Urban Renewal Srategy (URS) Review
Public Engagement Stage
Gist of Public Forum Discussion

Date: 38 May 2009 (Saturday)
Time: 2:30p.m. — 5:00p.m.
Venue: Hong Kong Heritage Discovery Centre, Kawld?ark, Haiphong Road,

Tsim Sha Tsui, Kowloon

No. of participants: 53 (including 2 members ofé&siteg Committee, 2 from Development

Bureau and 5 from URA)

Ms. Sandra S.C. Mak of A-World Consulting Ltd., {nablic engagement consultant, briefly
introduced the background of URS Review and majscussion topics. Subsequently, Dr.
C.K. Law, senior lecturer of Department of Socialo/ and Social Administration,
University of Hong Kong, was invited to moderate tbublic discussion. The key points of
discussion were as follows:

Gist of public discussion

The vision and scope of urban renewal

For the vision of urban renewal, many participacwsisidered that whether the
residents could enjoy the fruits of renewal and“fheople-centred” approach employed
in the Urban Renewal Strategy (URS) are the mopbmant issues. They believed that
the URS review should not only be led by economierests, but should place the
long-term benefit of Hong Kong first together wibcial interests. On the other hand,
there were participants who pointed out that thesiat problem of urban renewal was
that Hong Kong people treated old properties asria redevelopment projects only in
a utilitarian manner. The Government also appe&oetdave a similar attitude, thus
worsening the problem.

Regarding the scope and scale of renewal projsotse participants considered
that it was better to have redevelopment in smatmpe and scale. For instance, a
small-scale redevelopment project with a singlddmg block which did not involve
redevelopment of the whole district or street couhihimize the impact on the
completeness and sustainability of the social ndkw@n the other hand, large-scale
redevelopment plans might bring about negative otgpdo the owners of small
businesses or even strangle opportunities for keasistart-ups. In addition, there were



opinions that less redevelopment projects shoulcbbeéed out.

On the other hand, some other participants doutbt&tdsmall-scale redevelopment
could hardly achieve comprehensive urban renewlaéyTconsidered that the “4Rs”
strategy of urban renewal should be integrated ramtewed at district level and that
redevelopment should be carried out under the rididbased” approach so as to
facilitate the comprehensive and healthy develogrokthe district.

4Rs strateqy of urban renewal

Redevelopment

Some participants pointed out that the currentveld@ment projects destroyed the
social network. Therefore, community regeneratibousd be considered first before
redevelopment. They believed that old buildingsusthdoe graded and only dilapidated
buildings should warrant redevelopment. The definitand criteria of “dilapidation”
should also be established. The reasons and arf@riredevelopment should be made
known to the public. There were also suggestioasttie proportion of redevelopment in
the 4Rs should be reduced to 25%.

Rehabilitation

Some participants pointed out that the Governménotlsl encourage owners to
rehabilitate and refurbish buildings for the pugpad sustainable development of Hong
Kong. Buildings with good quality should not be ddished early. Many opined that
owners should be responsible for building mainteeaand the Government should
regulate the maintenance matters by legislation.

There were suggestions that the Government couldblesh a “Maintenance
Authority” to provide technical advice and fundibg owners on maintenance. Some
concerned about the way that the Government anériJRenewal Authority (URA)
handled the projects which might influence residewishes on building rehabilitation
indirectly. Taking the projects of Graham Streetl &taunton Street as examples, the
participants expressed that some owners lackethteative to carry out rehabilitation
after the districts where they lived were announaededevelopment target areas, thus
deteriorating the living environment. Therefore, pgemature announcement of
redevelopment plans would have negative effectsutiding rehabilitation.



Some patrticipants pointed out that it might nottme best arrangement to carry out
rehabilitation only. They also doubted that soma-owners made a loud appeal for
rehabilitation simply because they did not neeldgar any responsibility.

Preservation

Some participants were concerned that the Governstesuld preserve not only
the buildings, but also the social network.

Integrated review
Some participants welcomed a comprehensive reviédwthe URS by the
Development Bureau. They also believed that 4RsldHme integrated and considered at

district level in order to benefit most of the sthklders.

Role of stakeholders (Public and private sep#oticipation and owner participation in
redevelopment)

The participants considered that the affected gmuifie. residents or tenants) should
have the right to decide on redevelopment. Somgesigd that the Government should
encourage and support owners on the issue of maimte. The mechanism of
redevelopment should also be discussed.

