration package and career development
opportunities for people working in the ferry industry
Transport Department e Investigating into the potential demand for the suggested new ferry routes
and feasibility of rerouting ferry services (calling multiple stops)
e Improving the wayfinding system and ferry operation information,
especially near ferry piers
Transport Advisory e Gathering opinions from experts of different fields and suggesting a
Committee preliminary proposal on the long-term development of ferry transport
o Discussing the feasibility of re-routeing ferry service, promoting seamless
multimodal transfer and ways of strengthening the business models (in
particular supplemental income)

(v) Pier management

Development Bureau e Fostering the coordination among different land uses and
e Ensuring enough capital investment in pier and supporting infrastructure
Planning Department e Examining the possibility of a theme-based “water hub” offering a wide
range of opportunities
Civil Engineering and o Improving the existing pier infrastructure, by enhancing the safety and
Development Department carrying out small-scale expansion work

e Upgrading the existing pedestrian infrastructure such as decreasing
vehicular-pedestrian conflict near piers, provide easy access to bridge or
tunnels, providing shelters in the major walkways

Private property e Integrating the possibility of private property developed above or
development adjacent to the piers can be investigated
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Harbourfront Commission e Suggesting better urban design to integrate the piers into nearby activity
locations

6.2.1 Government bureaus and departments

(a) Development Bureau (DEVB): Currently, the Harbour Office under DEVB helps streamline the
initiatives of implementing enhancement initiatives along the two sides of the harbourfront. To
fully address the challenges, DEVB needs to set out a clear policy vision and targeted objectives
for the promenade development in Hong Kong. This should not only be limited to the
harbourfront but also the coastal areas where the city’s blue asset has not been fully utilised.
There needs to be a blueprint for revitalising and fully utilising the coastal areas in various phases.
The overarching vision can be to position the city’s promenade as an integrative hub for
employment, commercial, recreational and residential opportunities alongside good public
transport access. Increasing the density and diversity of land use near the piers is an important
strategy, provided that direct water transport access is developed to fully capture the
opportunities. To promote viable ferry services, DEVB has a fundamental role in fostering the
coordination among different land uses and ensuring enough capital investment in pier and
supporting infrastructure. Developing an organisational structure of different policy actors is

essential.

(b) Transport & Housing Bureau (THB): THB can consider integrating residential development
into the long-term planning of ferry transport. Indeed, overseas experience suggests that ferry
terminals can generate value capture for the nearby private properties and spill-overs for other
economic activities. The feasibility of ferry-based transit-oriented development model can be
explored. THB should also spearhead effort in formulating a holistic strategy for promoting a
sustainable water passenger transport system in Hong Kong. Based on the major hubs of the
sustainable water passenger transport system, THB can work with DEVB to identify potential
areas (of mixed land use) for residential development near the current and potential pier
locations. THB can also make reference to the several successful ferry TOD experiences from

other cities, such as Brisbane and New York.

(c) Planning Department (PlanD): PlanD has a vital role in the overall planning and execution of
policy instruments in developing our promenade. PlanD has been working on formulating the
harbour planning framework (e.g. planning design and principles) and conducting various
studies to refine the urban design for harbourfront development. One very important insight from
this study is that PlanD can integrate ferry pier development in the overall waterfront planning
framework. The potential opportunities for the ferry terminals to be integrated with the nearby
diversified opportunities with good accessibility by water transport is under-investigated.

Second, the outline zoning plans can be further fine-tuned following a place-specific approach.
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Although some harbourfornt piers are having higher commercial density, some overseas
experience suggest that integrating employment and recreational opportunities, in particular
leisure activities, open space and sports, can be more supportive to ferry patronage. A theme-

based “water hub” offering a wide range of opportunities can be further examined.

(d) Civil Engineering and Development Department (CEDD): CEDD has been mainly responsible
for the maintaining the marine facilities, carrying out the Pier Improvement Programmes and
conducting several major construction projects along the waterfront. For short-term
improvements, CEDD may first identify and target the major public piers that are operating near
saturated capacity during holidays and major recreation/tourist attractions (e.g. hiking and
camping) for improvements. Upgrading the existing pier infrastructure, by enhancing the safety
and carrying out small-scale expansion work is essential. In particular for the waterfront,
upgrading the nearby pedestrian infrastructure by providing shelters along the major walkways
and reducing the number of vehicular-pedestrian conflicts near piers can be considered as

priorities.

(e) Transport Department (TD): TD can identify the current accessibility issues at major piers so
that improvement strategies can be devised. As suggested by our findings, connectivity of the
pedestrian network is one key factor of ferry patronage. Some microscale studies need to be
conducted onsite near the current piers (especially in the inner harbour). In particular,
pedestrians’ travel behaviour such as popular entrances and exits of nearby buildings/public
transport facilities connecting to the piers, popular activity locations near the piers, and
pedestrian preferences (i.e. at-grade, bridge and tunnels) need to be further examined. In
addition, TD should endeavour to enhance the walkability (i.e. convenience, comfort and safety)
between the pier and public transit locations. TD also needs to monitor the service quality of the
ferry routes closely based on the feedback from the Transport Complain Units (TCU). Also, TD
can investigate into the potential demand for the suggested new ferry routes and the feasibility
of re-routing ferry services (calling multiple stops). Furthermore, TD and Highways Department
(HD) are responsible for the design, erection and maintenance of road signs in Hong Kong. One
major issue for ferry transport to become more popular is insufficient knowledge in wayfinding
to the nearby activity locations and public transit locations (in particular for non-frequent
passengers). More wayfinding information boards showing the estimated walking time to nearby

piers and the ferry schedule can be placed at/near the major roads and transit locations.

