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Purpose 
 
  This paper reports the outcome of the public consultation on the 
review of liquor licensing conducted by the Food and Health Bureau 
between July and September 2011 and sets out the proposed way forward. 
 
 
Background 
 
2. The Administration launched a two-month public consultation 
in July 2011 to gauge the public’s views on the review of liquor licensing, 
including proposals on the regulation of upstairs bars and further 
streamlining of licensing procedures.  By the end of the public consultation 
in September 2011, the Administration received some 180 written 
submissions from individuals and organisations including the Food Business 
Task Force of the Business Facilitation Advisory Committee.  Many 
constructive views were also received from the community and the trade at 
various meetings. 
 
 
Outcome of Public Consultation and Way Forward  
 
3. On 10 January 2012, the Administration presented the public 
consultation outcome and the proposed way forward to the Panel on Food 
Safety and Environmental Hygiene of the Legislative Council.  A copy of 
the Panel paper is at Annex for Members’ information.  In gist – 
 

(a) by and large, the trade was supportive of the proposed trade 
facilitation measures but against tightening of the regulation 
over liquor-licensed premises including upstairs bars.  In 
contrast, representatives and residents of local communities 
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where larger numbers of bars existed urged the Government to 
impose more stringent control on liquor-licensed premises and 
enhance enforcement against premises causing nuisances; 

 
(b) the Administration sees a need to address public concerns about 

public order, safety and nuisance of upstairs bars, but does not 
propose to impose additional across-the-board statutory 
restriction on such bars in certain areas or buildings, which 
could be unnecessarily restrictive and lacks flexibility.  We are 
however inviting the Liquor Licensing Board (LLB) to consider 
adopting more stringent criteria in assessing liquor licence 
applications from upstairs bars and drawing up a set of 
guidelines in this regard.  To enhance transparency, LLB may 
also consider publicising such guidelines in an appropriate 
manner and publishing, on a regular basis, buildings and 
locations of rejected upstairs bar applications; and 

 
(c) we will discuss with LLB the implementation of the various 

trade facilitation measures proposed.  Those proposals of an 
administrative nature, such as allowing the posting of liquor 
licence application advertisements on the internet, if agreed by 
LLB, could be implemented ahead of proposals which require 
legislative amendments, such as the proposed extension of the 
maximum licence duration and the reserve licensee mechanism. 

 
 
4. Members of the Food and Related Services Task Force are 
requested to note the above outcome of public consultation and the way 
forward. 
 
 
  
 
Food and Health Bureau 
February 2012 
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PURPOSE 
 
 This paper reports the outcome of the public consultation on the 
review of liquor licensing conducted by the Food and Health Bureau 
between July and September 2011 and sets out the proposed way forward. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
2. At the meetings of this Panel on 15 February and 12 April 2011, we 
briefed Members on the Administration’s initial thinking on various 
proposed trade facilitation measures in respect of liquor licensing and the 
problems besetting upstairs bars in Hong Kong.  Taking into account the 
views of Members, the Liquor Licensing Board (LLB) and other 
stakeholders, we launched a public consultation on 13 July 2011 to gauge the 
public’s views on the regulation of upstairs bars and further streamlining of 
licensing procedures.  The consultation document set out for public 
discussion the following – 
 

(a) more stringent licensing proposals relating to upstairs bars; 
 
(b) an alternative means for liquor licence applicants to advertise 

their applications other than on newspapers; 
 
(c) proposed extension of the maximum duration of liquor licences 

to not more than two years; 
 
(d) an optional “reserve licensee” mechanism while maintaining the 

requirement for a liquor licence to be applied for and held by a 
natural person; and 
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(e) possible classification of liquor licences so as to better manage 

the risks of different types of liquor-selling premises. 
 

A copy of the consultation paper has been provided to Members of this Panel 
on 13 July 2011.   
 
 
OUTCOME OF PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
 
3. The Administration received some 180 written submissions from 
individuals and organisations.  Besides, Government officials attended a 
number of trade consultation forums, the Food Business Task Force under 
the Business Facilitation Advisory Committee, the Retail and Tourism 
Committee of the Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce, and District 
Councils of the three districts with most liquor-licensed premises in Hong 
Kong (Yau Tsim Mong, Wan Chai, Central and Western) and received many 
constructive views from the community and the trade. 
 
4. By and large, the trade was supportive of the proposed trade 
facilitation measures but against tightening of the regulation over 
liquor-licensed premises including upstairs bars.  In contrast, 
representatives and residents of local communities where larger numbers of 
bars existed urged the Government to impose more stringent control on 
liquor-licensed premises and enhance enforcement against premises causing 
nuisances.  Most of them did not express views on the trade facilitation 
measures in the consultation document, although some did not agree with the 
proposed extension of the maximum licence period. 
 
5. A full report summarising mainstream opinions gathered in the 
public consultation is enclosed at Annex for Members’ information.  This 
report has been uploaded to the Food and Health Bureau’s website. 
 
 
WAY FORWARD 
 
6. Based on the consultation outcome, we are inclined to pursue the 
implementation of various proposals as set out in paragraphs 7 to 13 below. 
 
Upstairs Bars 
 
7. We need to address public concerns about public order, safety and 
nuisance of upstairs bars.  In fact, when LLB considers liquor licence 
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applications, members will satisfy themselves that the premises are suitable 
for selling or supplying intoxicating liquor having regard to, among others, 
the fire safety and hygienic conditions in the premises pursuant to 
Regulation 17(2) of the Dutiable Commodities (Liquor) Regulations 
(“DCLR”) (Cap. 109B).  Public interest is one of the criteria upon which 
LLB will consider if an application for a liquor licence shall be approved.  
In view of the legislative requirements already in place which empower LLB 
to vet each application from upstairs bars according to the circumstances of 
the case, we do not propose to impose additional across-the-board statutory 
restriction on such bars in certain areas or buildings, which could be 
unnecessarily restrictive and lacks flexibility.  However, LLB may consider 
adopting more stringent criteria in assessing liquor licence applications from 
upstairs bars to address the public concern about public order, safety and 
nuisance.  In this regard, LLB may consider drawing up a set of guidelines 
on the vetting of upstairs bar applications.  It is abundantly clear from the 
public consultation that safety should be accorded the first priority in the 
vetting criteria.  To enhance transparency, LLB may consider publicising 
such guidelines in an appropriate manner and publishing, on a regular basis, 
buildings and locations of rejected upstairs bar applications. 
 
8. At present, the Police and the Food and Environmental Hygiene 
Department (FEHD) inspect all liquor-licensed premises at least once a year.  
The frequency of inspection will be adjusted according to the risk profile of 
the premises.1  We will discuss with the relevant Government agencies 
ways to enhance their inspection of and better their enforcement strategy for 
liquor-licensed premises. 
 
Advertising an Application 
 
9. Respondents to the public consultation generally raised no objection 
to allowing liquor licence applications to be advertised on the Internet.  
According to Regulation 16 of DCLR, the manner in which liquor licence 
applications should be advertised is to be decided by LLB.  Advertising on 
a designated website accords with the trend of obtaining information through 
the Internet, incurs less cost and sustains for a longer period than a one day 
newspaper advertisement.  We will invite LLB to consider this proposal and 

                                                 
1 FEHD conducts inspections to licensed food premises on a regular basis according to 
their risk types under the “Risk-based Inspection System”.  High, medium and low risk 
food premises are inspected at intervals of once every four, 10 and 20 weeks respectively.  
Besides, FEHD conducts inspections to clubs with catering services once every 10 weeks. 
At present, most liquor-licensed premises are licensed restaurants or clubs issued with 
Certificate of Compliance. 
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provide necessary administrative support.  LLB may also wish to consider 
whether newspaper advertisements should be retained as an alternative, as 
suggested by some respondents, and whether there is any need for a 
transition period in which newspaper advertisements will be placed 
alongside Internet advertisements but in a reduced number of local 
newspapers.   
 
Duration of a Licence 
 
10. Given the trade’s strong support and LLB’s agreement, we propose 
to extend the liquor licence period to a maximum of two years for those 
businesses with a good track record for at least two consecutive years.  To 
address the concerns of some respondents, we will discuss with LLB the 
establishment of a review mechanism to enable LLB to tackle any negative 
developments of licensed premises (e.g. sudden increase in complaint cases) 
during the extended licence period.  Under Regulation 20 of DCLR, the 
liquor licence, if granted by LLB, shall be for a period of 12 months or such 
lesser period as the Board shall determine.  Extension of liquor licence 
period would require amendments to DCLR. 
 
Natural Person and Reserve Licensee 
 
11. The community generally supports maintaining the existing 
requirement that liquor licensees must be natural persons, so as to maintain a 
clear legal responsibility.  As a business facilitation measure, we intend to 
implement the proposed reserve licensee mechanism, which was generally 
welcomed by the trade.  In working out the operational details of the 
scheme, we will adhere to a few principles – 
 

(a) there should be a clear delineation of responsibility at any one 
time during the licence period, i.e. there should only be one and 
only one licensee, who is a natural person, responsible for the 
management of the licensed premises; and 

 
(b) a simplified procedure should be in place to facilitate the 

reserve licensee to take over the licence in a matter of days, so 
as to minimise the disruption to the business.  

 
Amendments to DCLR would be required to implement this proposal. 
 
Licence Fee 
 
12. We will take the opportunity to review the licence fee with an 
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extended licence period and a new reserve licensee mechanism, taking into 
account the latest cost analysis.  
 
Classification of Licence 
 
13. Differing views were received during the public consultation on 
whether there should be different types of licence for different modes of 
operation, for different types of liquor sold or for different nature of 
businesses.  However, there were no suggestions on how these different 
categories of licence and the licensing conditions can be configured.  There 
is in any case no perfect way to classify licences and the additional benefits 
to be reaped in terms of better regulation were not obvious.  We will keep 
an open mind to the suggestions and welcome further discussion with the 
trade. 
 
Other Matters 
 
14. During the public consultation, some respondents suggested that a 
demerit points system similar to the one applicable to food business licences 
be introduced as a tool to enforce liquor licensing conditions.  The 
Administration has reservation on the proposal because the considerations in 
granting a liquor licence, which include general public interest, are different 
from that for food business licences and could be difficult to quantify under a 
points system.  The value added by such a system is also questionable as it 
should not be a mechanical tool to obviate the need for LLB to exercise its 
discretion under the DCLR in considering each case.  We will further 
consult LLB on this matter. 
 
 
TIMETABLE 
 
15. The Administration will proceed to discuss with LLB the various 
proposals above.  Other stakeholders will be involved as appropriate.  
Those proposals of an administrative nature, such as the adoption of 
guidelines on assessing upstairs bar applications by LLB and posting of 
liquor licence application advertisements on the internet, if agreed by LLB, 
could be implemented ahead of proposals which require legislative 
amendments to the DCLR, such as the proposed extension of the maximum 
licence duration and the reserve licensee mechanism.  The legislative 
amendments, in the form of subsidiary legislation to be made by the Chief 
Executive in Council pursuant to Section 6 of the Dutiable Commodities 
Ordinance (Cap. 109), would need to be tabled in the Legislative Council.  
If we are to proceed with these amendments, we will consult this Panel on 
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the draft legislation beforehand. 
 
 
ADVICE SOUGHT 
 
16. Members are invited to note and advise on the contents of this paper. 
 
 
 
 
Food and Health Bureau 
January 2012 
 



Public Consultation on the Review of Liquor Licensing 
Summary of Opinions 

 
 
  On 13 July 2011, the Food and Health Bureau published a 
consultation document on review of liquor licensing and launched a 
public consultation for two months until 14 September 2011.  The 
purpose of the consultation was to gauge the public’s views on the 
regulation of “upstairs bars” and further streamlining of licensing 
procedures. 
 
2.  There has been growing public concern about crime, nuisance 
and fire danger brought about by the proliferation of bars in certain 
multi-storey buildings.  At the same time, there were calls from the trade 
to lower the regulatory burden and nurture a business-friendly 
environment.  We hope that views collected from different sectors would 
help shed light on how to take forward our liquor licensing system. 
 
3.  The consultation document set out for public discussion –  
 

(a) more stringent licensing proposals relating to upstairs bars 
(Chapter 2); 

 
(b) an alternate means of advertisement for liquor licence applicants 

to advertise their applications other than newspapers (Chapter 3); 
 

(c) a proposed extension of the maximum duration of liquor licences 
to not more than two year (Chapter 4); 

 
(d) an optional “reserve licensee” mechanism while maintaining the 

requirement for a liquor licence to be applied for and held by a 
natural person (Chapter 5); and 

 
(e) possible classification of liquor licences so as to better manage 

the risks of different types of liquor-selling premises (Chapter 6). 
 
4.  During the consultation period, the Government received some 
180 written submissions from individuals and organisations.  Besides, 
Government officials attended a number of trade consultation forums, the 
Food Business Task Force under the Business Facilitation Advisory 
Committee, the Retail and Tourism Committee of the Hong Kong General 
Chamber of Commerce, and District Councils of the three districts with 

Annex
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most liquor-licensed premises in Hong Kong (Yau Tsim Mong, Wan Chai, 
Central and Western) and received many constructive views from the 
community and the trade. 
 
5.  By and large, the trade was supportive of the proposed trade 
facilitation measures but against tightening of the regulation over 
liquor-licensed premises including upstairs bars.  In contrast, 
representatives and residents of local communities where larger numbers 
of bars existed urged the Government to impose more stringent control on 
liquor-licensed premises and enhance enforcement against premises 
causing nuisances.  Most of them did not express views on the trade 
facilitation measures in the consultation document, although some did not 
agree with the proposed extension of the maximum licence period.  The 
mainstream opinions are summarised in the ensuing sections. 
 
Upstairs Bars 
 
6.  Local community leaders and residents, as well as individual 
members of the catering industry, recognised that upstairs bars bore a 
higher risk in respect of public safety and public order, and supported the 
tightening of regulation.  Some respondents opined that the current 
licensing and enforcement regime was not able to satisfactorily address 
the concerns of residents affected by liquor-licensed premises nearby. 
 
7.  Some District Council members considered that bars should not 
be allowed in the vicinity of residential zones so as to avoid nuisances to 
the nearby residents.  Bars should also not be allowed to co-exist with 
residence in the same building.  The opening hours of these premises 
should also be restricted.  More resources should be deployed by the 
Government to enforce the licensing conditions under the liquor licence 
and to address residents’ complaints against these premises.   
 
8.  The Liquor Licensing Board (LLB) also expressed concerns on 
the potential public safety risks of upstairs bars, and has been imposing 
necessary licensing conditions on upstairs bars to ensure better 
management when approving applications.  LLB considered that 
tightening regulation of these premises was necessary.  However, LLB 
also noted that introducing more stringent control measures might have 
implications on the operating costs of such liquor-licensed premises, and 
therefore suggested granting a grace period. 
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9.  The trade, on the other hand, opposed to the proposals of 
imposing more stringent regulatory or legislative control on upstairs bars, 
as these measures would further increase the burden on the trade, which 
was already facing many regulations and difficulties (such as increasing 
rentals).  Some trade members pointed out that nuisances and problems 
associated with liquor-licensed premises were often not caused by 
licensed premises but factors beyond the licensees’ control (e.g. 
customers getting outside to smoke due to the smoking ban in indoor 
premises).  Some crime problems related to unlicensed premises were 
also mistaken by local residents as problems of licensed premises.  In 
their view, the existing liquor licensing regime was basically able to 
balance the trade’s views and residents’ concerns, and sufficient to handle 
different situations on a case-by-case basis. 
 
10.  On the specific measures proposed in Chapter 2, a number of 
trade members queried if it would be appropriate to limit the number of 
liquor-licensed premises in multi-storey buildings or refuse new licences 
for premises in buildings concurrently used for residential purposes or in 
high risk targeted buildings.  They were concerned that investors, 
without knowing in advance the relevant limits applicable to individual 
buildings and premises, would suffer from losses if their applications for 
liquor licences were rejected because of the limits.  Questions were also 
raised as to how the targeted buildings could be identified and how bars 
could be defined (e.g. whether bars would include upstairs nightclubs, 
karaoke establishments, etc.).  Furthermore, trade members generally 
objected to applying a discount factor to reduce the maximum capacity of 
upstairs bars, as they believed that the current capacity limits worked out 
by Government departments should have taken into account all relevant 
factors to ensure safety.   
 
11.  They were, however, more receptive to LLB adopting 
appropriate criteria in assessing applications to address various issues 
relating to upstairs bars.  Respondents from the trade and other sectors 
generally saw the factors set out in the consultation document (e.g. 
whether the building is located among densely populated blocks and if 
separate access exists in the building to cater for different user groups) as 
relevant considerations.  Some trade members raised concerns about 
how such criteria would be applied in practice, such as whether the 
opening of a new education institution in a building would affect the 
licence renewal of a pre-existing bar in the same building; and whether 
the number of alcohol-related crimes and public nuisance reports in a 
building or a precinct should be considered in granting liquor licences. 
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12.  Some respondents suggested that the criteria adopted by LLB in 
assessing applications, as well as information on districts, buildings 
and/or premises allowed for liquor licence applications, should be made 
available to the trade and the general public for information. 
 
Advertising an Application 
 
13.  The vast majority of respondents agreed that liquor licence 
applications could be advertised on the internet.  Most trade members 
regarded this option as a feasible way to reduce administrative burden and 
cost.  However, while there was no objection to posting internet 
advertisements, some respondents were of the view that newspaper 
advertisements should be retained as an alternate for the trade to choose. 
 
Duration of a Licence 
 
14.  The trade indicated strong support for the proposal to extend the 
licence period to a maximum of two years of those businesses with a 
good track record for at least two consecutive years.  This was also 
supported by LLB.  On the other hand, a few District Council members 
had reservation, worrying that an extended licence period might mean 
less control, more nuisance for a longer period of time. 
 
15.  Most respondents from the trade agreed with a mid-term review 
mechanism to examine the performance of the premises concerned when 
a certain number of complaints were received.  Trade members 
considered that for premises without major problems or complaints, a 
mid-term review should not be mandatory and the extension of licence 
period should be granted automatically.  Some also suggested that in 
conducting a mid-term review, the authority should not only look at the 
number of complaints received but also look into the nature and 
significance of those complaints. 
 
Natural Person and Reserve Licensee 
 
16.  Some trade members saw no reason for not licensing a body 
corporate.  There was however support from other respondents, mainly 
local residents and District Council members, for maintaining the existing 
requirement that liquor licensees must be natural persons so as to 
maintain a clear legal responsibility.  There was also another suggestion 
from some trade members of having more than one licensee per premises. 
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17.  The proposed reserve licensee mechanism was unanimously 
supported by trade members and there were no strong views from other 
respondents.  No mainstream views emerged on the practical aspects of 
the reserve licensee mechanism, i.e. the number of reserve licensee 
applications allowed during a licence period; whether or not more than 
one reserve licensee should be allowed for one liquor licence; and 
whether each person should be permitted to be the reserve licensee for 
more than one – and up to three – premises. 
 
Classification of Licence 
 
18.  Views were divided as to whether a statutory liquor licence 
classification system would be beneficial and practicable for Hong Kong.  
While some proposed classifying liquor licences by the business nature or 
operating hours of liquor-licensed premises, others considered such 
classification unnecessary.  Generally speaking, there was not much 
elaboration by the advocates on how any classification model might work 
to bring substantial benefits to the public or the trade that would not be 
achievable under the existing licensing regime.  Those not in favour of 
the idea, on the other hand, pointed out that as a wide range of liquor 
products was currently offered by liquor-licensed premises to their 
customers, introducing classification might bring about unnecessary 
business restrictions. 
 
Other Views 
 
19.  One point rather consistently raised during consultation with 
District Council members, and mentioned by some trade members, was 
that the relevant authorities should step up enforcement to ensure that 
liquor-licensed premises complied with their licensing conditions.  The 
authorities should also take actions against unlicensed premises.  Some 
respondents also suggested introducing a demerit point system for 
liquor-licensed premises.  Some also expressed concerns that LLB 
tended to be more sympathetic towards the trade than the local residents 
when considering liquor licence applications. 
 
20.  Some District Council members proposed that instead of (or on 
top of) imposing a limit on the number of liquor-licensed premises for a 
building, a similar limit should be set for a particular district especially a 
residential area.  They considered that the Government should regulate 
the development and proliferation of bars by urban planning means, such 
as designating certain commercial areas for liquor-licensed premises. 
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Conclusion 
 
21.  Based on the consultation outcome summarised above, the Food 
and Health Bureau, in consultation with LLB and other Government 
agencies, will decide on the way forward.  In doing so, we will exercise 
prudence in balancing the views of various stakeholders in order to ensure 
that the proposals will meet the interests of the community as a whole. 
 
 
 
 
Food and Health Bureau 
November 2011 
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Annexes 
 
Annex A –  Summary of Trade Consultation Forums 
 
Annex B –  Summary of Views by the Retail and Tourism Committee of 

the Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce 
 
Annex C –  Minutes of relevant District Council meetings: 

(a) Wan Chai District Council meeting on 19 July 2011 
(relevant extract, Chinese only) 

(b) Yau Tsim Mong District Council Food and 
Environmental Hygiene Committee meeting on 21 July 
2011 (relevant extract, Chinese only) 

(c) Central and Western District Council meeting on 28 July 
2011 (relevant extract, Chinese only) 

 
Annex D –  List of Written Submissions Received 
 



 

Annex A 
 

Public Consultation on the Review of Liquor Licensing 
Summary of Trade Consultation Forums 

 
Background 
 
  As part of the public consultation on the review of liquor 
licensing, the Administration organised two forums in August 2011 to 
gauge the views of the trade on issues set out in the consultation 
document published on 13 July 2011. 
 
2.  Trade organisations and liquor licence holders were invited to the 
forums by letters issued by the Food and Environmental Hygiene 
Department.  The first forum, held on 15 August 2011 in Hong Kong 
Science Museum, was attended by some 210 participants.  The second 
one, held on 27 August 2011 in Hong Kong Central Library, had around 
40 attendees. 
 
3.  Apart from the two forums, Government officials joined a trade 
consultation meeting on 22 August 2011 convened by The Honourable 
Tommy CHEUNG Yu-yan, Legislative Council Member of the Catering 
Functional Constituency. 
 
Views of the Trade 
 
4.  The ensuing paragraphs provide a summary of views expressed 
by trade representatives attending the consultation forums/meeting. 
 
Upstairs Bars (Chapter 2 of the consultation document) 
5.  Participants generally disagreed that liquor-licensed premises 
including upstairs bars should be subject to more stringent licensing 
controls.  Common arguments and concerns raised included – 
 

(a) It was not clear how the Government would define the types of 
premises and buildings to be subject to more stringent control.  
For instance, if the Government intended to enhance regulation 
on upstairs bars, it should also consider whether the same 
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standards should apply to bars operating in basements, upstairs 
nightclubs, karaoke establishments, etc. 

 
(b) As regards the proposals to limit the number of liquor-licensed 

premises in multi-storey buildings or refuse to issue new licences 
in respect of certain buildings, some participants saw those as 
unfair to the trade and were concerned that investors/operators, 
without knowing in advance the relevant limits applicable to 
individual buildings and premises, would suffer from investment 
losses. 

 
(c) The Government should facilitate business but not increase the 

burden on the trade.  Many trade members were already 
operating under difficulties due to reasons such as the ever 
increasing rent.  Restricting upstairs bars would drive them out 
of business and push up rents of those premises available for 
liquor-licensed premises. 

 
(d) There appeared to be a lack of concrete evidence of correlation 

between liquor consumption and fire risk or the ability to escape 
during emergencies, hence no grounds for imposing a discount 
factor to reduce the maximum capacity of liquor-licensed 
premises.  It would be unreasonable to impose upon the trade 
fire safety and environmental hygiene standards that were above 
normal and not applied to other sectors. 

 
(e) The existing liquor licensing regime was already able to balance 

the trade’s needs and residents’ concerns.  There would be no 
need for change. 

 
(f) Nuisances and problems associated with liquor-licensed premises 

were often not caused by licensed premises.  Some were the 
results of factors beyond the licensees’ control (e.g. customers 
going outside to smoke due to smoking ban in indoor premises), 
and others, especially crimes, were caused by unlicensed 
premises.  The Government should enforce against unlicensed 
establishments instead of tightening control on law-abiding 
premises. 
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Advertising an Application (Chapter 3 of the consultation document) 
6.  A number of participants agreed that posting liquor licence 
application advertisements on the internet should be allowed, although 
some suggested keeping newspaper advertisements especially for those 
who were not familiar with electronic means. 
 
Duration of a Licence (Chapter 4 of the consultation document) 
7.  Participants largely agreed with the proposal to extend the 
licence period to a maximum of two years for businesses with a good 
track record.  Some suggested that the licence renewal process should be 
further streamlined. 
 
Natural Person and Reserve Licensee (Chapter 5 of the consultation 
document) 
8.  Some participants expressed that the Government should 
consider granting liquor licences to corporations or allowing for more 
than one licensee per premises. 
 
9.  Participants generally agreed with the proposal to introduce a 
reserve licensee mechanism.  There was also a suggestion to allow a 
reserve licensee to act as a deputy licensee or licensee’s representative, 
taking up the role of a licensee temporarily absent.  Some participants 
noted that it was unreasonable to require a liquor licensee, without a 
deputy or alternate, to be supervising his/her premises all the time. 
 
Classification of Licence (Chapter 6 of the consultation document) 
10.  Participants had diverse views on whether a statutory liquor 
licence classification system would suit Hong Kong’s situation.  While 
some proposed classifying licences by the business nature or operating 
hours of premises, others considered such classification unnecessary. 
 
 
 
 
Food and Health Bureau 
September 2011 



 

Annex B 
 
 

Summary of Views by the Retail and Tourism Committee 
of the Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce (HKGCC) 

on Review of Liquor Licensing 
 
 
Date of Meeting: 14 September 2011 

 
Time: 9:30 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. 

 
Place: Chamber Boardroom, 22/F United Centre, 95 

Queensway, Hong Kong 
 

Attendance:  Retail and Tourism Committee, HKGCC: 
1. Mr Roy NG (Star Lite (HK) Limited) - 

Chairman 
2. Ms Sylvia CHUNG (L’Hotel Management Co. 

Ltd.) 
3. Mr Frank K T LEE (Tom Lee Music Co. Ltd.) 
4. Mr Glenn Smith (Sims Trading Co. Ltd.) 
5. Mr Ronald LAM (Cathay Pacific Airways 

Ltd.)  
6. Mr Peter Johnston (A.S. Watson Group) 
7. Mr Michael R A Duck (UBM Asia Ltd.) 
8. Mr Michael H Hobson (Mandarin Oriental 

Hotel Group Ltd.) 
9. Ms Shirley YUEN, CEO, HKGCC 
10. Ms Charlotte CHOW, Senior Manager, 

HKGCC 
 
 Government representatives: 

1. Mr Kevin YEUNG, Principal Assistant 
Secretary for Food and Health (Food) 1, Food 
and Health Bureau 

2. Mr LAM Wing-hong, Senior Superintendent 
(Licensing), Food and Environmental Hygiene 
Department 
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Summary of comments raised by members of the HKGCC Retail and 
Tourism Committee: 
 
 When considering the measures to tighten the control over upstairs 

bars, the government should strike a balance between the interest of 
the trade and the public. 

 
 Particular attention should be paid to those upstairs bars located in 

buildings with only one single staircase. 
 
 Public safety should be the main concern.  The government should 

take into consideration the capacity limit of the buildings where 
upstairs bars were located. 

 
 The government would need to have a mechanism to deal with 

objections from the public, even some possibly from trade 
competitors, if internet applications were allowed in future. 

 
 There should be very few upstairs bars located in a residential 

building. 
 
 There was a market demand for upstairs bars.  The lower price 

charged by the upstairs bars appealed to many consumers, especially 
the younger generation. 

 
 There was a problem of under-age drinking in upstairs bars, 

especially during school holidays.  Illegal drugs might also be a 
problem at these premises.  It was more difficult for the police to 
deal with upstairs bars than those bars situated at street level. 

 
 Convenience stores were also another major source of supply of 

liquor to people under 18 years of age. 
 
 A longer licence period, say five years, was supported for the 

licensed premises in hotels. 
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 Problems arising from consumption of liquor were not limited to 
upstairs bars.  The number of upstairs bars increased because of the 
limited supply of and higher rent for premises at street level.  There 
had been lots of complaints against upstairs bars in Mongkok.  It 
was understandable that the government would like to have better 
control over them. 

 
 Any additional control measures should be risk-based.  A longer 

duration of liquor licence for those premises, such as restaurants, 
with lower risk was supported.  Internet advertisement as an option 
for advertisement was also supported because it was difficult to find 
information on application for liquor licence in a newspaper. 

 
 As one person could only hold one liquor licence, it was common for 

a business to nominate an employee, e.g. a chef, to be the liquor 
licensee.  The government should consider whether it was necessary 
to maintain the requirement of “natural person” as licencee, 
especially for low-risk establishments like restaurants.  A limited 
company was already allowed to be the holder of a restaurant licence. 

 
 There were more problems, such as crime, smoking, etc. associated 

with upstairs bars and government should consider tightening up the 
control over them. 

 
 
 
 
Food and Health Bureau 
Food and Environmental Hygiene Department 
September 2011 
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Annex D 
 

Public Consultation on Review of Liquor Licensing 
List of Written Submissions Received during Consultation Period 

 
 Name 
1 潘兆文 
2 民主黨 
3 F Fong 
4 民建聯中西區支部 
5 陳捷貴 
6 Sideways Driving Club 
7 (Respondent requested anonymity) 
8 (Respondent with no name provided) 
9 楊位醒 

10 The Central Wine Club 
11 Ocean Fame Investment Limited 
12 (Respondent with unrecognisable name) 
13 香港餐務管理協會 
14 aqua restaurant group 
15 中西區區議會食物環境衛生及工務委員會 
16 李 
17 (Respondent with unrecognisable name) 
18 (Respondent with no name provided) 
19 Joe Lee 
20 陳太 
21 Alex Au 
22 WANG MING YEE 
23 蘇顯球 
24 李小姐 
25 妹記佩蘭鹵水鴨餐廳 
26 (Respondent requested keeping name and views confidential) 
27 Ngan Lung Catering (Holdings) Limited 
28 Rebecca Leung 
29 香港餐飲業聯合總會 
30 Harcape Ltd. & Yau Fook Hong Co. Ltd. / Dan Form (Hong 

Kong) Limited 
31 新星飲食集團 
32 稻苗學會 



 

- 2 - 

 Name 
33 娛樂界權益關注組 
34 太平洋酒吧 
35 酒牌局 
36 利寶閣 
37 利寶閣 (THE ONE) 
38 利寶閣 (I-square) 
39 利寶閣 (THE ONE) 
40 利寶閣 
41 順德經典 (福苑集團) 
42 順德經典 (福苑集團) 
43 金都國宴 (福苑集團) 
44 福苑漁港 (福苑集團) 
45 金都海鮮酒家 (福苑集團) 
46 金都海鮮酒家 (福苑集團) 
47 福苑海鮮酒家 (福苑集團) 
48 福苑火鍋海鮮酒家 (福苑集團) 
49 董家牛肉麵 
50 黃大仙新光宴會廳 
51 廣發餐廳 
52 Sea King Restaurant 
53 安利魚蛋粉 
54 Bakery 28 
55 川居 
56 金飯碗餐廳 
57 龍騰海鮮酒家 
58 鐵板超日本料理 
59 小肥牛火鍋活魚專門店 
60 得龍大飯店 
61 銀龍粉麵茶餐廳 
62 嚴順菊 
63 老趙越南餐廳 
64 新大壽日本料理 
65 Turyst 
66 過橋麵檔 
67 馬慶澤 
68 劉森記麵家 
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 Name 
69 百利海鮮酒家(飲食集團) 
70 牡丹庭粵菜食府 
71 馬宇航 
72 八王子拉麵館 
73 珍香園餐廳小廚 
74 阿詩瑪雲南風味軒 
75 肇順河鮮名匯河鮮專門店 
76 夏麵館 
77 牛涮鍋 
78 牛角日本燒肉專門店 
79 正村壽司 
80 金福酒家 
81 敘福樓海鮮酒家 
82 敘福小館 
83 煲仔王 
84 御苑酒家 
85 御苑皇宴 
86 小杬公菜館 
87 Singer Café 
88 Marco Bistro & Marco's 
89 Concerto Inn 
90 魚子飯館 
91 肇順名匯河鮮專門店 
92 百樂門宴會廳 
93 太平館餐廳 
94 Dr Lee 
95 Dr Lee 
96 Ma Kam Wah Timothy 
97 Ma Kam Wah Timothy 
98 Ma Kam Wah Timothy 
99 Ma Kam Wah Timothy 
100 Ma Kam Wah Timothy 
101 Ma Kam Wah Timothy 
102 Lam Pak Yan 
103 Chow Wai Yee 
104 Wong Kim Man 
105 Chang Fat Chun Parlett 
106 Cheung Wah Keung 
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 Name 
107 Lam Wai Leung 
108 Bradley Mark John 
109 Hung Chung Hing Mason 
110 娛樂界權益關注組, 香港酒吧及卡拉 OK業權促進組, 酒吧業

聯社會(香港), 港九舞廳夜總會聯合總商會 
111 港九舞廳夜總會聯合總商會 
112 CLUB LUSITANO 
113 葉偉文 
114 基督教中國佈道會香港迦南堂 
115 TREND TEAM LIMITED 
116 The Hong Kong Food, Drink and Grocery Association 
117 黃家和 
118 Eric Ching 
119 F6C students of Maryknoll Convent School (Secondary Section) 
120 Maryknoll Convent School 6E 
121 Creator Asia Limited 
122 Maryknoll Convent School F.6B 
123 Back to Front Restaurant Consultants 
124 旺角區居民協會 
125 劉俊業 
126 (Respondent requested keeping name and views confidential) 
127 Perfect Galaxy Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
128 Century Advance Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
129 晉逸精品酒店 尖沙咀 
130 Winflow Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
131 康業物業管理有限公司 
132 Song Advance Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
133 創興廣場管理處 
134 Multiprize Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
135 Protech Property Management Ltd. 
136 Hundred Art Investments Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
137 Shui Hing Investment Company Limited and Yick Fung Estates 

Limited 
138 Easway Development Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
139 仲量聯行物業管理有限公司 
140 Jadeway Corporation Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
141 Hing Yip Management Ltd. 
142 Comegreat Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
143 Cheerway Limited (Neway Karaoke Box) 
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 Name 
144 Sunway Creation Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
145 Autoflow Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
146 Follow Hong Kong Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
147 Star Business Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
148 Wonderful Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
149 永達利物業管理有限公司 
150 樂聲大廈業主立案法團 
151 CRE Property (Lok Sing Centre) Limited 
152 Growson Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
153 康業服務有限公司 
154 (Respondent requested keeping name and views confidential) 
155 Enrich Universal Ltd. (御家集團) 
156 Powerful Regent Ltd. (御家集團) 
157 Superfeel Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
158 永達利物業管理有限公司 
159 Neway.com Technology Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
160 永達利物業管理有限公司 
161 CRE Property (Argyle Centre) Limited 
162 Silver Benefit Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
163 新昌管理服務有限公司 
164 Modernline Limited (Neway Karaoke Box) 
165 (Company without name) 
166 Well Power Pacific Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
167 Happy Show Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
168 Capital More Company Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
169 Well Dragon Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
170 Supreme Cycle Inc. 
171 元朗合益商業中心及合益樓業主立案法團 
172 Legend Supreme Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
173 Art Inspiration Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
174 Profit Chart Development Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
175 Lionway Corporation Ltd. (Neway Karaoke Box) 
176 中西區區議員 
177 Club Managers' Association of Hong Kong 
178 油尖旺區一群關注酒牌處所問題的居民 
179 香港餐飲聯業協會 
180 方便營商諮詢委員會食物業工作小組 
181 香港蓮香樓 

 