Regarding the work of URA, some participants coa®d that there was a lack of
regulation. The URS did not have a constitutionallegal status and there was no
disciplinary mechanism to check and balance URABkwAIso, some pointed out that
URA should carry out urban renewal in public instr&€ommercial benefits should not
be the sole concern and transparency should bdaireed.

Some participants pointed out that the then Lamdelbpment Corporation and
subsequently the URA had been established for 20syebut there was still no
improvement in urban decay. URA should be dissoteegllow other organisations to
carry out the concerned projects. There were opgimn the overlapping functions of
URA and other government departments such as BggdDepartment and Housing
Authority. URA should not be responsible for hogsimelfare policies and there was a
need to improve the accountability and transparesfcgll organisations. Some also
considered that redevelopment projects should veedaout by private developers.



Some participants did not wish URA to compete fedavelopment projects on
behalf of developers. Many participants considettest the role of URA should be
changed from an active implementation agent tccaitetor and arbitrator. In so doing,
URA would be able to facilitate rehabilitation adevelopment by private developers
and owners, assist redevelopment through assemlggoperty ownership and provide
legal and financial assistance, etc.

Moreover, some opined that URA could identify rofon improvement by carrying
out SWOT (Strength, Weaknesses, Opportunities dndats) or similar analysis. The
actual functions of URA could be identified by camnpg the similarities and
differences between URA and the private market.

Public Engagement

Concerning public engagement, some participantsedathat meaningful public
engagement should involve not only a few publicufes or consultation, but also
comprehensive and continuous community participat® participant quoted a study
undertaken after a riot in London in 1981 and peinbut that should the Government
not allow the masses to participate in communignping effectively, the society would
remain unstable. As such, the Government shoulde haescribed policies so that
people would have the chance, the right and theuress to participate in community
planning, thus paving the way for implementatiorefééctive public engagement policy.

Compensation and rehousing policy

Some participants welcomed the acquisition caroetl by URA, which allowed
owners to receive compensation. Some particip&otsever, mentioned the difficulties
encountered by residents and tenants in past riegenent projects. For example, the
locals in Tai Kok Tsui rented new shops after redigement but their businesses were
never the same again. As a result, they suffergid trent and their quality of life had
not been improved. Similarly, the businesses ore&&ers’ Street’ in Mong Kok could
hardly be continued after redevelopment. Thereftine, participants considered that
further discussion should be carried out and “fiteitflat” and “shop-for-shop” exchange
mechanism should be implemented so as to enablétt@ts and owners to choose
instead of forcing them to move out or rehousingnthcompulsorily. Some noted that
there had been discussions on this approach ipdbke but it was never implemented.
They believed that “flat-for-flat” and *“shop-for-sph” arrangement could prevent
building costs from going up unreasonably and tesul social harmony. Some



participants suggested allocating a number of eegidl flats in the district for on-site
rehousing to preserve the social network.

Moreover, some participants considered it unfamt tbnder the current policy,
owners did not have the right to make a bid or tiaggon the amount of compensation.
All properties, no matter whether they were forf-secupation or for lease, should
entitle the same amount of compensation.

Social impact assessment and community sermareds

Regarding the social impact assessment (SIA), s@aicipants opined that
irrespective of the assessment result, URA coufadlyafp resume properties under the
Lands Resumption Ordinance and the owners woulé tawnove out. The SIA hence
could not reflect the impact of redevelopment aralaesidents and it in turn became an
evidence in support of redevelopment. Moreover, esgrarticipants pointed out that
currently no government department was respongddieaeviewing the methods and
results of the SIA. The first phase of the asseasmvas not open to the public, and the
guestionnaires were further simplified such thavais doubtful whether the assessment
could come to a reliable and comprehensive cormtusihere were also opinions
supporting that the SIA should cover the wholergtistather than the affected residents
only. Quoting the example of Sai Wan, the partiotpapointed out that although the
redevelopment involved a small area only, many obain stores were attracted to the
vicinity of the project, which greatly affect theuaity and way of life of the entire
district.

At the forum, URAS representative clarified thdldaving on the conduct of the
(SIA):

(1) The first phase of the SIA was translated asnopen’ in Chinese.
However, this simply meant that there would be merviews with each of
the households under this phase. The report wailldbe submitted to
Town Planning Board (TPB), and would be vetted Ine trelevant
government department. However, unlike the trafipact assessment, the
SIAs were not required to meet statutory standard.

(i) Regarding the scope of the questionnairegakstions were devised based
on the requirements in the URS.

(i)  All data / cases collected in the SIA werelie followed up by the social
service teams.



Regarding the social service teams, there weresvibat they should be detached
from URA and operate independently.

Some patrticipants opined that without tracking Esidthe Government was unable
to keep track of the residents after their moving-e.g. whether they stayed in the same
district and whether there was improvement in tloggiality of life. The Government
therefore had little idea of whether the existiagavelopment mechanism could enable
the local residents to enjoy the benefits of rettpraent. Some considered that
confidentiality agreements between URA and resglatgo hindered the implementation
of tracking studies by community organisations. UR#&presentative stated that URA
had launched a tracking study for the Hai Tan $fegect which was well-received by
tenants, yet most owners did not wish to be in&aveid. URA would continue to follow
up with the residents.

Financial arrangement

Some participants pointed out that the method a@fkiasing plot ratio and floor area
to encourage redevelopment might not be able teeaehhe aim of sustainable urban
renewal.

Others

Some participants expressed that urban renewdld coot be separated from
housing and planning policies. Under the curregfanisation of the policy bureaux,
these two policy areas were under the purview ef Brevelopment Bureau and the
Transport and Housing Bureau respectively. Thisaryement affected the actual
implementation and planning. Others pointed out titamatter how comprehensive the
URS might be, it was still influenced by the TPBeTTPB should therefore be reviewed
together with the URS.

Moreover, some participants hoped that the Goventiz@uld provide assistance to
residents so that the latter would have an oppiytua experience fair and affordable
legal proceedings, as they would be under extremiglly pressure when dealing with
legal issues.

Some participants wished that public consultatioosild be carried out with
adequate background information including, for egkanthe supply and demand of
housing in Hong Kong, the definition and natureudfan decay and the area concerned



(including the whereabouts of the 225 urban rengwajects); the performance of the
private sector in urban renewal; the views of URW ghe Government on URS and the
problems they faced, as well as the improvemeretg Would like to see.

A-World Consulting Limited
June 2009

-- End --



Urban Renewal Strategy (URS) Review
Public Engagement Stage
Gist of Public Forum Discussion 2

Date: 18" July, 2009 (Saturday)

Time: 2:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.

Venue: Room 101, The Boys’ and Girls’ Clubs Association of
Hong Kong, 3 Lockhart Road, Wan Chai, Hong Kong

Number of Participants: 91 (including 2 members of the Steering Committee,

also 2 representatives from the Development Bureau
and 7 from the Urban Renewal Authority present as
observers N 1

Moderator: Hon Fred Li Wah-ming, JP

Ms. Sandra S.C. Mak of A-World Consulting Ltd., the public engagement consultant,
briefly introduced the background of the URS Review and major discussion topics.
The registered speakers were invited to give public presentations. Special thanks
were offered to the collaborating organisations, which included the Central and
Western District Council, the Wan Chai District Council and the Housing
Management Working Group of Eastern District Council. The key points were as

follows:
Gist of Public Presentations

Presentation 1
Topic: The Role of URA
Speaker: Mr. Topher Wong

The speaker pointed out that Urban Renewal Authority (URA) used the Land
Resumption Ordinance to carry out urban redevelopment, and partnered with the
developers and shared the profit with them afterwards. He questioned that URA was
transferring wealth to the developers. He compared the urban renovation in Guang
Zhou with the urban redevelopment in Hong Kong. The affected residents in Guang
Zhou could choose cash compensation, relocation on-site or outside the district.
This reflected a humanised approach which URA should take into consideration. The

' The observers are the representatives of the Development Bureau and the Urban Renewal

Authority. They are present to listen to the opinions and clarify or supplement certain facts and

information. Their comments would not be regarded as valid opinions.



speaker also criticised some of the redevelopment projects like Vision City, which

obstructed local creative initiatives and development.

Presentation 2
Topic: Citizen Participation and Community-led Development

Speaker: Mr. Desmond Sham, Community Cultural Concern

The speaker opined that public engagement meant empowering the public and the
community. When the Government released its decision making power and
increased the right of participation, the society could reach a higher degree of public
engagement. Public engagement embraced information sharing, consultation,
collective decision making, collective actions and a supportive and independent
community driven planning model etc. The speaker criticised that even information

sharing was not good enough in Hong Kong.

The speaker took the case of Cooper Square, the first community planning initiative in
New York in the 60’s, as an example to illustrate “bottom-up” advocacy planning.
At that time the government was planning to demolish 11 buildings in Cooper Square.
Due to community resistance, 5 buildings could be preserved and the remaining 6
buildings were demolished and redeveloped in different phases. Also, most of the
residents could be rehoused in the same district. The inspiration from this case was
that we should stop redevelopment and focus more on rehabilitation and revitalisation.
We could develop a sustainable community and democratise the planning process.
The Government should coordinate and facilitate different stakeholders in order to

achieve a “community-led” planning model.

Presentation 3
Topic: Strange Phenomena under URA’s Compensation Policy

Speaker: Ms. Roxanne Wan

The speaker used the example of her relative who had properties in Sham Shui Po to
demonstrate that the current compensation for the owners of tenanted residential
properties could not cover rehousing expenditures, especially when the owner needed
to pay the rehousing decoration fees, stamp duty, commission, insurance premium and
counsel fees, etc. Currently it was not civilised that the URA could acquire the
properties compulsorily. The URA should provide more options to the affected

residents (e.g. flat for flat).



Presentation 4
Topic: Big Market, Small Government
Speaker: Mr. Tony Lam

The speaker pointed out that the Chief Executive Donald Tsang Yam-Kuen indicated
we should pursue the principle of “big market, small government”. However URA
was actually pursuing the principle of “big government, small market”. The speaker
used his company’s experiences in Ma Tau Kok Road and Hai Tan Street to compare
the acquisition processes carried out by private developers and the URA. (1) The
private developers could offer a higher and uniform acquisition price and handled the
process in a sincere manner. Thus the acquisition process was relatively smooth.
URA instead used a relatively low price to perform the acquisition in Hai Tan Street.
(2) Private developers needed to assemble at least 90% of the ownership before they
could apply for compulsory purchase; however URA’s power was excessive as it was
not subject to this constraint. (3) The affected residents could choose not to sell the
property to the private developers but they lacked this option in the case of a URA
project. He suggested that the URA should follow the principle of “big market,

small government” and reduce participation in property acquisition.

Presentation 5

Topic: Compensation and Rehousing Policies of URA: Case Studies of the
Hai Tan Street/ Kweilin Street and Pei Ho Street Project

Speaker: Mr. Greg Lam, Registered Town Planner

The speaker believed that the Development Bureau was hoping to discuss the issue of
urban renewal with the public with no predetermined agenda. He suggested that the
URA should adopt more comprehensive and inclusive redevelopment guidelines and
strategy. For example in the Hai Tan Street redevelopment project, three old
buildings which were near the site area should also be included. In addition, he had
contacted about 50 affected residents and analysed their cases, and considered that
some of their cases appeared inequitable. For example, (1) Two couples respectively
owned two properties in the same buildings. The compensation for the couple who
hold the property right in their separate names was a million dollars more than that of
the couple who shared the properties in joint names. (2) The compensation for the
tenanted residential properties was far less than that for the owner-occupier properties.
The compensation value of tenanted residential properties amounted to about 40% of
the value of owner-occupiers properties. In addition, the compensation per square
foot was one thousand dollars lower than the market price in Sham Shui Po.



Therefore, the cash compensation was not enough to buy a 7-year old flat in the same
district.  (3) Compensation for ground floor property owners was less than that for
domestic property owners. He suggested that URA should refer to the values in the

private market and that compensation policies should be open and standardised.

Presentation 6
Topic: Urban Renewal Improves the Living Environment?
Speaker: Ms. Cheng Lai King, Central & Western District Council Member

The speaker began by referring to the redevelopment projects in Central and Western
District since 1987 carried out by the Land Development Corporation (LDC). At
that time, the LDC mainly sold the land to private developers after acquisition. She
pointed out that the general public could not afford to buy a new flat after the
redevelopment nor a 7 year old flat in the same district. The residents were forced to
move further away and their living conditions did not improve. In addition, the
Landlord and Tenant (Consolidation) (Amendment) Ordinance 2004 resulted in less
protection for tenants. Some tenants were forced to leave by the owners. Moreover,

redevelopment could not provide large public or recreational open spaces.

Presentation 7
Topic: Industrial Buildings Redevelopment in Sai Wan Ho
Speaker: Ms. Amy Hui

The redevelopment project in Sai Wan Ho was planned to redevelop the industrial
premises into residential buildings. This project began in 1998 and was carried out
by the Hong Kong Housing Society (HKHS). The site area contained both
residential and industrial buildings. In 2005, HKHS offered HK$5,000
compensation per square foot for the residential properties, whereas owners of the
industrial properties only received compensation of HK$500 per square foot. In
2008, the compensation for industrial properties per square foot was increased to
HK$700. The speaker questioned that if the industrial buildings were located in the
residential land and would be redeveloped into residential buildings, why was the
compensation for industrial properties so much lower than the residential properties?
Why was the 7-year-old building compensation principle not applicable to industrial
buildings? Also, Hong Kong still lacked a sensible guideline for the redevelopment
of industrial buildings that were located in residential areas. She opined that this
project should be opened up to the market as she opposed to HKHS’s monopoly in the

redevelopment project.



Presentation 8
Topic: NA
Speaker: Ms. Helen Wong, Alliance of Kwun Tong’s Urban Renewal

The speaker opined that the compensation for the Kwun Tong Town Centre
redevelopment project was too low and she urged the URA to disclose financial
information to prove the financial loss that the URA had stated for different
redevelopment projects. She also suggested sale of the land by public auction to
reflect the true land value. Furthermore, she stated that the Development Bureau,
URA and private developers needed to respect private property right, allow
neighbourhood participation with property ownership and provide “flat for flat” and
“shop for shop” options for the owners. Moreover, the Legislative Council (LegCo)
or the Development Bureau should set up an independent monitoring panel to monitor
the work of URA.

Presentation 9
Topic: Social Impact Assessment (SIA)
Speaker: Ms. Sin Wai Fong, H15 Concern Group

The speaker stated that no social impact assessment (SIA) had been done at the time
of the LDC and now all the URA projects were required to carry out two different
stages of SIA. The SIA had two main purposes: (1) when determining whether an
area needed to be redeveloped or not, the URA had to submit the report to the
Government or Town Planning Board. (2) When the URA decided to commence a
redevelopment project, it needed to submit a SIA report to the Development Bureau to
prove that they were aware of the potential social impact of the project and the

mitigation measures required.

The speaker however referred to the recently announced URA projects as examples to
illustrate the insufficiencies of the URA in conducting SIAs. The speaker pointed out
that most of the affected residents did not recognise their rights and the usage of the
SIA. The social service teams and the URA staff even told the affected residents
that they did not need to take any action while the SIA was being conducted. However
this was in fact the time for the affected residents to express their opinions and
difficulties. In addition, the SIA reports mainly suggested letting the social service
teams handle all the problems. The speaker questioned how the social service teams
could solve problems with regards to the amounts of compensation or the aspirations

of the affected residents.



Gist of Public Discussion

Hon Fred Li Wah-ming, JP moderated the public discussion. The key points of

discussion were as follows:

1.

The Vision and Scope of Urban Renewal

Some of the participants emphasised that the purpose of urban renewal was to
improve the living quality of the general public and not to provide new
properties for investors. However, most of the redevelopment areas became
some form of high-priced property and mega mall which the general public was
unable to afford (e.g. the Hanoi Road project and Lee Tung Street project).
Often, it was almost impossible for the affected residents to move back into the

redevelopment area and instead they were forced to move further away.

Lots of participants concurred that the other main purpose of urban renewal was
to achieve sustainable development in Hong Kong. Some participants believed
that development of our urban area had reached the saturation level, and we
should suspend development. Furthermore, the density in the urban area was
already high enough. Therefore we should not demolish low rise buildings and
replace them with high rise buildings. There should be more open space. Urban
redevelopment was destroying the community’s intangible assets and
characteristics. It also further polarised the rich and poor which in turn was

against the purpose of sustainable development.

4Rs Strategy of Urban Renewal

Many of the participants agreed that the priority of 4Rs should be: revitalisation,
rehabilitation and then preservation. Redevelopment should have the least
priority. They believed that revitalisation and rehabilitation could improve the
living conditions and quality and could preserve the local culture and sense of
community. In contrast, when redevelopment occurs, only the private

developers could benefit and the local residents would be forced out.

Taking Staunton Street in Central & Western District as an example, a number of
owners had rehabilitated and refurbished their buildings, and tried hard to
preserve the buildings. Nevertheless, URA still insisted on demolishing the
buildings and planned to replace them with high rise buildings. It seemed like

the URA only cared about profit so ultimately it destroyed the environment.



Some participants hoped that the 25 projects which had been frozen since 1997

could begin as soon as possible. For example, the redevelopment projects in
Wan Chai, Tai Kok Tsui and Sham Shui Po had been on hold for too long.

Many elderly owners and tenants could not wait any longer.

Role of stakeholders

3.1

3.2

33

Private vs Public Sector Participation in Redevelopment

There were advantages when private developers participated in
redevelopment. The threshold for the compulsory auction (under the Land
(Compulsory Sale for Redevelopment) Ordinance) had set up some
parameters for private developers. It encouraged private developers to
discuss more creatively with affected residents. As a result, the affected
residents could receive a higher acquisition price in a fairer manner. The

whole process could also be speeded up.

Some participants agreed with the relaxation of the threshold to 80%. A
lot of the buildings only had a few households. The private developers
might not be able to reach the compulsory auction threshold even when only
one household refused to sell its property. Thus, lowering the threshold
for the compulsory auction could help to deter speculators. However,
some participants were against the relaxation of the threshold. They

opined that it would be unfair to small property owners.

The Role of the URA

If the properties were acquired compulsorily, some participants considered

this method of enforcement as inappropriate behaviour.

The mission for URA should be to work for rather than exploit the public
for profiteering. Every year, the URA acquired a few projects. The
discontent among residents had become enormous.

The Role of Legislative Council

One of the participants who lived in Tsim Sha Tsui had tried to contact a

LegCo member and URA Board member several times. However, the



LegCo member did not respond to her. Thus, she was pleased to see that
this public forum was moderated by a LegCo member. She hoped that
LegCo could monitor URA and protect the interest of the general public.

3.4 The Role of the Owners

The participants considered that the URA should allow property owners to
participate in community planning which could help to avoid social conflict.
They pointed out that the Government should remind the public about the
risk of participation with property ownership but the public could make

their own decision.

Compensation and Rehousing Policy

Some participants opined that the compensation for the owners of tenanted
residential property and owner-occupiers should be similar or even standardised.

Compensation calculation based on the saleable area was also not reasonable.

The participants used the Kwun Town Centre redevelopment project as an
example to indicate that the compensation per square foot offered by URA was
actually a lot lower than the market price. The compensation per square foot
for the rooftop was even worse. They were not satisfied with the current
valuation method which used as reference areas without good transportation
networks like Tsz Wan Shan and San Po Kong. Affected residents were unable
to find a replacement flat of similar status and suffered mentally. As the housing
market kept going up, the compensation was not enough for the affected
residents to find rehousing in the same district. Therefore, many participants
asked for the option of “flat for flat” and “shop for shop” which they believed

could also help maintain the social network.

Some participants expressed that some owners might force out the tenants when
they knew that redevelopment was coming. In addition, the public housing
units for the affected tenants were far away from their original district of
residence. (For example, some needed to move from Central and Western
District to Chai Wan)



Finance Arrangement

Some participants stated that the URA should have a financial surplus otherwise
it would be losing public funds. On the other hand, some participants did not
believe the URA post a loss. If the URA decided not to undertake projects like

Kwun Town, they believed a lot of private developers would be willing to do so.

Some participants said they understand that the URA was operating on the
self-financing model. However, that was not a reason for the URA to exploit

the public while handing out bonuses after making a profit.

Some participants questioned whether the URA’s bond issue meant that its profit
making mode would continue. Also, other participants were worried about the
risk of the bond issue. The company credit rating was determined by some
international organizations. If the credit rating went down, it might affect Hong

Kong’s reputation and even the Hong Kong dollar.

Other Comments

e A participant was planning to sue the URA for breach of the Basic Law
Article 105 and the Hong Kong Bill of Rights, and he would apply for a

judicial review of relevant redevelopment projects.

e Some participants complained about their own situations. For example: The
chairman of an industrial building owners’ corporation in Sai Wan Ho stated
that the HKHS had already set up a ceiling for compensation with no room for
discussion. His building started leaking while the building right next to his
was being demolished. The owners complained to HKHS but were asked to
provide evidence first. Furthermore, one owner had a property in Hai Tan
Street for his father but the URA evaluated his property as vacant. He
questioned that URA made this evaluation in order to reduce the

compensation.

e An elderly participant had expressed the dissatisfaction of her family on the

compensation and their worries and anxiety caused by this issue.



Closing Remarks by the moderator, Hon Fred Li Wah-ming, JP:

In the public discussion section of the forum, 26 participants had spoken. The topics
and concerns included: Cases of residents affected by URA redevelopment in
different districts, dissatisfaction with the LegCo and the URA, and dissatisfaction
with the URA’s bond issue. The moderator added that issuing of bonds did not
require LegCo approval, but this matter would be discussed by the LegCo.

A-World Consulting Limited

July 2009
--End--
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Urban Renewal Strategy (URS) