HKHD Paper 6 – Final Report


[image: image3.wmf] 

 


Designing Hong Kong Harbour District 
Building Consensus on Sustainable Planning Principles for the Harbour District

Paper No.6a

Summary Report 
(Draft Summary Report and Feedback Received)
9 June 2004
TABLE OF CONTENTS

11. 
Introduction


22. 
Research Objectives and Methodology


43. 
Project Definition


54. 
Project Background


65. 
Aspirations for the Hong Kong Harbour District


76. 
Key Issues and Recommendations


137. 
Conclusions


14Appendix A
List of Supporting Organisations/Individuals


15Appendix B
List of Advisory Committee Members


16Appendix C
List of Stakeholders Interviewed


18Appendix D
Series of Meetings on Harbour


20Appendix E
List of Workshop Participants


22Appendix F
Program Agenda for EnviroSeries Conference


24Appendix G
Endorsement


25Appendix H
Feedback from Stakeholders on this Report


32Appendix I.  Letter to HEC dated June 17, 2004 from the BEC




1. 
Introduction

1.1  Designing the Hong Kong Harbour District (HKHD) is a consensus building initiative on designing a world-class harbour for Hong Kong.  The initiative was organized by The Experience Group, Business Environment Council and GML Consulting (the Consultants), and supported by over twenty organisations/individuals (see Appendix A).  The study was conducted by GML Consulting between December 2003 and May 2004.  

1.2  This report is the final summary report in a series of papers as follows:

· Paper 1. Preliminary Briefing for Stakeholders; 

· Paper 2. Proceedings of 27 March Workshop;

· Paper 3. Public Opinion Survey;

· Paper 4. Key Issues;

· Paper 5. Research References; and

· Paper 6. Summary Report (this document).

1.3  From our research, we have found that the key issues concerning the Harbour District are:  

· There is a lack of land space on the Harbour foreshore with much of the current space taken up by transport infrastructure;

· Due to the presence of roads, access to the Harbour front is inconvenient for pedestrians and unhelpful for elderly and invalid persons;

· There is a lack of public amenities and facilities for the public to enjoy along the foreshore as much of the space is dominated by utility facilities like sewage works, refuse transfer stations and car parks;

· With no facilities or activities on the Harbour front, vibrancy is missing – current licensing policies discourage affordable means of entertainment for locals; and 

· Activation of the Harbour is impossible and at places prohibited as there are no mooring or berthing facilities to allow the public access to the harbour body itself, neither are marine activities like fishing allowed.

1.4  These issues are discussed in this report and we develop our analysis and recommendations under the following headings:

· Research Objectives and Methodology;

· Project Definition;

· Project Background;

· Aspirations for Hong Kong Harbour District;

· Key Issues: 

· Land-use and Urban Design;

· Transport Policy and Infrastructure;

· Institutional Arrangements;

· Implementation Issues;

· Conclusions.

2. 
Research Objectives and Methodology

2.1  The objectives of this report are to:

· Highlight the key issues affecting the harbour district;

· Identify and build consensus on ways to address these issues; and

· Present our findings for the Government’s consideration.

Desktop Research

2.2  A list of the research materials used for this project are provided in Paper 5. 

Interviews

2.3  Over 90 organizations were contacted for this study, out of which we carried out 45 interviews.  The contact list was agreed upon by the Advisory Committee members of the initiative (see Appendix B), covering stakeholders from a wide spectrum of business sectors and non-profitable organisations.  A list of those stakeholders interviewed is presented in Appendix C.

Meetings
2.4  In addition, a series of meetings was held on the Harbour at different venues.  Details of the meetings and the speakers are provided in Appendix D.

Workshop

2.5  On 27 March, a workshop was conducted with stakeholders to develop themes on designing the Harbour District.  Proceedings of the workshop and related papers are provided in Papers 2 and 1 respectively.  A list of workshop participants is provided in Appendix E.

Opinion Survey

2.6  Between April and May 2004, we conducted a public opinion survey to canvas the views of the public on key issues affecting the Harbour District.  The results of some 250 responses to the survey are recorded in Paper 3. 

EnviroSeries Conference

2.7  At the EnviroSeries Conference organized by the Business Environment Council on 3 May, local and international experts provided their views on designing Hong Kong Harbour to more than 200 participants at the Island Shangri-La Hotel.  The key issues arising from the conference are reported and discussed in Paper 4.  The program agenda is provided in Appendix F.

Validation 

2.8 An independent panel was appointed to oversee our findings.  The panel includes:

· Prof. Peter Hills – Director of Centre of Urban Planning and Environmental Management, The University of Hong Kong

· Prof. Kin Che Lam – Chairman of Department of Geography and Resource Management, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, and 

· Ms Terri Mottershead
– Director of Professional Development, MindTheme Consulting

2.9  The panel met three times over the period of the study to consider our findings and analysis.   The final endorsement will be provided in due course.  We have also circulated the study papers (including this one) to the stakeholders listed in Appendices A, B, C, and E to seek their endorsement of the report.  Appendix G presents the list of endorsers.

2.10 In Appendix H, we present feedback received from stakeholders on the report.  This feedback has been incorporated in our final summary report, Paper 6.

3. 
Project Definition

3.1 The Protected Area of Victoria Harbour is defined in the Harbour Protection Ordinance as the foreshore extending from Tsuen Wan to Tseung Kwan O and from Green Island to Shau Kei Wan on the north and south foreshore respectively.  

3.2  Our definition for this study is taken as the harbour district areas surrounding the protected harbour foreshore from Yau Ma Tei Typhoon Shelter to Kwun Tong, and from Quarry Bay to Sheung Wan.  Within the Harbour District itself, the area of greatest concern is the foreshore land and facilities immediately connected with the Harbour, specifically all Government-owned land, facilities and infrastructure directly or indirectly connected with the Harbour.
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Figure 1. Map of the Harbour District (within dotted lines)

4. 
Project Background

4.1  Victoria Harbour has been a working  harbour and reclamation has played an important role in holding marine-oriented facilities, warehousing, piers and other facilities.  With marine services moving out to the outer harbour, many of the facilities have been converted into offices, residential and commercial facilities. The later additions of reclaimed land were primarily done to cater for transport infrastructure.  Further reclamation planned in the 1980s for new residential and commercial uses have been halted and will be no longer possible due to the Harbour Protection Ordinance.  As a result of the constantly changing waterfront and the above developments, the foreshore of the Harbour District is dominated by transport infrastructure.

4.2  Planning studies
 undertaken by the Government in more recent years have emphasised the importance of enhancing the value of the Harbour using the Harbour Waterfront and surrounding areas as focal points for leisure, entertainment, and recreational activities.  Earlier plans for extensive reclamation have now been cancelled and reclamation is confined to selected areas of HKHD for strategic purposes.

4.3  Public aspirations have also changed, particularly in the last two years with a number of public consultation exercises and community initiatives being organized on the future of the Harbour District.   The recent ‘blue ribbon’ demonstrations held in May 2004 on the Central Pier leading up to the Convention and Exhibition center are further examples of the mood of the public on Harbour development.

4.5  From a legal perspective, there have been high-profile court cases regarding the Wan Chai Phase II Reclamation and the Central Reclamation Phase III, the legality of which have been challenged by the Society for the Protection of the Harbour and calling into doubt the veracity of the Harbour Protection Ordinance.  In addition, there is uncertainty surrounding the future design of the West Kowloon Cultural District as the tendering out of the development proceeds. 

4.6  In summary, Government has always enjoyed a free hand in developing the harbour foreshore in the past and has used reclamation and urban development to suit its purpose of creating more land for development and at the same time building infrastructure to deal with the needs of a growing population.  The level and nature of the public sentiment currently being expressed shows how Hong Kong’s aspirations have changed, raising the challenge for Government to come up with new proposals and new ways for harbour development.  

5. 
Aspirations for the Hong Kong Harbour District

5.1  With the Harbour Protection Ordinance in place and the water quality improving, the key issue is no longer the Harbour but the foreshore, i.e., the land immediately connected with the Harbour.

5.2  Key to Hong Kong’s aspirations for the Harbour is the fact that capacity will be needed to handle an estimated 70 million tourist trips and 9.2 million residents by 2030 and that Hong Kong is destined to be Asia's world city for global financial and business services which, together with tourism, form the mainstay of our economy.

5.4  The foreshore of Victoria Harbour defines Hong Kong’s global brand image and is an invaluable asset in building this capacity.  GML’s survey carried out between April and May 2004 (see Paper 3) shows that, for Hong Kong’s Harbour District to be world-class, the following attributes are needed:

· Appealing harbour views;

· Marine tourism and leisure activities;

· Historic significance;

· Impressive architecture and building design around the harbour;

· Environmental quality;

· A “living” harbour (birds, fishing, etc.);

· Wide choice of arts and culture;

· Green areas/landscaping;

· Wide range of dining and wining;

· Plentiful open air spaces;

· Provision of fun and entertainment;

· Ease of pedestrian access and mobility; and

· Wide range of public transport links. 

5.2  In order to achieve all of the above, it must be recognized that we are limited by availability of land space and the prioritized use of the latter for different purposes. The foreshore, for instance, is currently underdeveloped and is primarily used as a vehicular transport thoroughfare. The limited land available is dominated by surface and elevated roads. As a result little land is available for developing the foreshore and road infrastructure greatly limits pedestrian access to the Harbour front.

5.3  With reclamation no longer a material option, great care and coordinated effort is required to re-engineer our transport infrastructure as well as to re-align our land-use and licencing policies, to ensure we create a sustainable and vibrant foreshore.

6. 
Key Issues and Recommendations

Land Use and Urban Design

6.1  The following recommended land use and urban design principles are proposed:

	Recommended Principles: 

· Given the condition of the foreshore and to ensure a world-class harbour district, the limited land available around the harbour must be optimized to provide foremost a vibrant, active and accessible foreshore catering for both residents and tourists

· As there will be no material reclamation in the future, a coordinated effort and integrated plan for the harbour district must ensure a well-balanced and sustainable distribution of land for property development, transport infrastructure and public open space and facilities

· The public aspires to achieving a foreshore which balances functionality with an active harbour and a vibrant experience, including convenient pedestrian mobility, ample open space, visual access, entertainment, arts, culture, sports, retail, hospitality, accommodation, food and beverage facilities

· A determined effort is needed to implement the many well-developed harbour planning, urban design and landscaping principles and enhance Victoria Harbour as a natural and key asset for Hong Kong (including, among others, a continuous promenade (since 1972), stepped building heights, visual access to the harbour, open public space, accessibility and vibrancy) 

· The outline of the harbour-front should be ‘long’ and incorporate piers, moorings, and fishing berths to ensure that the harbour water body itself is accessible for the use and enjoyment by the members of the public.


6.2  Currently, urban planning for the Harbour District seems to be geared to reconciling the objectives and needs of various Government Departments. There are in fact wide reaching urban design principles in existence.  However, there is a disconnect in implementation due to the historical reasons of land-use planning mainly driven by the needs of Government Departments rather than for the enjoyment of the community.

6.3  A large proportion of the current land use in Harbour District is therefore for utility purposes (refuse transfer points, cooling water pumps, outfalls, offices, car parks etc.), which are incompatible with harbour front enjoyment.  Access to the Harbour front is constrained by the road network and often prohibited by fencing.

6.4  Where it is accessible, there are only limited distances of promenades, and hardly any food & beverage outlets, entertainment, arts & culture or other activities. 

6.5  With no material new land to be added, clear choices will need to be made on land-use between utility purposes, property development, surface/elevated transport infrastructure, and public open space. 

6.6  There are growing calls to pursue the re-design and enhancement of existing areas in preference to developing new areas. This requires less reclamation and space requirements. New open space, pedestrian links and availability of entertainment, retail, food & beverage, hospitality, accommodation, arts, culture, sports are initiatives that will assist this process and balance functionality with a vibrant experience.

6.7  Open corridors with visual access to the Harbour and the spectacular views of the surrounding city are needed from as many points as possible. Where possible structures can be removed to open up views from main roads. A long-term goal should be the removal of the Space Museum and Museum of Art to open up the views from Nathan Road and The Peninsula.

6.8  With the exception of one private yacht club and Queen’s Pier, there is no public access to the water itself. In fact, in many places it is even forbidden to fish. Public marinas, boat clubs, shelters, moorings, piers, launches, and boat storage facilities are required east of the Star Ferry piers along a ‘long’ harbour front on both sides of the Harbour, to allow the public to get onto the water for leisure activities.

Transport Policy and Infrastructure

6.9  The following recommended transport principles are proposed:

	Recommended Principles: 

· Under the current interpretation of the Harbour Protection Ordinance, it appears that reclamation for transport infrastructure rather than for other uses is justifiable as an ‘overriding need’. Coordinated effort is needed to avoid a ‘sterile’ harbour foreshore consisting of transport infrastructure alone

· Transport infrastructure to keep Hong Kong mobile should minimize its aggregate footprint in the foreshore and use engineering standards and designs that promote - rather than bar - pedestrian access to the Harbour-front

· With the Harbour naturally at-grade, pedestrian access is preferable at grade. If submerging or depressing transport infrastructure is not possible, then access can be provided using wide submerged pedestrian tunnels or large decks across semi submerged roads. Many of the existing elevated walkways are inaccessible, specifically for invalids and elderly

· Besides costs, a more balanced evaluation of alternative modes of transport (such as rail), should be implemented and include traffic management measures, environmental impact, footprint and sustainability, irrespective of ownership and financing mechanisms.


6.10 Population mobility is at the core of the transport debate along the Harbour foreshore. Much of the current road infrastructure has been part of the overall road network planned to link up Central Business District to the rest of Hong Kong including the New Towns and the Kowloon district.                    

6.11  The road infrastructure in place for the Harbour foreshore is extensive.  There are elevated road networks (along North Point to Tin Causeway Bay – the Island East Corridor, East Tsimshatsui, Southeast Kowloon and the Yau Ma Tei Traffic interchange), as well as numerous surface roads ringing the Harbour waterfront.  Along Connaught Road, part of the road is submerged.   Residents and tourists are unable to get from where they live, stay or work to the Harbour front areas because of the road infrastructure. 

6.12  Under the Harbour Ordinance, only reclamation for transport infrastructure can pass the 'overriding public needs test'.  If proven true, and especially when combined with the current process whereby the lowest cost engineering solutions are applied, this will lead to a sterile waterfront, a Harbour without activity, and a foreshore consisting of only transport infrastructure.  A clear policy is required from all Departments to steer Hong Kong away from this scenario.

6.13  The footprint of surface roads is determined by road alignment. Key factors are engineering constraints, and the cost and interruption of traffic flow. Minimizing road footprint tends not to feature as an objective for the design of surface roads, and alternatives such as rail or traffic management measures appear to be secondary considerations.  

6.14  Given the limited space available, though, reducing the footprint (and ‘waterprint’) of surface and elevated roads in the foreshore is logical and critical. The consequence of this is that more money is needed for submerging or depressing infrastructure and to re-engineer existing corridors. Failing to increase capacity further, traffic volume must be strictly managed including a moratorium on development to maintain the intensity in relevant areas.

6.15  Furthermore, with the Harbour naturally at grade, a rethink of grade separation of various modes of traffic is needed.  Rather than a simple ‘City-in-the-sky’ concept, an integrated multiple grade living, working and transport approach is needed with an absolute preference for depressed or sub-merged transport infrastructure. 

6.16  Walkway systems need to be developed further, fully integrated with indoor and open-air podiums, to provide the necessary capacity for pedestrian mobility in the key foreshore areas, including Tsimshatsui. But such elevated environment cannot replace the need for a high-quality at-grade environment, and great care is needed for how the different grade environments merge and connect with the Harbour front.

6.17  In general, open-air at-grade crossings are preferred to ensure convenience and visual access to the Harbour. Wide underground passages such as to the Central Star Ferry (and wider) are preferred over the crossings under Salisbury road. Most of the current elevated walkways over road works in the foreshore are limited in function and inconvenient, especially for invalids and elderly. 

6.18  Given the demand for greater mobility and increase in residents and tourists using the Harbour front and the absolute limitation on space, a complete revision of transport policy including a 'pedestrian first' strategy needs to be considered to answer the call for greater accessibility and vibrancy of the Harbour District and the foreshore.  A sustainable development of the foreshore, and the evaluation of all reasonable alternatives, must specifically include a review of the modal split and related policies. 

Institutional Arrangements

6.19 The following recommended institutional principles are proposed:

	Recommended Principles:

· Planning concepts, proposals and decisions should be community-led and evolve through a process underpinned by early and ongoing stakeholder engagement and consensus building

· New mechanisms and structures are needed to promote collaboration among the different Departments and balance long-term quality of life benefits over cost control and expedience, specifically for infrastructure, and public space and facilities 

· A single statutory authority must be responsible for transport, land-use, planning and environment (for the foreshore of the harbour district)

· For the harbour district, a single authority must be responsible for managing the foreshore, hold executive and consultative powers, and decide upon funding and financing of projects

· Experts for reviews of transport and land-use plans should be appointed by independent bodies to ensure that such reviews are truly independent
· Community, including businesses, must be invited at an early stage to participate in formulating strategies, developing planning briefs and reviewing proposed designs to build consensus, form mature solutions and reduce the potential for conflict.


6.20  There is wide agreement that enhancing the Harbour District requires a high level of coordination in its planning, design, and management. At present these responsibilities are shared between numerous Government Departments and agencies, and private sector players, each with different objectives and priorities.  This problem is exacerbated by the current planning process where boundaries of planning areas are marked based on administrative convenience, preventing functional coherence of different areas.  There needs to be a way to coordinate the different Departments.

6.21  Furthermore, there are limited ways for the public to express their wishes as the bodies consulted in the planning process are mainly political and professional parties.  There is little scope for the grass root communities to have their opinions heard except through representations through District Councillors, which in turn relies entirely on an effective community outreach network functioning adequately to keep Councillors abreast of community needs.  