6.2.2 Government advisory boards

(a) Harbourfront Commission (HC): HC has a lot of professional expertise across a wide range of

disciplines. Indeed, the background of non-official members highly corresponding to the two
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policy recommendations in this study, including land use planning surrounding the pier and along
the promenade (architects, landscape architects, engineers, real estate and business) and
connectivity to activity locations and public transit locations from piers (planners, surveyors and
urban design and transport). Meanwhile, the discussion on “accessible public transport” is not
yet paying enough attention to the opportunities brought by direct ferry service and possible
benefits brought by the investment in pier infrastructure. Apart from providing insights and
advice to the government from their expertise, HC can have a fundamental role in the evaluation
and monitoring mechanism. The different task forces may set up a clear timetable in reviewing
current status, conducting field sites, and facilitating good communication with different
government departments and beyond. Moreover, there can be some pilot areas for implementing

the ferry-friendly initiatives. Some projects of public-private partnership can be advocated.

(b) Transport Advisory Committee (TAC): TAC has contributed to promote the viability of ferry
service based on the government initiatives in helping ferry industry (i.e. Special Helping
Measures) and the licensing terms. Similar to the Report on Study of Road Traffic Congestion, TAC
can help gather opinions from experts of different fields to suggest a preliminary proposal on the
long-term development of ferry transport in Hong Kong. Re-routeing of ferry service, promoting
seamless multimodal transfer, and ways of strengthening the business models (in particular
supplemental income) should be further investigated. The TCU under TAC can further analyse the
nature of the complaints in particular relating to the service quality of different ferry routes so
that the priority improvement areas can be identified. Some proactive theme-based
questionnaire surveys can be conducted among ferry passengers, as the major concerns (not

necessarily complaints) of using ferry services can be better understood.

6.2.3 Industry

(a) Public transport sector: As mentioned above, one major issue for ferry transport to become
more popular is insufficient knowledge in wayfinding to the nearby activity locations and public
transit locations (in particular for non-frequent passengers). Indeed, if the “convenience” of
multimodal transfer, including ferry-bus, ferry-rail, ferry-minibus and even ferry-tram transfer,
can be better promoted, there are significant opportunities in boosting ferry patronage. Putting
up wayfinding information boards at/near the major transit locations requires cooperation from
other public transport operators. In particular, bus routes that directly connect the piers to other
major residential areas may make the multimodal transfer easier with better timetable or even
real-time coordination. Also, the feasibility of having bus rapid transit service near piers during
commuting hours can be investigated. To ferry operators and other public transport operators,
there is a need to address the manpower issue in a concerted manner. A more in-depth study to

enhance the attractiveness of the remuneration package and career development opportunities for
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people working in the ferry industry (and other public transport sectors generally) is needed to ensure a

steady supply of manpower in the diverse range of jobs from operations to management.

(b) Private property developers: There can be some pilot areas for implementing the public-
private partnership. Possibility of private property developed above or adjacent to the piers can
be investigated. Provision of public space along the promenade while developing private property
is beneficial to both the residents and promenade users. Open access of these facilities would
ensure that every citizen can enjoy the natural assets and may enhance our quality of life. For
major developments near the waterfront, the provision of wayfinding information boards

showing the estimated walking time to nearby piers and the ferry schedule can be considered.

6.2.4 General public

The general public, including frequent passengers, non-frequent passengers, and potential ferry
passengers, can help deliver the policy recommendation by actively taking part in the public
consultation. In particular, current ferry users can provide their suggestions on what types of
activities can be integrated near the piers, suggestions on enhancing the walkability, and their
major working and activity locations. This can significantly help the relevant authorities to

conduct a better population demand profiling.

To conclude, promote viable ferry services requires concerted efforts from different stakeholders
in the society. A vibrant promenade that offers a wide range of activities near the piers are
fundamental to long-term ferry patronage. Ferry transport can play a far more significant role in
facilitating the sustainable transport transition, in terms of enhancing the resilience of our
transport network, increasing the intra-city movement, providing direct access to promenade,
reducing carbon emissions, and enhancing quality of life. It is believed that more detailed
research in analysing the different market segments of ferry passengers based on various socio-
economic attributes, mobility patterns, and trip purpose can help inform better decisions by the

ferry operators and government.
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APPENDIX

B " EEERERRERATREEEANEREM | REHEE
Survey on Re-establishing Ferry’s Key Position
in the Sustainable Transport System of Hong Kong

E—E &
PART A INTRODUCTION

RN ZEMSEIHERF S EAXYIITRE - B2 —HARMN ' EEERRRE
ANRFESOBEA R ERMAL | AVERITHIE - B AR A U B I e AR S Y BT Al R TR Ak
BIEERAYTRK o CHYEER RETE BL B BB T U A B 53 M BRI T i Al 55 Y 502 3t 5 R i o — MR
A R TR SR R Y BUR

I am Professor Becky P.Y. Loo from the Department of Geography at the University of Hong Kong. | will
conduct a research project on “Re-establishing Ferry’s Key Position in the Sustainable Transport System of Hong
Kong” and would like to invite you to participate. This research aims at collecting information related to existing
ferry services and estimating the potential demand for future services. Your response will provide valuable
information in identifying the improvement areas of existing ferry services and developing a sustainable ferry
policy in Hong Kong.

BHREEZR— 10 EHI G © APHFTATUCEERE R S ENT TR AR - A E R e R -
BTIRFTA GUEE NGBS - G IT0ET - BER2 BB EBENE - G
Rp &% 1k 2 BUETAITE) > AR ER A F51EUEM A BRIRR - ARUTZEIALA B T AHE AR - H
PSR RS R 7 S E SRV R RERR (LB &k - W AR IRERIRSUAEM & - o E MR
ek (EMIBRERLIRNS) - WiREAIEE L ARSI » ARG EREMRIRTEREY

(EEEE 1 2241-5267) -

You will only need to take part and answer questions in the survey, which only takes around 10 minutes.
All information obtained will be used for research purposes only and will be remained strictly confidential. This
questionnaire does not collect personal identifier information and is anonymous. Participation is entirely voluntary.
This means that you can choose to stop at any time without negative consequences. There are no direct benefits,
but your response can contribute to the future development of sustainable ferry in Hong Kong. If you have any
questions about the research, please feel free to contact Professor Becky P.Y. Loo (Tel. 3917-2835). If you want
to know more about the rights as a research participant, please contact the Human Research Ethics Committee,
the University of Hong Kong (2241-5267).

o AT AR Rl [F i 2 AR 5T -
I understand the procedures outlined above and agree to participate in this study.

EETHEHH : 201848 H 8 H Date of Revision: Aug 8, 2018
Fie A BRI IRSF R B S RESIIRE - 20224 4 H 9 HREC Approval Expiration date: April 9, 2022
FE A BT B SR ZE B e B4R 98 © EA1802077 HREC Reference Number: EA1802077
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BESY RALEHRTT Ry
PART B FERRY TRAVEL BEHAVIOUR

1 REAGRLER ? (OXF  RERLERERKE)

How often do you travel by ferry? (Note: A two-way trip indicates 2 times of ferry travel.)

o H 3 el |k 3 times or above a day
4 & - -
o H1-2% 1-2 times a day {%E & HRE2 1_5&220126
O T2 4-6 % 4-6 times a week nswer Questions 2-15
o FEIH 13X 1-3 times a week & 20-26 ONLY
o DIEER 1R Less than once a week
o DIAEEE 1 Less than once a month JAEIE[HE16-30
o) TER TR Never Answer Questions 16-30 ONLY

2. IREER/VEER 1 TRU TR EIRALR ? BEFMARENEITAV) -
Which of the following ferry route(s) do you on average travel at least once a week? Please tick all the
appropriate boxes.

FEWER Inner Harbour

O 11 Ry - g Tsim Sha Tsui — Central

O 12 LRV - & Tsim Sha Tsui — Wanchai

O 13 P — =524 Sai Wan Ho — Sam Ka Tsuen

O 14 pEE— g Sai Wan Ho — Kwun Tong

O 15 Jbr -4y North Point — Hung Hom

O 16 JdbA - JusEsk North Point — Kowloon City

O 17 b -8 (KEUE) North Point — Kwun Tong (via Kai Tak)
IR Outlying Islands

O 01 - &M Central — Cheung Chau

O 02 R — g Central — Mui Wo

O 03 3R — B Central — Peng Chau

O 04  Ig — psfEhE Central — Yung Shue Wan

O 05 gz Central — Sok Kwu Wan

O 06 Hi-fstE Central — Discovery Bay

O o7 g - e Central — Ma Wan

O 08  FHi#fr- &M Aberdeen — Cheung Chau

O 09  FHi#fF - Ak - e Aberdeen — Pak Kok Tsuen — Yung Shue Wan

O 010 HEikff - REE () Aberdeen — Sok Kwu Wan (via Mo Tat)

O Ol |@&E - g Discovery Bay — Mui Wo

O 012 EE-8E Ma Wan — Tsuen Wan

O 013 dtrg - KEE North Point — Joss House Bay

O 014 ffq -5 - iRE - KR Tuen Mun — Tung Chung — Sha Lo Wan — Tai O

O 015 R — 5 — ZHaE - N Peng Chau — Mui Wo — Chi Ma Wan — Cheung

Chau

B E TR AV I T i R 755

O KL FHEfF - Aberdeen — Mo Tat

O K2 FEF - I Aberdeen — Ap Lei Chau

O K3 FHHEF/IFHE-HEE Aberdeen / Stanley — Po Toi Island

O K4 REEES - =N Tung Lung Island — Sam Ka Tsuen

O K5  EHEE — P& Tung Lung Island — Sai Wan Ho

O K6  ERK-EFM Ma Liu Shui — Tung Ping Chau

O K7 ERK -85 Ma Liu Shui — Tap Mun

O K8  BhRbK-#feE Ma Liu Shui — Lai Chi Wo

O KO EAHE - %M Wong Shek Pier — Tap Mun

O K10 #HAESHE- =% (FHEVE) /- Wong Shek Pier — Nam Fung Wan / Chek Keng
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O K11 JbuHms - e/ 53 Sha Tau Kok — Ap Chau / Kat O

O K12 S/ BEREsele — 8 Peng Chau / Trappist Monastery — Discovery Bay
O K13 ENARHESHE — P Cheung Chau Public Pier — Sai Wan

O K14 f&E-REE Mo Tat — Sok Kwu Wan

O KI5 P& - OkEEEMN Sai Kung — Fo Tau Fan Chau

FEE E RN B Rk %S
B From 2 To
O N

(HE | H ZE%E ) (Fill in the origin) (3E_FZEHEL ) (Fill in the destination)

3. FRAEMETRRE—TRA R - IRFRL T —PREERSIR ?

Please recall the last time of your trip by ferry. Which of the following ferry route did you travel?

H From Z[ To

(3 B #ss®EE) (Fill in the origin) (3E_EF#EEHEE ) (Fill in the destination)

FRIZFIRES » [FIEHREA-10 -

BASED ON THE ANSWER IN QUESTION 3, ANSWER QUESTIONS 4-10.

4. FXEWRITEREEEREKE (—KA) ?
Was the trip one-way or two-way (within a day)?
O EFE One-way

(H3 From

F| To )

O #<[a] Two-way

5. {RPIEEMHERLZMGRER? X8  KERLERKE)
How often do you take this route on average per week? (Note: A two-way trip indicates 2 times of
ferry travel.)

1-2

3-4

5-6

7-8

9-10

>10

O00O00O0
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6. FRAZERMGHEIEENZERE ? 55582 3 EREMANAR - (1: &EH 2 BF 8
3 =M
What are the main trip purposes of travelling by this ferry route? Please choose the 3 most frequent
purposes. (1: the most frequent purpose; 2: the second most frequent purpose; 3: the third most frequent

purpose)
EIE Home
3 Commuting
2 School
TEYE & Shopping / Dining
HALE Recreation
JE AR Weekly excursion
Hoh (GERERE ) Others (Please specify: )

7. BEETRRE - RREZERGIGR - 2R TE @ RARLMAR LA T ? SURBRHELREH % K 2
B ? SHIROHERIR BRI E o (WIRIRIRALHERATSERE] - 55U E RRVERHES )
Now recall the last time of your trip on this ferry route. Refer to the figure below, what was the time of
boarding and alighting from the ferry, and the time of departing from the origin and arriving at the
destination? Please also indicate the location of the origin and the destination. (If you travel is in two-
way, please answer this question based on the ORIGINATING trip)

AR T REEFE]
Boarding time Alighting time
(ii) (iii)
i | =
T 5 A
1] Pier ler B E AT
Time of departing from Time of arriving atthe

Destination

the Origin

(i) (iv)

Location of Origin Location of Destination
1 3 G H i 3t
(v) (vi)

HiRE (ERE - HEBGHER)
R Time ({5l = 85 HEME B AEKRE)
(e.g. 08:00/ 22:30) Location (road, district or landmark)
(e.g. 85 Pokfulam Road / The University of Hong Kong)

(i) TeERG &
(i) Departing from the origin

(ii) Lfirt
(ii) Boarding to the ferry

(i) T
(iii) Alighting from the ferry

(iv) E% H Ayt

(iv) Arriving at the destination
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8.

IR B RSB E BB (LEFER) BEE ?
What was the main connecting transport mode to the ferry pier (shown as the red arrow)?
M D >
] i o I
. . Pier Pier
Iﬁ;’g% Destination
s Eﬂfﬂ'ﬂlj
O HESfT Walking only
o HAREH Cycling only
O AR MTR
o Et Buses
0 LS LRT
O JNER Minibuses
O BEH Trams
o 1+ Taxis
O FLZ2EH Cars
o Hl (GEERE: ) Others (please indicate): *

- e FUB T e ER EE B 212 HEDE For respondents who walked / cycled to the pier (single mode) ---

BASL. R UM AL REREHI 1T EREE B ?

How would you rate the overall walking / cycling experience?

Or
onr
O w
o
oo
oo

J7{FF2FE Convenience of walking / cycling
(L2 FEEFTTE T 2 FEETTE)

(1: very inconvenient; 7: very convenient)

Z74-F2 & Safety of walking / cycling O O O O O O
(L - FEEFZe 1 FELE)
(1: very unsafe; 7: very safe)

£ FEE Comfort of walking / cycling O O O O O O

(L JERA A7 1 AT )
(1: very uncomfortable; 7: very comfortable)

B (1 EEAmtR 7 FEERDO © o o o o O

Overall (1: very unpleasant; 7: very pleasant)

O~

--- ZEhE AR T BB For respondents taking mechanised transport to the pier ---

8AS2. {R{E_E— P BYE EE TR R R P TR R B A ?

What is the approximate walking time from the last transit stop or car park to the pier?

gk 5k /RS NSk / BB /By /R
MTR station / Bus stop / LRT station / Minibus station / Tram station / Taxi station / Car Park
(BB E R ZE) (please circle as appropriate)

43$% minutes
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BAS3. R ARG EEARAIZDTTRERE 7

How would you rate the overall walking experience?

J5{FF£E Convenience of walking
(L FERETTGE 7 T 2 FERE T E)

(1: very inconvenient; 7: very convenient)

22421 Safety of walking

(1 FFwE Tz 1 - JFEEs)

(1: very unsafe; 7: very safe)

EFEFEE Comfort of walking

(1 - FERA a7 -1 - FFmara)

(1: very uncomfortable; 7: very comfortable)

BEg (1: JEEaER 7 IEERPD

Overall (1: very unpleasant; 7: very pleasant)

Or
or
O w
Oo»
O w
O o
o~

9. {RIEZIEIRNMIERIREREIE B fYt EESBIR (LLaFiRR) BEE?

What was the main connecting transport mode from the ferry pier to the destination (shown as the

red arrow)?

T W
Origin Pier
s

HEHT

HABREH

AP

Bt

LS

/NE

EE

#y+t:

FLER

HA (AL )

(ONONONONONONONONONO)

Walking only
Cycling only
MTR

Buses

LRT
Minibuses
Trams

Taxis

Cars

Others (please indicate):

—

U] T
Pier
Destination
H

(1: very unsafe; 7: very safe)

L2 F2E Safety of walking / cycling
(1t Ze 1 FFELE)

Ji{EFLE Convenience of walking / cycling
(1 FEEATE - T 2 TR TTE)

(1: very inconvenient; 7: very convenient)

--- ZEhE R {T e ER EE EEERBAREDE For respondents who walked / cycled from the pier (single mode) ---

OASL. (R EUMAFFIEBEARHIP 1T, EREE BRI ?

How would you rate the overall walking / cycling experience?

Or
onr
0w
OR
o X
oo
O~
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7 #EFEE Comfort of walking / cycling O O O O O O
(1 FERETEFE 7T - FEREP )
(1: very uncomfortable; 7: very comfortable)

B (1 JEEmR 7 FRE O © o o o o O

Overall (1: very unpleasant; 7: very pleasant)

- ZEhE MR E T HEEIRETE For respondents taking mechanised transport from the pier ---

OAS2. fRIEERERFTTE] T —E P MBS TR TIRAARGZ X ?

What is the approximate walking time from the pier to the next transit stop or car park?

HERIE [ Sk RS /N /B [ BTk R
MTR station / Bus stop / LRT station / Minibus station / Tram station / Taxi station / Car Park
(EEREH I E %) (please circle as appropriate)

43$% minutes

9AS3. fRE WG EERRAISDTTAEEE 7

How would you rate the overall walking experience?

1 2 3 4 5 6
F{EFEE Convenience of walking O O O O O O
(L TEEFTE 7 T 2 FEETE)
(1: very inconvenient; 7: very convenient)
- f2 % Safety of walking o o o o o o
(L - FEETZE 1 FELE)
(1: very unsafe; 7: very safe)
E7FZE Comfort of walking o o o o o o

(1 JEE 17 7T - FER AT )
(1: very uncomfortable; 7: very comfortable)

B (1 FEEAatR 7 FEERBO © o o o o ©O

Overall (1: very unpleasant; 7: very pleasant)
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RIEFRFEHIFE A B E 10/ -

FOR TWO-WAY FERRY PASSENGERS ONLY; IF NOT, PLEASE SKIP QUESTIONS 10

10. BAEERRE —RFRBZ ERHRAIEEGIL - 2B THE » /RGN EMR TR ? UERHERER
R EE B R 7 FBIRGER K BRHALE -
Now recall the last time of your RETURNING trip by this ferry route. As the following figure shows,
what was the approximate time of boarding to and alighting from the ferry, and the time of departing
from the origin and arriving at the destination?

AR E AR E
Boarding time Alighting time
(ii) (iii)
| i =
5 5
IIH%(}H‘:?FDF] Pier Pier ?ﬂéﬁﬂ"]ﬂﬁf’cﬂ
Time of departing from Time of arriving at the
the Origin Destination
(i) (iv)
Location of Origin Location of Destination
HiEE RS H HY 3RS
(v) (vi)
HRE (GERS - HESHIE)
RefE] Time ({5 = 85 JHgkME B ABEKRE)
(e.g. 08:00/ 22:30) Location (road, district or landmark)
(e.g. 85 Pokfulam Road / The University of Hong Kong)

(i) TEERG 3
(i) Departing from the origin
(ii) Lfirs
(ii) Boarding to the ferry
(iii) T
(iii) Alighting from the ferry
(iv) EI2E H iy

(iv) Arriving at the destination

B=Ea BRI BRI
PART C SATISFACTION TO THE EXISTING FERRY SERVICES

11. fRErafastih B E—E R A ERRS ? (1 IR ME 7 JEEWE)
How would you rate the satisfaction of the ferry services on this route? (1: very unsatisfied; 7: very
satisfied)

** |f you travelled on more than 1 ferry route last week, please choose one and specify:
** YNIR G IFE 2 — R4 - SE B — RIS BARAR

FH From [ To

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(@) Z={H Fare O 0O O O O O O
(o) *ENFFEFE Punctuality O O O O O o O
(c) PIAEZHEIEE Frequency O O O O O o o
(d) Z& Safety O O O O O o o
(e) JiRiRAFRA Trip time O O O O O O O
() SIS Comfort O O O O O O O
(9) #m Overall O O O O O O O
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12. RS ° fﬂ?iﬁ%~§ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ B R TR R A R R B S BRI T ? SE i 3 (ERE M
FAHEF o (1:55—EH 2 FHHE 3 F-HHE)
In your opinion, what is/are the priority areas for improvement of the service on this route? Please
choose a maximum of 3 only and rank them. (1: the most important; 2: the second most important, 3: the
third most important)
** |f you travelled on more than 1 ferry route last week, please choose one and specify:
** ARG SRS 2 A — R R AAR - BB h— PRI TIBARMAR
B From Z[ To
=E Fare
PIRIRE R Frequency
AR5 ] SEREE Reliability
LRIEE Safety
JR AR ] Travel time
A= Number of seats
TEEIRE Cleanliness
SYEARTE (HZeyE L E e AT @y E Comfort (e.g. air-conditioning / wider & more comfortable
fir) seats)
g{)&%ﬁﬂ it CEIAE TR R T Ancillary facilities (i.e. toilet / TVs/ luggage compartments)
R4 IR IR &R Information of service timetable
(I YNa w4 Facilities for disabled people
UZ%EIEI’WE%E Manner of the frontline staff
HAth (FHEE ) Others (please specify): *
©) /xﬁﬁﬁ%%l%ﬁ’ﬁﬁﬂ? No further improvement needed
13. MRBIREE—EHAFTE AR BRI - DRI RALEREEZ BaUlty - IRERERERCE T R
A& B ? FREFAEAEE - (EBASUBHEAZ N —(EA 50 > S5 e EE L EST
o))
Based on the ferry services that you used last week, what is your preferred alternative public transport
mode if you do not take a ferry to the destination? (For multimodal travel, please tick all the appropriate
boxes)
O & MTR
o Bt Buses
I 527 LRT
[ AN Minibuses
O &EH Trams
O &+ Taxis
O HAth (FHEDE ) Others (please specify): *
©) /xﬁﬁfﬂTHﬁE’]/ BT H No alternative public transport route
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14. TREBRERE 13 » REHREREERASHMIETR ? HEEREEN 3EFR -
Based on Question 13, why do you choose ferry instead of other public transport modes? Please
choose the 3 most important factors.

O =EEhEFEE More affordable

O  HRiskhi e More reliable service

B S -l A L v Shorter travel time

N R o o o o Safer travel

O BAHAN RS 3 T E AR L BT Better connection to other transport modes
[ N L 13 = | B et (e Higher walkability to/from the ferry piers
O bhidrsE More comfortable

O B a2 Avoiding potential congestion on roads

O  KEEELs I like to be close to the sea

(I e EI’]/;J:H ER Able to enjoy the beautiful sea view

O Hi (HEE ) * Others (please specify): *

15. BRT R EEIREES - MERRESMERTRLBRIVKEE AmE ? H5) 5 EREENHEE -
(1:fREE%; 2 5 HY...5  FHEE)
Other than lowering of the fare, what would be the most important factors of making your ferry
travel more satisfactory in general? Please rank the 5 most important factors. (1: the most important;
2: the second most important ... 5: the fifth most important)

BEANHTZR More frequent services

=R (EHER A ) Improving pier infrastructure (example: )

TEEREE LRI AT Provision of toilets at the pier

TEEFE AL B AR ARG Provision of free Wi-fi at the pier

T TE S 2= 1R Larger waiting area at the pier

FAHETE S R 2 ] b I 5E 26 JE i More seats provided at the waiting area of the pier

FHEimNHERE T H (g - 2224 &/ Improving accessibility to the pier by public transport

B ogERETEY a] R (including MTR, franchised bus and minibus)

IR TE T T Y S T e Improving the walking experience near the pier

WANREBE ATy SR (a0 TAE R it EL ) More activities around the pier (i.e. working and shopping
opportunities)

HAtt (HEF ) * Others (please specify): *

O ,Rﬁliﬁgigmﬁz@%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi%a’\j%ﬁ 0 There are no factors that can increase the tendency of using

ferry.
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R KV R R A ZAE R 5216-19 § RIS Rinin/ DE R — KAV ZE R 21820 -

Respondents who travel by ferry less than once a week please answer questions 16-19.

16. ARDAT R (B F) BE > RESRFTLTIHGIE ? BEREHENERHGILED
A RTERE SR -

Which of the following ferry routes would you consider taking should they be available (again)?
Please choose the preferred origin and destination.

By From %[ To
e N b — (I8 & s G
(fill in any location from the list below)

O KfanH Tai Kok Tsui
O 478 Hung Hom

O FLEEY: Kowloon City
O @59 Tuen Mun

O %5 Kwun Tong

O JE/& North Point

[0 P5&5H Sai Wan Ho

O EyE Kai Tak

U FESLSUBE (gD IHPEE » A0 SURE )
West Kowloon Cultural District (West Tsim Sha Tsui near
Kowloon MTR station)

SUBHELTE AV > I =5 PO > =50 S8 > dard A - AL - AP > JLREK
PEASLE - W B BN B SR REHEE . T SR B EOBIT - JLA
TS0 - 2T B KRR TR - VS K ERER

The locations include Tsim Sha Tsui, Central, Wanchai, Sai Wan Ho, Sam Ka Tsuen, Sai Wan Ho, Kwun
Tong, North Point, Hung Hom, Kowloon City, Kwun Tong, Tsuen Wan, Kai Tak, Tai Kok Tsui, West
Kowloon Cultural District, Cheung Chau, Mui Wo, Peng Chau, Yung Shue Wan, Sok Kwu Wan, Discovery
Bay, Ma Wan, Aberdeen, Yung Shue Wan, Ma Wan, Joss House Bay, Tung Chung, Sha Lo Wan, Tai O &
Chi Ma Wan

17. BRTHRE 16 Frig AV EIRAAR - SFER — RS BRI NSR CORATREERTEAIE
) -
Other than the ferry routes mentioned in Question 16, please propose some ferry routes which you
would consider taking should they be available (again).

B From 2] To
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18. MFRIREFRLRE 16-17 Frie RAVERNE - BEEHNGNTTRZEE - IR REHEEN
RIEREREZD ?
If you are going to travel by the ferry routes as mentioned in Question 16-17, what is the acceptable
fare / maximum travel time / expected frequency / expected number of rides per week for you?

B From

F To

R EE (BERREAM A {HE 30% 30% cheaper
AT T HE(ELE) HE 15% 15% cheaper
Maximum acceptable fare Eil=3 Same

compared to current fare
available by other public
transport means

EnEr 15%

15% more expensive

EvE 30%

30% more expensive

BRSO R (SRR A A3 A1 30% 30% lower

AT RS RLLE) A 15 % L5% lower

Maximum travel time compared EilE3 Same

to current travel time by other  15% 15% higher

public transport means E30% 30% higher
10 434 every 10 mins
20 73 every 20 mins

TEEHHEA
Expected frequency

30 Jrii

every 30 mins

45 7§

every 45 mins

60 77§

every 60 mins

S5 LN

more than 1 hour

Tt EHIRERE
Expected number of rides per
week

H 3 &L E

more than 3 times a day

BH12X

1-2 times a day

FEB 46X

4-6 times a week

R 1-3

1-3 times a week

O|O| O] O|O|O|O| 0| O] O|O|O|0O|O|O|O| O]|0|0O|0|0

IR IR

Less than once a week

B From

#| To

e R R (ERRHEA A | O | [HH 30% 30% cheaper
A T HEELE) O | {#H 15% 15% cheaper
Maximum acceptable fare O | HEkE Same
compared to current fare O | & 15% 15% more expensive
available by other public O | B 30% 30% more expensive
transport means
BRACEIR (S A | O | A9 80% 30% lower
T B RS R ) O % 15 % 15% lower
Maximum travel time compared | © | [ Same
to current travel time by other O | E15% 15% higher
public transport means O | E30% 30% higher

O 10 474 every 10 mins

@) 20 7reE every 20 mins
YEEHE R [¢) 30 434 every 30 mins
Expected frequency @) 45 7§ every 45 mins

O 60 43 every 60 mins

O | &N 1/N\iF more than 1 hour
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O H 3z%xEill B more than 3 times a day
VM B HITRE R O H1-2% 1-2 times a day
Expected number of rides per O | HEHHA46XK 4-6 times a week
week O |HEH13xx 1-3 times a week
O | inEE 1HI=X Less than once a week
19. BRTREEERSEES - "ﬂﬂﬁblil?ﬁ'éig‘ﬂﬂfﬁ”%ékﬁiﬁﬂﬁaﬂ ? 5FBFY 5 AR EENEE E

B2 B TEYE.LS B REE)

Other than the lowering of ferry fare, what would be the most important factors that can increase
your willingness of travelling by ferry? Please rank the 5 most important factors. (1: the most
important; 2: the second most important ... 5: the fifth most important)

M DR More frequent services

| ETETEE (SSEE) ) Improving pier infrastructure (example: )

|| esEsR AT Provision of toilets at the pier

|| EEEEER e L YRS Provision of free Wi-fi at the pier

L REEBE S AR 22 [ Larger waiting area at the pier

|| TS R RS TS SR {1 More seats provided at the waiting area of the pier

| EEAEET B (EiERE - SR Improving accessibility to the pier by public transport (including
/NE) P ERETEY A MTR, franchised bus, and minibus)

|| BCEEETENDR TSR Improving the walking experience near the pier

| e EEEE I AT AT B (40 T 0E R B, More activities around the pier (i.e. working and shopping
CAR) opportunities)

| BRI e A G More serious road congestion

|| R I R R TR AL T 1 g More crowded environment of other road transport

| EfrRE A T B Increasing fare of other road transport

] %E%iﬁlﬁiéibfﬁﬁﬂ More activities in outlying islands

| o (e ) Others (please specify: )

A 357 A ST I RE20-26 -

All respondents please complete Questions 20-26.

20. IR AR ERIBETIMET? (1: FERER 7 EEER)
To what extent do you agree with the following statement? (1: mostly disagree; 7: mostly agree)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
BIRE R FHEAIEE E PR A EE AR s - © o 0 o O O O
I strongly believe that non-regular kaito ferry services should be
expanded.

**IREEPL ROV R TNDE B - BRI TRORIELHE - WREIEIE E NS AR
R -
** Non-regular kaitos are like ‘small water taxis’. They are subject to demand and can pick up or drop off
passengers at designated landing steps upon request.
21. JSRRRE 20 (VEFERAR "4, ARATSH — 3R E S RAVENE i E B (% 5ME) ?
RN LS VE ?
If your answer in Question 20 is larger than 4, can you name some non-regular kaito ferry stops (a
maximum of 5) that you have in mind?

1) 2)
3) 4)
5)
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22. fRPEEERMNHNERES D ?

What is the fare per trip you are willing to pay?

&1 HKD

23. 1£ 2018 MBS T - BUSTTRENIKE " P3R40, ERGS - UTE—EFLEE 4 [FE

In the Policy Address 2018, the HKSAR Government is proposing for re-commissioning the “Central
- Hung Hom” ferry route. In each of the following case, you will be given 4 options to choose. Please

indicate your MOST preferred option.

BRER - IR —4TRY
HMIFEHE T AATER ()
BEFZEE(E ¢ $9.80 (HRA)
FEZC 0 5 & 12 4y55—FF
IR ¢ &Y 30 47
BRS¢ 05:45 — 00:30

Route: Central — Hung Hom

Current details of other public transport modes (e.g. Bus)

Single fare: $9.80 (Adult)
Frequency: Every 5 to 12 minutes
Travel Time: around 30 minutes
Operation Hours: 05:45 — 00:30

Bl Casel

P3| R B3 e
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
E (EBRHM AR T EEEERED) =10% =10% G4 Same 18£10%
Fare compared to other public transport 10% higher 10% higher = 10% lower
o ( BEIERSEAAN TR =2} 0 . . =900
PR (SRR HA A HIE THSELLED) 1£20% S4% Same G4 Same 5520%
Frequency compared to other public transport 20% lower 20% higher
R (BB EA AR08 T B R EREE ) [E)#% Same 220% 220% 1820%
Travel time compared to other public transport 20% higher 20% higher 20% lower
%gﬁFEﬁ 07:00 - 19:30 | 06:00-23:30 | 07:00-19:30 | 06:00 - 23:30
Operation hours
= A Yes A Yes WENo | 2ANo
Air-conditioned
S0 B BT
TREB B I ) O O O O
Your most preferred option
1&H2 Case?2
P3| R #E3 #iE4
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
SHE (BHEBREMARIE T B EELE) 15110% 1£10% . _
I~ P >~ P ST~ = =3 ol A=
Fare compared to other public transport 10% higher 10% lower [E# Same [k Same
% (B % H A\ A5 =% . . =209 0
PR (SRR HAt A0 T RIS 4% Same i Same E520% 18£20%
Frequency compared to other public transport 20% higher 20% lower
AR (BEERRE HAth AR T ARSI ) 1E£20% 1E£20% 520% -
" ) i Btk Same
Travel time compared to other public transport 20% lower 20% lower 20% higher
=53
Egﬂ‘!}mﬁ 07:00 - 19:30 | 06:00 - 23:30 | 06:00-23:30 | 06:00 - 23:30
Operation hours
225 - -
. - 278 No B Yes B Yes 278 No
Air-conditioned
TRoR R HERE o o 0 o

Your most preferred option
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BH3 Case3

3 B2 B3 e
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
FE (HEBEFRHMAE AT EEERE) 15110% B4 Same 1£10% 1£10%
Fare compared to other public transport 10% higher * 10% lower 10% lower e
R (B A A OB T R EERD) 520% . 1E£20% 520%
i [E4% Same :
Frequency compared to other public transport 20% higher 20% lower 20% higher
AR (BEERRE HoAth AR T B R L) - - 1E£20% 16£20%
Travel time compared to other public transport R Same R Same 20% lower 20% lower
=53
EE%FEE‘[ 06:00 - 23:30 | 06:00-23:30 | 06:00 - 23:30 | 07:00 - 19:30
Operation hours
Z=H 5 5
. . %A No A Yes %A No A Yes
Air-conditioned
(RER RO 5 o o 5
Your most preferred option
EX4 Cased
i BE2 BE3 B4
Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
EE (EEREMAHET EEELEB) s 1£10% - 1£10%
Fare compared to other public transport Rt Same 10% lower R Same 10% lower
PER (IR E A AR A T EEE R s 1E£20% 1E£20% e
Frequency compared to other public transport Rt Same 20% lower 20% lower It Same
B (R EA AR T B EEE) 1820% 520% 1820% -
i i . [E1& Same
Travel time compared to other public transport 20% lower 20% higher 20% lower
’%ﬁ}ﬁf‘a‘ﬁ 06:00 - 23:30 | 06:00 - 23:30 | 06:00-23:30 | 06:00 - 23:30
Operation hours
= WENo | %A No £ Yes 527 No
Air-conditioned
R BB T 5 5 o 5

Your most preferred option
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SEIUERSY fE A B

PART D PERSONAL PARTICULARS

24. fREVMERE ?
What is your gender?
O 5 Male
O  ZFemale

25. fREVEEERE 7
What is your age?

0-19

20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59

>60

26. {RIERFHVERSEE ?
What is your occupation?
O  =2WHZEAL
O FEMmtZEAL

(OXONORONOX®

o g4
O ZELH
O M
O Bk

O  Hfth (FHFE:

- HB5E -

Full-time employed
Part-time employed
Students

Housewives
Unemployed

Retired

Others (please specify:

LS PR EEHE |

<END>

Thank you very much for your participation!
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