6.22  In the recent months, legal proceedings within the Harbour District have aroused much interest and awareness of the public.  In response to this community-led aspiration and others for an integrated planning for the Harbour, the Government announced on 28 April 2004 the formation of the Harbourfront Enhancement Committee (HEC) to provide a more transparent and wider public consultation from different sectors of the community.   In Appendix I, a letter from the Business Environment Council is attached laying out a proposal for the HEC to consider in terms of direction and strategy. 

6.23  What is really required is a single statutory authority, such as a Harbour District Authority, fully in charge of all policies, transport, land-use and management.  It is imperative that a Harbour District Authority is and is seen to be represented at the highest level with executive powers over transport, land-use and management within the Harbour District but, importantly, also possessing an advisory component to ensure comprehensive public participation.

6.24  A clear process needs to be agreed for the testing of all reasonable alternatives, including the appointment of Independent Experts required for such reviews. This will ensure that reviews are truly independent rather than a promotion of existing plans or prevailing views of certain Departments.

6.25  Community wide participation, including the business community, is required for idea formulation, planning and implementation at an early stage to ensure that there is consensus on mature solutions, and that the potential for conflict is reduced.  

Implementation Issues

6.26  The following recommended implementation principles are proposed:

	Recommended Principles:

· Vibrancy requires catering to the taste and affordability of different groups of people. As tourists will follow residents, a mixed usage development and varying types of commercial participation, not just high-end tourist facilities, are key 

· Vibrancy requires a review of licences and permits for stalls, vendors, entertainers and others on public land and facilities to ensure the availability of activities, retail and food and beverages

· Activation of the Harbour itself should be promoted through marinas, boat clubs, shelters, launches, boat storage facilities, piers, moorings, and fishing berths so that there is public access to the water for leisure activities

· Public and business community involvement during implementation is crucial; Government should engage in a continuous dialogue with the community including District Councils and commercial stakeholders, to ensure flexibility in the development and implementation of land-use and infrastructure plans

· Broad measures are needed to mitigate the impact of construction and development of the foreshore, including temporary land-use solutions and venues, art projects and ongoing communication with all stakeholders to ensure transparency of the work in progress.


6.27  Vibrancy and accessibility can still be achieved through an active Harbour front involving piers, moorings, fishing piers.  Commercial zoned land is needed by annexing public land and facilities, and new licences are needed for the establishment and operation of commercial ventures on public land.

6.28 Tourists will follow the residents (note Stanley, Temple Street, and Sai Kung Waterfront). Care must be given to ensure that development of the foreshore does not preclude free or affordable ‘vibrancy’. Mixed usage – not just high-end tourist facilities is key.

6.29  During construction, continuous public involvement during this process is a crucial ingredient of success to keep the Harbour foreshore attractive for tourists and residents. Government should work closely with the District Councils on the development of the Harbour District.

6.30  As Hong Kong enters into construction mode around the Harbour District, it is important to make the place liveable.  Interesting hoarding designs, temporary licences for markets and food outlets, and temporary venues are all ways of making the area liveable, ensuring that the work in progress is acceptable.

7. 
Conclusions

7.1 The Harbour District is where residents and tourists spend their time for leisure purposes.  The Harbour is symbolic and a reflection of Hong Kong's unique identity.  The vibrancy and accessibility of the Harbour front is therefore vital.  Vibrancy is about the availability of entertainment, retail, food & beverage, hospitality, accommodation, arts, culture, sports, in addition to open space such as parks and promenades.

7.2 The fact that there is limited land space and that there will be no further major reclamation means that informed choices will have to be made to ensure a well-balanced distribution of land for property development, transport infrastructure and public open spaces.   Functionality will have to be balanced with the enjoyment needs of the public.  

7.3 With this limited land, the maximization of value with minimal footprint will require ingenious urban design to make use of available resources. This requirement suggests that there is a need to revisit existing policies and practices regarding planning, land use, and urban design.  

7.4  The current land use is dominated by transport infrastructure. Given the demand for greater mobility and increase in residents and tourists using the Harbour District and the absolute limitation on space, a complete revision of transport policy including a 'pedestrian first' strategy needs to be considered to answer the call for greater accessibility to the Harbour District and the foreshore. 

7.5 In evaluating transport options for the Harbour foreshore, pedestrian decks and underpasses over existing and new roads and reengineering existing infrastructure should be considered together with traffic management and alternative transport modes such as rail. 

7.6 For the Harbour District to be truly world-class, proper institutional arrangements must be put in place.  The setting up of a Harbour Authority headed by a senior figure holds significant merit and in fact is already exercised in West Kowloon and Lantau.  The Authority must not just possess powers of authority as well as executive and participative responsibilities but also handle conflicting functions. 

7.7 A quality-of-life experience can be further ensured by activating the Harbour District through coordinating zoning, licensing and traffic management measures.  For example, vibrancy and accessibility can be achieved involving piers, moorings and fishing berths so that people can access the water.  Vibrancy also requires catering to the taste and affordability of different groups of people. As tourists will follow residents, a mixed usage development and varying types of commercial participation, not just high-end tourist facilities, are essential. 

7.8 During construction, all of these activities must be established or maintained to ensure that the Harbour District does not lose its attraction.  Continuous public involvement can help bring ownership of the project to the people - a crucial ingredient of success. Government should also work closely with the District Councils on the development of the Harbour District.  A successful Harbour District will entice tourists to stay longer and spend more, and will generate jobs and other sources of revenue.

Appendix A
List of Supporting Organisations/Individuals

	Organisation

	· American Chamber of Commerce

	· Australian Chamber of Commerce

	· AGC Design

	· Canadian Chamber of Commerce in Hong Kong

	· Civic Exchange

	· Clear the Air

	· Fairmont Shipping

	· Friends of the Harbour

	· Fringe Club

	· Green Lantau Association

	· Hongkong Land

	· Jones Lang LaSalle

	· Living Islands Movement

	· MF Jebsen International

	· Quamnet

	· Save Kai Tak Campaign

	· Save our Shorelines

	· Society for Protection of the Harbour

	· South China Morning Post

	· Sunday Communications

	

	Individual

	· Albert Cheng

	· Erwin Hardy


Appendix B
List of Advisory Committee Members

	Name
	
	
	
	Affiliated Organisation

	· Mr
	Nicholas
	Brooke
	–
	Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors

	· Dr
	Wai Kwan
	Chan
	–
	Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce

	· Mr
	Bosco
	Fung
	–
	Planning Department

	· Mr
	Albert
	Lai
	–
	Hong Kong People’s Council for Sustainable Development / Representative of Citizen Envisioning @ Harbour

	· Mr
	Christine
	Loh
	–
	Civic Exchange

	· Mr
	Vincent
	Ng
	–
	AGC Design / Convenor of Urban Design Alliance

	· Mr
	Gordon
	Ongley
	–
	Swire Properties

	· Mr
	Tom
	Osgood
	–
	Creative Initiatives Foundation

	· Dr
	Andrew
	Thomson
	–
	Business Environment Council 

	· Mr
	Paul
	Zimmerman
	–
	The Experience Group


Appendix C
List of Stakeholders Interviewed

	
	Organisation
	
	Name

	 AUTONUM 
	AGC Design
	–
	Mr Vincent Ng

	 AUTONUM 
	American Chamber of Commerce
	–
	Mr Tom Masterson

	 AUTONUM 
	American Institute of Architects, Hong Kong Chapter*
	–
	Dr Ronald Lu

	 AUTONUM 
	Arts Development Council
	–
	Mr Darwin Chen

	 AUTONUM 
	Canadian Chamber of Commerce
	–
	Mr John Crawford

	 AUTONUM 
	Cheung Kong (Holdings)
	–
	Mr Anthony Chan

	 AUTONUM 
	Chinese University of Hong Kong
	–
	Prof. Bernard Lim

	 AUTONUM 
	Citizen Envisioning @ Harbour
	–
	Dr Mee Kan Ng

	 AUTONUM 
	Civil Engineering Department
	–
	Mr KC Ching

	 AUTONUM 
	Environment, Transport and Works Bureau
	–
	Dr Sarah Liao / Ms Margaret Fong

	 AUTONUM 
	Environmental Protection Department
	–
	Mr Mike Stokoe

	 AUTONUM 
	Fringe Club
	–
	Mr Benny Chia

	 AUTONUM 
	HK People’s Council for Sustainable Development
	–
	Mr Albert Lai

	 AUTONUM 
	Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce
	–
	Dr WK Chan

	 AUTONUM 
	Hong Kong Housing Society
	–
	Mr Benny Hui

	 AUTONUM 
	Hong Kong Institute of Planners
	–
	Mr Roger Tang

	 AUTONUM 
	Hong Kong Pearl River Delta Foundation
	–
	Dr Saimond Ip

	 AUTONUM 
	Hong Kong Sports Development Board
	–
	Mrs Maureen Chan

	 AUTONUM 
	Hong Kong Tourism Board
	–
	Ms Clara Chong

	 AUTONUM 
	Hong Kong Trade Development Council *
	–
	Mr Michael Sze

	 AUTONUM 
	Hongkong Land
	–
	Mr Nicholas Sallnow-Smith

	 AUTONUM 
	HSBC*
	–
	Mr David Hall

	 AUTONUM 
	Invest HK
	–
	Mr Mark Michelson

	 AUTONUM 
	Kadoorie Farm & Botanic Garden 
	–
	Mr Mike Kilburn

	 AUTONUM 
	Kowloon Motor Bus
	–
	Mr John Chan

	 AUTONUM 
	Lan Kwai Fong Holdings
	–
	Mr Allen Zeman

	 AUTONUM 
	Lands & Building Advisory Committee
	–
	Prof. Yeung Yue Man

	 AUTONUM 
	Lands Department
	–
	Mr Ian MacNaughton

	 AUTONUM 
	Legco Panel on Environmental Affairs
	–
	Ms Miriam Lau

	 AUTONUM 
	Living Islands
	–
	Mr Robin Hughes

	 AUTONUM 
	Marine Department
	–
	Dr SY Tsui / Mr Roger Tupper

	 AUTONUM 
	Masterplan
	–
	Mr Ian Brownlee

	 AUTONUM 
	MTRC
	–
	Mr Malcolm Gibson

	 AUTONUM 
	MVA HK
	–
	Mr Fred Brown

	 AUTONUM 
	Planning Department
	–
	Mrs Ava Ng/Mr Raymond Wong

	 AUTONUM 
	Quam
	–
	Mr Bernard Pouliot

	 AUTONUM 
	Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors
	–
	Mr Nicholas Brooke

	 AUTONUM 
	Save Our Shorelines
	–
	Mr John Bowden

	 AUTONUM 
	Sun Hung Kai Properties
	–
	Mr Roger Nissim

	 AUTONUM 
	Sustainable Development Unit
	–
	Mr Jonathan McKinley

	 AUTONUM 
	Swire Properties
	–
	Mr Gordon Ongley

	 AUTONUM 
	Transport Department
	–
	Ir KK Lau

	 AUTONUM 
	Urban Design Alliance*
	–
	Mr Vincent Ng

	 AUTONUM 
	Urban Renewal Authority
	–
	Mr Andrew Lam

	 AUTONUM 
	Urbis
	–
	Mr Peter Cookson Smith


Note: Views/position statement received in writing

Appendix D
Series of Meetings on Harbour

	Date
	Event
	Venue/Speakers
	Attendance

	18 February2004
	Press conference for public launch
	Fringe Club

Speakers:

· Mr. Paul Zimmerman, Principal, The Experience Group

· Ms. Christine Loh, CEO, Civic Exchange

· Dr Andrew Thomson, CEO, Business Environment Council
· Mr Vincent Ng, Convenor, Urban Design Alliance
· Dr Thomas Tang, Director, GML Consulting 
	27

	5 March 2004
	Roundtable luncheon
	Foreign Correspondents' Club

Speakers:

· Mr. Paul Zimmerman, Principal, The Experience Group

· Ms. Christine Loh, CEO, Civic Exchange

Moderator: 

· Mr. C. P. Ho, Chairman of International Social Service Hong Kong Branch
	96

	16 March 2004
	Roundtable luncheon
	Island Shangri-La

Speakers:

· Mr. Albert Lai, Chairman, Hong Kong People’s Council for Sustainable Development & Representative of Citizen Envisioning @ Harbour

· Mr. Bosco Fung, Director of Planning, Planning Department

· Ms. Christine Loh, CEO, Civic Exchange

Moderator: 

· Mr. Paul Zimmerman, Principal, The Experience Group
	100

	27 March 2004
	Stakeholder workshop
	South China Morning Post conference room

Facilitators:

· Dr Thomas Tang, Director, GML Consulting
· Mr. Paul Zimmerman, Principal, The Experience Group
	30

	15 April 2004
	Joint Chamber luncheon meeting
	Conrad Hong Kong

Speakers:

· Mrs. Carrie Lam, Permanent Secretary for Planning and Lands, Housing, Planning and Lands Bureau 

· Mr. Paul Zimmerman, Principal, The Experience Group

· Ms. Christine Loh, CEO, Civic Exchange

Moderator: 

· Dr. W. K. Chan, Senior Director – Business Policy, Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce
	75


Appendix E
List of Workshop Participants

	Name 
	
	
	Affiliated Organisation

	· Mr
	John
	Bowden
	–
	Save Our Shorelines

	· Mrs
	Margaret
	Brooke
	–
	Professional Property Services Ltd.

	· Dr
	Wai Kwan
	Chan
	–
	Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce

	· Ms
	Loretta
	Chang
	–
	Bbluesky

	· Mr
	Stephen
	Chik
	–
	Kowloon-Canton Railway Corporation

	· Ms
	Cecilia
	Chu
	–
	Present Tense

	· Ms
	Annelise
	Connell
	–
	Clear The Air

	· Mr
	John
	Crawford
	–
	Canadian Chamber of Commerce 

	· Ms
	Dora
	Fu
	–
	Sustainable Development Unit

	· Mr
	Mishko
	Hansen
	–
	Present Tense

	· Mr
	Mike
	Kilburn
	–
	Kadoorie Farm & Botanic Garden

	· Dr
	Alvin
	Kwok
	–
	Hong Kong Christian Service / Hong Kong People’s Council for Sustainable Development

	· Mr
	Albert
	Lai
	–
	Hong Kong People’s Council for Sustainable Development / Representative of Citizen Envisioning @ Harbour

	· Mr
	Clement
	Lau
	–
	Hongkong Land Limited

	· Prof.
	Bernard
	Lim
	–
	Department of Architecture, Chinese University 

	· Mr
	Jonathan
	McKinley
	–
	Sustainable Development Unit

	· Mr
	Vincent
	Ng
	–
	AGC Design Ltd. / Convenor of Urban Design Alliance

	· Mr
	Stephen
	Tang
	–
	Architectural Services Department

	· Dr
	Thomas
	Tang
	–
	GML Consulting

	· Ms
	Edith
	Terry
	–
	Independent columnist

	· Dr
	Andrew
	Thomson
	–
	Business Environment Council

	· Ms
	Amanda
	Turnbull
	–
	South China Morning Post Publishers

	· Mr
	Raymond
	Wong
	–
	Planning Department

	· Ms
	Erica
	Wong
	–
	Housing, Planning and Lands Bureau 

	· Prof.
	Yeung
	Yue Man 
	–
	Chinese University of Hong Kong

	· Ms
	Aurea
	Yung
	–
	GML Consulting

	· Mr
	Paul
	Zimmerman
	–
	The Experience Group


Appendix F
Program Agenda for EnviroSeries Conference

	Keynote speaker:

· The Hon Mr. Michael Suen, Secretary for Housing, Planning and Lands, Housing, Planning and Lands Bureau 

Welcome address:

· Mr. Andrew Long, Chairman, Business Environment Council
Conference Chair:

· Mr. Paul Zimmerman, Principal, The Experience Group


	Session 1 (Transport Policy):

Speakers:

· Mr. K. K. Lau, Deputy Commissioner for Transport, Transport Department

· Prof. Bill Barron, Associate Professor, CUPEM, University of Hong Kong

· Mr. Sean O’Neill, Director of Communications, The Massachusetts Turnpike Authority – The Big Dig, Boston

· Mr. Fred Brown, CEO, MVA Group

Moderator:

· Mr. Albert Lai, Chairman, Hong Kong People’s Council for Sustainable Development & Representative of Citizen Envisioning @ Harbour



	Session 2 (Land Development and Land Use):

Speakers:

· Mr. Bosco Fung, Director of Planning, Planning Department

· Mr. Peter Alward, Former Deputy Director, Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, Sydney

· Mr. Peter Cookson-Smith, Director, Urbis Ltd.

Moderator:

· Mr. C. K. Lau, Executive Editor of Policy, South China Morning Post



	Session 3 (Implementation):

Speakers:

· Mr. John Chai, Director, Territory Development Department

· Mr. Vincent Ng, Convenor, Hong Kong Urban Design Alliance

· Mr. Richard Kwan, Environmental Manager, Kowloon-Canton Railway Corporation

Moderator:

· Mr. James Graham, Executive Director, Gammon Skanska Ltd.



	Session 4 (Institutional Arrangements):

Speakers:

· Mrs. Carrie Lam, Permanent Secretary for Planning and Lands, Housing, Planning and Lands Bureau 

· Prof. Bernard Lim, Associate Professor, Department of Architecture, Chinese University of Hong Kong

· Dr. Ng Mee Kam, Associate Professor, CUPEM, University of Hong Kong

· Mr. Andrew Beatty, Partner, Mallesons Stephens Jacques and legal advisor to the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, Sydney

Moderator:

· Dr. W. K. Chan, Senior Director – Business Policy, Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce 




Appendix G
Endorsement

The content of this report, which has resulted from the Design Hong Kong Harbour District study, has been endorsed by the following supporters:

	Name
	Affiliated Organisation

	· 
	

	· 
	


Appendix H
Feedback from Stakeholders on this Report

We present below the feedback received from stakeholders together with our responses for incorporation in Paper 6, the final summary report.

Comments received from a Government Department

	
	Comments

	1.
	There are 35 public access points along the harbour foreshore.


Comments received from a member of the Sustainable Development Breakfast Group

	
	Comments

	1.
	This Report is well written.  It covers almost all the essential aspects about the best ways to plan and develop the waterfront in Victoria Harbour.  The existing issues have been revealed and the possible adverse future impacts of the recent political saga – the so-called “protection of the harbour” – have been identified.

	2.
	This political saga is a misnomer.  Its interest is extremely narrow and misguided.  It is in fact not about the protection of the harbour at all; it is just “anti-reclamation”.  It fights against any reclamation to the detriment of everything else.

	3.
	Based on the definition in paragraphs 3.1 and 3.2 and illustrated in Figure 1 in the Report, to be exact the “harbour district” should be called the “harbour front district” or “harbour foreshore district”.  The idea of protecting the harbour should have covered planning, urban design and development matters over a much larger geographical area.  On urban design, for instance, it should also consider such phenomena as the erection of extremely tall buildings along the waterfront and, to some extent, in other parts of the urban areas blocking the views toward the otherwise breathe-taking urban townscape against the green hill backdrop from the other side of the harbour and from the boats and ships in the waters.  They also obstruct the view from high vantage points onto the harbour.  These views are the real natural assets.

	4.
	 In paragraph 4.1, the Report touches on one very undesirable impact of the Harbour Protection Ordinance.  This Ordinance is possibly one of the most ill-conceived piece of legislation ever enacted in Hong Kong.  Under this Ordinance, the court has ruled that, amongst other things, reclamations in the harbour are only allowed when there are “over-riding” reasons.  As the Report has pointed out elsewhere, this would mean that, other than reclamations for roads to solve problems obvious enough for everyone to understand, almost no reclamations would be permitted as it would be quite impossible to convince the court that the need of any reclamations for less tangible purposes is over-riding.  

	5.
	The unsatisfactory conditions along the existing waterfront are outlined in various parts in the Report.  In addition, one should also note that the present “waterfront” is dominated by vertical seawalls, dotted at many places by such unsightly features as large holes serving as outfalls for smelly sewage – a most ugly scene from the marine vessels in the harbour (including those taking our tourists for a harbour tour to admire our harbour scenery).  One of the purposes of the reclamations previously proposed by the Planning Department and others is to replace these ugly features with richly landscaped green sloping waterfront areas which can be used by the local and foreign tourists as recreation outlets, including sites for water-sports and other activities, and their associated facilities, exactly as suggested in the Report.  These have now been rendered impossible by the Ordinance and the court ruling.  

	6.
	How then can we beautify the harbour waterfront?  How can those good ideas in paragraph 5.3, section 6 and elsewhere in the Report materialize?  Suggestions such as removing the Space Museum and Museum of Arts and readjusting the land-use distribution along the waterfront, though noble, will probably remain as wishful thinking for a long time.  Can we ever educate the public, the court judges and the Society that there is an “over-riding” need to reclaim to beautify the waterfront and to make it really useful for the citizens and tourists?  This is, of course, also wishful thinking.

	7.
	 Paragraph 4.6 alleges that the government has always enjoyed a free hand in developing the harbour front.  This is not quite true.  Reclamations and land-uses on them (that is, the reasons for the reclamations) are subject to the provision in the Town Planning Ordinance and the Foreshore and Seabed (Reclamation) Ordinance.  Under these ordinances, not only relevant bodies (like the Town Planning Board) have to be satisfied.  People affected and people who do not like the proposals can also object.

	8.
	 Paragraph 6.21 is not true either.  When a town plan is published, anyone (including the grass-root communities) can object – and they do.  For town planning proposals of significance, such as major reclamations, public exhibitions are staged and public opinions are invited.  Planners also organize and attend meetings and similar events to explain and to hear comments.  

	9.
	 Paragraphs 6.14 and 6.15 mention submerged or depressed infrastructure, including roads.  This alternative for the road now proposed to be constructed on the Central and Wan Chai Reclamation was indeed investigated at length and in great depth by the professional people in the government before the present proposal was made.  It is physically impossible to submerge this road which has to link two existing high-level elevated roads (that is, Island East and Island West Corridors) and has to submerge deep enough to avoid the many cross-harbour tunnels and utilities on and below the seabed at that stretch of the waterfront.  There is simply insufficient horizontal spread to provide the necessary gradient.

	10.
	The last sentence in paragraph 6.2 is not a true picture of the situation.  All proposals on town plans are for the public to enjoy.  

	11.
	The institutional arrangements proposed in the Report will result in undesirable overlap of functions between the harbour authority and other statutory bodies, such as the Town Planning Board, whose remits cover the geographical and functional areas of the harbour authority and which also have statutory authority.  Too many cooks will spoil the broth.


Comments received from a Government Department.

	
	Comments

	1.2
	We understand that Papers 3 and 5 are still under preparation.

	3.1
	· “The Harbour Protection Ordinance” should be the “Protection of the Harbour Ordinance”.

· The Protection of the Harbour Ordinance (“PHO”) does not define the boundaries of the Victoria Harbour.  Instead, the harbour’s boundaries are defined by Schedule 3 of the Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance, Cap. 1:  “On the east – A straight line drawn from the westernmost extremity of Siu Chau Wan Point to the westernmost extremity of Ah Kung Ngam Point (sometimes known as Kung Am).  On the west – a straight line drawn from the westernmost point of Island of Hong Kong to the westernmost point of Green Island, thence a straight line drawn from the westernmost point of Green Island to the south-easternmost point of Tsing Yi, thence along the eastern and northern coast lines of Tsing Yi to the westernmost extremity of Tsing Yi and thence a straight line drawn true north therefrom to the mainland.”

	3.2
	Whilst the campaign adopted a “harbour district” from the outset, there is no such a thing as a “harbour district” under the current district administration, planning schemes or the outline zoning plan (“OZP”) system.  All land in the urban areas is divided into various OZPs and there is no OZP specially prepared for the harbour area.

	4.1
	It is not entirely accurate to say that reclamation of the Harbour was done mainly to cater for transport infrastructure.  To give readers a balanced view, it is suggested to replace the second sentence onward with “As a result of the evolving social and economic structure of Hong Kong and the changing public aspiration to protect and preserve the Victoria Harbour, some proposed further reclamation were not pursued or will be subject to review.  The Government has repeatedly announced that apart from Central Reclamation Phase III and the proposed reclamation schemes at Wan Chai North and Southeast Kowloon, there will be no further reclamation inside the Harbour limits.”

	4.5
	Readers should be updated with the information that the Court of Final Appeal (“CFA”), in its judgment of 9 January 2004, has provided a final interpretation of the presumption against reclamation under the PHO.  The judicial review on Central Reclamation Phase III (“CRIII”) has been settled while the Wan Chai Development Phase II is currently subject to review to ensure full compliance with CFA’s “overriding public need test”.

	4.6
	· Rather than saying that the Government has a free hand in developing the harbour foreshore and in the reclamation issue, the Government has in fact always considered the social, economic and environmental needs of the society in formulating land use plans to facilitate the development of Hong Kong, including land use planning at the harbour area.

· It would be fairer to replace such wordings as “to suit its purpose of creating more land for development and at the same time building infrastructure” with “as part of the territorial development strategy”

	5.2
	While it is agreed that there is the need to prioritize the use of the limited foreshore area for different purposes, it is exaggerating to say that existing foreshore is primarily used as a vehicular transport thoroughfare.  Planning Department has always been in close liaison with Transport Department in planning the land use of the harbour-front.  There is good integration among Government departments in deciding the land use of the harbour-front areas.  In the planning process, all factors are taken into consideration, not just the transport ones.

	6.1

2nd bullet point
	The Government has repeatedly announced that apart from CRIII and the proposed reclamation schemes at Wan Chai North and Southeast Kowloon, there will be no further reclamation inside the Harbour limits.  The proposed reclamation schemes at Wan Chai North and Southeast Kowloon are now being reviewed to ensure full compliance with the CFA “overriding public need test”.

	6.2
	It is unfair and incorrect to claim that land use planning is mainly driven by the needs of Government departments rather than for the enjoyment of the community.  In fact, it is misleading to distinguish “needs of Government departments” from “needs of the community”.  In the case of CRIII and WDII, the two kinds of needs are the same – urgent and essential transport needs.  Some such needs are community ones instead of the Government’s ones, e.g. facilities for the utilities, drainage systems, pumping stations, etc., it is only that Government has to provide them for the community.  In addition, we should not deny the functional significance of the harbour and activities such as cargo handling should also be catered for somehow.  It is fairer to call these community needs rather than the Government’s needs.

	6.7
	More planning and land issues have to be tackled before the existing Space Museum and Museum of Art can be removed to open up views from main roads.  First of all, the agreement of the user department, i.e., LCSD, should be sought, after which suitable reprovisioning sites would need to be identified. Such sites are difficult to come by given that these cultural facilities would require sites in the urban area which are highly accessible and which give the facilities a suitable cultural setting. Indeed, it is questionable whether there is a genuine need to relocate the Space Museum which is already a cultural icon of Hong Kong. The Space Museum is actually set back from the waterfront and is a low-rise building with a highly distinctive design. 

	6.9

1st bullet point

6.12
	Neither the PHO nor the CFA has specified that only reclamation for transport infrastructure can pass the “overriding public need test”.  In its judgment of 9 January 2004, the CFA laid down a final interpretation of the PHO and set out the “overriding public need test”.  According to the judgment, the statutory principle of protection and preservation of the Harbour is a strong and vigorous one.  The statutory presumption against reclamation in the Harbour is to implement the principle of protection and preservation.  It does not prohibit reclamation altogether.  As a presumption, it is capable of being rebutted once the “overriding public need test” is met.  It is wrong to say that transport infrastructure alone can pass the “overriding public need test”.

	6.11
	But there are also examples of harbour-front areas in Hong Kong that are highly accessible to residents and tourists, such as the waterfront promenades at Tsim Sha Tsui and Tsim Sha Tsui East and the Hong Kong Convention and Exhibition Centre Extension, Quarry Bay Park and the waterfront, Hung Hom, etc.  A balanced view should be provided to readers by including the successful examples.

	6.13
	It is incorrect to say that “traffic management measures appear to be secondary considerations” in the Government’s planning.  Take CRIII as an example, all alternative traffic management measures other than the construction of the Central – Wan Chai Bypass have been clearly examined, including –
· To fully utilize the Western Harbour Crossing

· Extension of the MTR to Kennedy Town

· Provision of hillside escalators from Central to Mid-levels

· Provision of bus-bus interchanges at the fringe areas of Central

· Restricting loading and unloading times in Central

· Adoption of Electronic Road Pricing

	6.14
	The proposal of imposing “a moratorium on development to maintain the intensity in relevant areas”, seems to be put forth too casually in such a report.  Definitely the idea has not been well thought through.  Under the existing system, all land use and relevant restrictions, such as building height restrictions and plot ratios, can be stipulated in OZPs and this has been proven effective.  It is also far more open and transparent than imposing “moratorium” by Government.  The due process set out under the Town Planning Ordinance under which members of the public can inspect and object to the plans has to be followed for any proposed changes to the land use and restrictions.



	6.16
	The “need for how the different grade environments merge and connect with the Harbour front” will be met by CRIII according to its present design.  In the future Central waterfront, three open space corridors – Statue Square Corridor comprising Historic and Open Space Corridors, Civic Corridor and Arts and Entertainment Corridor have been designed to bring pedestrians from the hinterland to the future waterfront.

	6.18
	The “pedestrian first” strategy has been adopted by the Government in planning, as shown in the case of CRIII where a waterfront promenade and pedestrian corridors connecting the promenade with the hinterland are planned.  The Government has not overlooked this strategy, as this paragraph may have suggested.

	6.19

3rd and 4th bullet points

6.23
	Some overseas cities have their harbour or port authorities, such as Sydney, Vancouver and Toronto.  These authorities are vested with the powers to purchase, sell, develop and manage land and to market harbour-related activities.  This mode of operation does not fit the existing circumstances in Hong Kong.  If such a harbour authority is to be implanted in Hong Kong, many existing legal, fiscal, land development and planning systems will have to be completed overhauled.  

	6.19

5th bullet point

6.24
	In general, the testing of all reasonable alternatives is a general practice adopted by the Government.  With regard to verification by independent experts, a recent example can be found in the further review of CRIII completed by the Government in April 2004.  The review has been endorsed by no less than 10 independent experts and 8 third-party endorsers from outside the Government.

	6.19

6th bullet point

6.25
	The HEC has been set up to foster community wide participation, including the business community, for idea formulation, planning and implementation at an early stage to ensure consensus and to avoid potential conflicts.



	6.20
	The delineation of OZP is not intended to prevent the functional coherence of different areas.  In fact, the major consideration of delineating OZP boundaries on the basis of district administration is to facilitate public consultation, especially with District Councils.  Whilst, on some rare occasions, such demarcation of OZP boundaries is not entirely in line with the functions and special characters of a particular area.  There is good integration among Government departments in deciding the land use of the harbour-front areas.

	6.21
	It is incorrect to say that the ways for the public to express their wishes in the planning process are limited.  It is also wrong that “the bodies consulted in the planning process are mainly political and professional parties”, although by the very nature of these bodies, their pressure on Government would be more significant, which is inevitable.  Under the existing system, plan-making and amendment processes are always gazetted for public inspection.  In addition, the newly formed Harbour-front Enhancement Committee (“HEC”) is open to listen to views expressed by the public regarding the planning and design of existing and new harbour-front areas.



	6.22
	The “Harbourfront Enhancement Committee” in line 4 should be “Harbour-front Enhancement Committee”.

	6.26

4th bullet point
	The Government has been closely engaged in a continuous dialogue with the community under the existing system including dialogues with District Councils and commercial stakeholders.  The setting up of the HEC will enhance this dialogue as the HEC membership list includes representatives from both sectors.


Comments from a Chamber of Commerce
Generally speaking, the above captioned paper is well researched, professional and quite accurately reflects the discussions and conclusions of the Designing Hong Kong Harbour (DHKH) initiative.

There are a number of comments that we feel should make to both strengthen the paper and also to enable it to be more widely accepted by government.

	
	Comments

	
	One of the key points raised by Peter Alward, ex Executive director of the Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority, was that the ongoing management of the harbour district (he termed it place management) is as important as the getting the planning right in the first place. Ongoing management would cover; attracting and choosing the appropriate tenants for harbour-side venues, marketing of the harbour activities, organizing and coordinating special activities and events such as fireworks, dragonboat festivals etc.

This point has not been included in the paper.

	1.3
	It was demonstrated quite clearly during the DHKH process that there are very few views of the harbour from the surrounding districts. These views would help to attract people to the harbour-front areas and allow the beauty of the harbour to be enjoyed from adjacent areas. An additional bullet point regarding this aspect could be added to this item.

	4.3 and 4.6
	These two items refer to peoples aspirations for the harbour having changed. How do we know that they have changed ? Were there earlier studies conducted ? If so, reference to these earlier studies should be added.

For example, it could be that the peoples aspirations for the harbour were the same in the 1970’s or 1980’s but that there was never a forum for people to be able to express themselves. It would be wise not to jump to conclusions to ensure the believability of the papers findings.

	5.1
	It is agreed that a key planning issue should be the inclusion of land around the harbour (ie the harbour district), and not just the harbour shoreline. This should be supported by more justifications than those stated. The justifications could include;

· Means of access to the harbour district.

· Population density control.

· The creation and distribution of areas of special activity adjacent to the harbour.

· The creation and management of support facilities to support the future uses.

· Control of building heights adjacent to the harbour.

The harbour district really needs to be studied as a whole.

	6.1
	We suggest to add a key point that was discussed during the DHKH initiative.

· As there will be no material reclamation in the future, existing government facilities that are currently on the harbour shoreline but could be relocated elsewhere, should be moved to allow the activation of the harbour for the community.

	Item 6.19 (First Bullet point).
	“Planning concepts, proposals and decisions should be community-led and evolve through a process underpinned by early and ongoing stakeholder engagement and consensus building”.

The use of the word “led” in this point seems to suggest that the community should generate the concepts and proposals for the harbour. Planning and design is a very complex issue because so many aspects need to balanced against (hopefully) visionary design principles. It is recommended that experts should carry out these concepts – but with the community in mind.

A suggestion could be to change the word “led” with “focused”.

	Item 6.19 (Third and Forth Bullet points)
	It is felt that the use of the word “must” with regard to the setting up of a statutory authority is much stronger than the conclusions coming out of the DHKH initiative.

The use of this word could also polarize/inflame many readers of the document from the government side - whereas we are trying to build consensus.

We recommend that the word “must” is amended to “would be recommended to” to allow a better acceptance of the paper.

	6.1
	Suggest amending “really required” to “recommended” for the same reasons stated in Item 6.19 above regarding the use of the word “must”.

The use of the word “potential” in front of “Harbour District Authority” would also assist.

	7.6
	Suggest the addition of  “and ongoing management” at the end of the last sentence.


Appendix I.  
Letter to HEC dated June 17, 2004 from the BEC


Chairman and Members of the 

Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

c/o The Secretariat of the Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Housing, Planning and Lands Bureau
18/F Murray Building
Garden Road
Central, Hong Kong

Tel: (852) 2126 7272
Fax: (852) 2868 4530

Email: enquiry@harbourfront.org.hk
Honorable Chairman and Colleagues,

Re: First meeting, harbour tour, and various documents submitted

The business community has a strong interest in ensuring that we maximize the potential of Victoria Harbour. Key is the sustainable development of the foreshore with the following objectives:

· To increase Hong Kong's capacity for entertaining residents and attracting more tourists to spend more time and money;

· To be the premier address for Asia’s corporate headquarters and that of the global leaders in the financial and business services industry – a mainstay of our economy. 

The foreshore is currently underdeveloped and is primarily used as a vehicular transport thoroughfare. The limited land available is dominated, and increasingly so, by surface and elevated roads. This means that little land is available for developing the foreshore and that the road infrastructure greatly limits pedestrian access to the harbour-front.

With reclamation no longer a material option, great care and coordinated effort is required to ensure we create a sustainable and vibrant foreshore, and an active harbour.

With a multitude of views represented on the Harbour-front Enhancement Committee (HEC) we trust that the advice and ideas generated by members of the HEC will be considered crucial cues for resolving conflicting requirements, especially between individual departments within Government.

We look forward to participation by all members of the HEC as equal stakeholders, and that there will be a genuine search for optimal and sustainable solutions, not merely justifications of prior decisions.


To this effect, we do expect that the work and effort expended by the unofficial members at no pay and entirely out of their concern for the betterment of Hong Kong, will be honored with a true and transparent review of all alternative options and that the official member organizations will provide ample resources to support all reasonable requests by the unofficial members. 

Under such circumstances, one may equally expect full support from the unofficial members in engaging the stakeholder communities they represent in planning, decision-making and implementation. We certainly undertake to engage the business community in this regard.

In response to the various documents submitted during the first meeting and during the Harbour Tour, we attach the following submissions:

A. Modus Operandi

B. Guiding Assumptions and Principles For Harbour-front Enhancement

C. Southeast Kowloon Development Planning and Engineering Review

D. Central Reclamation III

E. Wanchai Development Phase II Study

F. Eastern Island Corridor

G. Harbour and Waterfront Plan Review, Harbour Agency and Community Engagement

H. Quick Enhancement Projects

Finally, we look forward to schedule a time and create an opportunity for the presentation of the findings from Designing Hong Kong Harbour District to the Harbour-front Enhancement Committee, and have proposed to table the final report, and present the findings at the coming meeting on July 8th 

The findings are the outcome of a research and consensus building exercise on the guiding principles for sustainable planning of a world-class harbour district.

Yours sincerely,

Business Environment Council

[image: image2.jpg]



Dr Andrew L. Thomson

Chief Executive Officer

Submission by the Business Environment Council 

To: Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Re: Modus Operandi

Date: June 15, 2004

1. SUB – COMMITTEES: We recommend that in addition to Sub-committees focused on Wanchai, SEK and the Harbour Plan, that additional Sub-committee specifically focus on a. Community Participation, b. Foreshore Authority and Institutional Arrangements, c. An Active Harbour (use of the harbour itself).

2. REPRESENTATION: To ensure expediency, we request that unofficial member organizations can appoint alternate members to represent the relevant organization on the HEC and the various sub-committees. Our time is provided free and in addition to our regular work commitments. This arrangement will facilitate providing ongoing and quality input in the work of the HEC and the various projects. As the representative of the business sector, we certainly have an interest in ensuring appropriate participation at all times in all sub-committees.

3. GUIDING PRINCIPLES: Prior to separating the work at hand in different work groups, we request that a process is agreed on to build consensus among the HEC members on the overall principles and objectives of the work of the Harbour-front Enhancement Committee. As a starting point we recommend:

a. The Harbour Planning Principles identified in the Harbour Plan and previously published by the Town Planning Board

b. The Urban Design and Landscaping Principles identified in the Harbour Plan

c. The principles established by CE @ H

d. The 21 measures of success published by Designing Hong Kong Harbour District

e. The findings and recommendations by Designing Hong Kong Harbour District, a 6-month research and consensus building exercise on the guiding principles for sustainable planning of a world-class harbour district.

f. To this effect, we recommend a workshop for members of the HEC to review the above sets of principles, and agree the final guiding principles for the work of the HEC. The workshop to may include presentations by the proponents of the above sets of principles.

Submission by the Business Environment Council 

To: Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Re: Guiding Assumptions and Principles for Harbour-front Enhancement

Date: June 15, 2004

Guiding Assumptions

1. With the Harbour Protection Ordinance in place and the water quality improving, the key issue is no longer the harbour but the foreshore, i.e., the land immediately connected with the harbour.

2. Hong Kong will need to build capacity to handle an estimated 70 million tourist trips and 9.2 million residents by 2030.

3. Hong Kong is destined to be Asia's world city for global financial and business services that, together with tourism, form the mainstay of our economy.

4. The  foreshore of Victoria Harbour defines our global brand image and is an invaluable asset in building this capacity.

B. Guiding Principles for Harbour-front Enhancement

5. Physical Access – A ‘pedestrian first’ strategy is required with a goal of ensuring ample, convenient and liberal access to the foreshore areas. With the harbour naturally at grade, a rethink of grade separation of various modes of traffic is needed. Rather than a simple ‘City-in-the-sky’ concept, an integrated multiple grade living, working and transport approach is needed with an absolute preference for depressed or sub-merged transport infrastructure. In general, open-air at-grade crossings are preferred to ensure convenience as well as  visual access to the harbour. Wide underground passages such as to the Central Star Ferry (and wider) are preferred over for example the crossings under Salisbury road. Most of the current elevated walkways over road works in the foreshore are limited in function and inconvenient, especially for invalids and elderly. Walkway systems need to be developed further, fully integrated with indoor and open-air podiums, to provide the necessary capacity for pedestrian mobility in the key foreshore areas, including Tsimshatsui. But such elevated environment can’t replace the need for a high-quality at-grade environment, and great care is needed for how the different grade environments merge and connect with the harbour-front.

6. Visual Access – Open corridors with visual access to our harbour and the spectacular views of the surrounding city are needed from as many points as possible. Where possible structures can be removed to open up views from tourism districts. In this regards, a long-term goal could be the removal of the Space Museum and Museum of Art to open up the views from Nathan Road and The Peninsula.

7. Vibrancy – More than enhancement or beautification with trees and benches, vibrancy is about the availability of entertainment, retail, food & beverage, hospitality, accommodation, arts, culture, sports, in addition to open space such as parks and promenades. Commercial zoned land is needed annex public land and facilities, and new procedures for licenses and permits are needed for the establishment and operation of commercial ventures on public land.

8. Affordable vibrancy – Tourists will follow the residents (note Stanley, Temple Street, and Sai Kung Waterfront). Care must be given to ensure that development of the foreshore does not preclude free or affordable ‘vibrancy’. Critical is a new attitude towards licencing stalls, vendors, entertainers and others on public land and facilities. Mixed usage – not just high-end tourist facilities is key.

9. Activation – With the exception of one private yacht club and Queen’s Pier, there is no public access to the water itself. In fact, in many places it is even forbidden to fish. Public marinas, boat clubs, shelters, moorings, piers, launches, and boat storage facilities are required east of the Star Ferry piers along both sides of the harbour, to allow the public to  access the water for leisure activities. More over, competitive water sports events such as sailing, boating, rowing, and Dragon Boat Races as well as the preparation and training for these events, will add life and excitement and draw people to the foreshore. 

10. Space – There is no material new land to be added. Clear choices will need to be made on land-use between property development, surface/elevated transport infrastructure, and public open space. Given the limited space available and the domination by transport infrastructure, reducing the ‘footprint’ (and ‘waterprint’) of surface and elevated roads in the foreshore is logical and critical. The consequence of this is that more money will be needed for re-engineering existing corridors. Failing to increase capacity further, traffic volume must be strictly managed including a moratorium on development to maintain or reduce the traffic flows into  certain areas. 

11. The Harbour Protection Ordinance – It may appear that under the current interpretation of the Harbour Protection Ordinance, only reclamation for transport infrastructure can pass the 'overriding public needs test'. If proven true, and especially when combined with the current process whereby the lowest cost engineering solutions are applied, this will lead to a sterile waterfront, a harbour without activity, and a foreshore consisting of only transport infrastructure. This threat is real and present as demonstrated in the latest submissions to LegCo of plans regarding Route 4. A clear policy is required from all Departments to steer Hong Kong away from this scenario.

12. Transport modes - Current financing and ownership models for the different modes of transport favor vehicular traffic. A sustainable development of the foreshore, and the evaluation of all reasonable alternatives, must therefore specifically include a review of the modal split and related policies.

13. Process and Independent Experts - A clear process needs to be agreed for the testing of all reasonable alternatives, including the appointment of Independent Experts required for such reviews by the HEC. This will ensure that reviews are truly independent rather than a promotion of existing plans or prevailing views of certain Departments.

14. Public Participation - Community wide participation, including the business community, is required for idea formulation, planning and implementation to ensure that there is consensus on mature solutions, and that the potential for conflict is reduced. For such consultations to be genuine, early involvement, including with setting the agenda and briefs, is required.

15. Institutions – It is strongly recommended that foreshore development is placed with a statutory body such as a ‘Foreshore Authority’ with a board composed of different stakeholders, full ownership of land, ultimate control and power over all facilities and infrastructure within its domain, and with clear guidelines on consultation, participation, adjudication, mediation and appeals. 

Submission by the Business Environment Council 

To: Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Re: Southeast Kowloon Development Planning and Engineering Review (SEK)

Date: June 15, 2004

The brief for SEK must recognize that this area is the only 'virgin' land within Victoria Harbour. The designated land-use and function must therefore take into account of the need for shifting planned developments to reduce intensity and density in other areas. Examples include new financial and commercial offices, government offices and conferencing/exhibition facilities, which are currently planned for Central and Wanchai.

SEK is the only area without major surface or elevated transport infrastructure limiting visual or physical access to the harbour front – this must be safeguarded and explored as a high value asset.

For the longer term, consideration should be given to submerging and depressing the current Kwun Tong Bypass to stimulate the redevelopment of Kwun Tong and Kowloon Bay together with the Kai Tak area.

The review must include at least consider the possibility of reducing the current land mass as well as lengthening the harbour-front to provide a more interesting coastline and land form.

The review must include the need for public amenities which facilitate activation of the harbour itself, including boat clubs, piers, moorings, board walks, and others which enable the public to store and launch boats, enjoy fishing, or otherwise use the harbour as they see fit.

Reviewing the current draft of the brief and the specified tender procedure (which normally leads to acceptance of the lowest cost bidder), special care must be given to ensure that the review is foremost a strategic planning study.

We recommend that Kai Tak be granted to a Harbour or Foreshore Authority, responsible for the planning, development and management of the area. 

Submission by the Business Environment Council 

To: Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Re: Central Reclamation III (CR3)

Date: June 15, 2004

1. We understand the urgency of providing capacity for the vehicular traffic related to IFC2 and the Four Seasons Hotel. We recommend though that the designs for P2 and related transport infrastructure is reviewed and agreed with HEC. We specifically urge that P2 is engineered in such a way as to minimize obstruction to pedestrian traffic.

2. Given the review of Wanchai, and the observations made earlier, we urge the relevant Departments to ensure that the engineering of CR III currently underway does not preclude other alternative transport policies and infrastructure for Wanchai and Causeway Bay. In cases where alternatives for transport infrastructure in Wanchai and Causeway Bay are limited because of engineering constraints in existence at CR3, then these should be identified at once.

3. Given the impact of land-use on CR3 and adjacent areas on the need for surface roads, we request that these plans are reviewed and agreed with HEC. Specifically we recommend a review of the location of major new traffic contributors such as the Groundscraper, the Government Offices planned for Tamar, and the Extension of the Convention and Exhibition Center.

Submission by the Business Environment Council 

To: Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Re: Wanchai Development Phase II Study (WII)

Date: June 15, 2004

4. The review of the CWB, P2 and IEC link requires a new set of parameters for the design brief, including minimizing the aggregate footprint of transport infrastructure and improving harbour-front access. Moreover, review of reasonable alternatives should include the planned intensity, the volume of trips, the modal split and the trip assignment, plus any specific design brief objectives. The base line option should be maintaining or reducing the existing intensity and density in both the new and existing foreshore as well as adjacent areas.

5. Further to submissions by HEC member, Dr. W.K. Chan, and the representative of CE @ H, we support the need for a comprehensive sustainable development review of Hong Kong Island North including land-use, transport policy and infrastructure. 

6. The objectives should include among others to:

i. Improve the Hong Kong Island foreshore as a world class environment for tourists and residents;

ii. Mitigate the current shortcomings of Wanchai North, pedestrian linkages, foreshore, and harbour-front;

iii. Minimize the footprint of surface and elevated infrastructure, including a possible re-engineering of existing road infrastructure;

iv. Improve visual and physical pedestrian access to and along the harbour;

v. Minimize the need for reclamation;

vi. Create generous opportunities for people to enjoy the harbour-front with mixed ‘vibrancy’ – from free, to affordable, to luxurious;

vii. Accommodate all alternative modes of transport including train, ferry, helicopter, and others;

viii. Ensure public access to the harbour itself;

ix. Ensure sustainable vehicular mobility both with infrastructure and transport management systems;

x. Review the possibility of lengthening the harbour-front to provide a more interesting urban form. 

7. At a minimum WII must be reviewed together with land-use plans and policies for Central, Wanchai and Causeway Bay, the impact on transport demand and an analysis of how changes in these plans and policies may impact possible needs for reclamation, and meet the overall guiding principles. Specifically we recommend a review of the location of major new traffic contributors such as the Groundscraper, the Government Offices planned for Tamar, and the Extension of the Convention and Exhibition Center.

8. The review should not shy away from studying the possibility of re-engineering existing infrastructure including identifying the cost and benefit of making changes to Connaught Road and the Happy Valley/Harbour Tunnel interchange (even if that requires temporary reclamation for a temporary road-deck).

Submission by the Business Environment Council 

To: Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Re: Eastern Island Corridor

Date: June 15, 2004

Prior to final decisions on extending the elevated Eastern Island Corridor to Wanchai, or finalizing the decision on the Eastern Island Corridor and Central-Wanchai Bypass Link, we strongly suggest  a full assessment of the cost and benefits of submerging the Eastern Island Corridor.

The new tunnel can be built north of the current road works, and once completed, the elevated road can be demolished and replaced with land ready for both development and public amenities.

Submission by the Business Environment Council 

To: Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Re: Harbour and Waterfront Plan Review, Harbour Agency and Communty Engagemement

Date: June 15, 2004

Harbour and Waterfront Plan Review

9. We welcome the ‘Harbour and Waterfront Plan’ review. We believe though that the term ‘enhancement’, design and improvement schemes’ understates the development and re-engineering work required.

10. The Planning Study on the Harbour and its Waterfront Areas was a comprehensive study, which clearly identified a wide range of opportunities. Key shortcomings include:

· Failure to identify that tourists will follow residents;

· The need for organic development;

· The need to re-engineer road works;

· That the entire ‘harbour district’ between East and West tunnel is a cluster for tourism and related facilities;

· That there is no natural coastline, and that the existing coastline requires improvement;

· That the continuous promenade concept and various urban design principles identified have been in existence for quite some time, the promenade was first envisaged in 1972, and that the key is to rectify the system failures in delivering on these principles

· That an active harbour requires boating facilities, piers, moorings, ramps, club houses, storage facilities and others to facilitate usage of the harbour itself.

  Harbour Agency/Authority

11. We strongly recommend a separate sub-committee and a seminar or conference – including the academic, legal and property stakeholders - to review the various possible models for a Harbour Agency/Authority and to discuss the merits of each for Hong Kong, as a means of fast-tracking the decision on the establishment of the Agency/Authority.

Community Engagement Programme

12. We strongly support a well-funded, well-promoted and planned community engagement programme. It appears that the current programme is somewhat ambitious – specifically the consultation of HEC will need a dedicated workshop to ensure the principles have been well identified. To this effect we recommend that the a presentation by ‘Designing Hong Kong Harbour District’ is arranged to HEC and Town Planning Board, with a subsequent discussion on the key principles for our work.

Submission by the Business Environment Council 

To: Harbour-front Enhancement Committee

Re: Quick Enhancement Projects

Date: June 15, 2004

  
Following are comments on the quick enhancement projects, and suggestions for new ones.

Our view is that the projects should meet the guiding principles outlined separately, should be sustainable, and where possible should generate jobs and profits.

1. Tsimshatsui Promenade

a. Reclaim or deck the 'inland water' between the Tsimshatsui promenade and the Intercontinental hotel to create more useable space.

b. Re-engineer the back of the Museum of Art, the restaurant facilities of the Cultural Centre and the various ponds, to create restaurants and bars with outdoor seating facing the harbour.

c. Create visual access to the harbour and the surrounding city for pedestrians on the main roads (Salisbury Road, Nathan Road, etc).

d. Restore a wide at-grade pedestrian crossing over Salisbury Road in front of The Peninsula Hotel.

e. Depress the Salisbury Road surface to facilitate a low pedestrian deck to cross over to the harbour-front.

2. Tamar

a. Facilitate a semi-permanent venue on Tamar for events and entertainment.

3. Cargo Bay Handling Areas

a. Facilitate temporary usage of the previous cargo handling areas in Wanchai for the enjoyment of the public, as well as any other open space available pending development around the harbour.

b. Make the helicopter pier open to all helicopter services and improve access and directions from Excelsior Hotel and the Police Club.

4. Victoria Park

a. Open up access and provide signage to the stairs to the leading waterfront via Victoria Park (currently closed with a fence).

5. Sheung Wan Harbour Front

a. Access is a significant problem

b. The possibility of wide underpasses or other alternatives need to be considered

c. In addition to park amenities, we recommend a commercial venue operation, including possibly facilities such as X-Games Park, pavilions, etc.

6. Outlying Island Ferry Piers 

a. They are too remote to become an attraction on their own.

b. An integrated review of the area is required.

c. The entire pedestrian commute to the Central and Outlying Island Ferry Piers must be addressed

d. Consideration must be given to allow temporary market and/or stalls in the area.

7. Central Reclamation 3

a. Turn the hoardings of CR3 into an art project.

b. Provide more comprehensive information on timing, progress, etc both on site and on the web.

8. Quarry Bay Park

a. Provide wide under pass for access to Quarry Bay Park from Taikoo Shing playground

b. Make land available for public boating club, and construct pier and other facilities.

9. The Hung Hom Waterfront

a. Hung Hom has ample space for ‘vibrancy’– with a range of possible facilities, for day and night time, with suitable amenities and commercial operations 

b. Hung Hom has space for ‘harbour activation’ – with a boating club, pier, launch and mooring facilities.

10. West Kowloon

a. Ensure an affordable ‘vibrancy’ with a flexible approach licensing to allow street artists and commercial stalls.

11. General

a. Remove the "no fishing" signs anywhere and everywhere along the harbour-front.

b. Remove unsightly fences and barriers to the harbour, and relocate temporary storage areas to less valuable locations.

c. Facilitate temporary usage of open land around the harbour, which is pending development in the future.

� Planning Study on the Harbour and its Waterfront Areas (February 2003), Metroplan Review (March 2003), Hong Kong 2030 (ongoing) and Urban Design Guidelines for Hong Kong (November 2002).
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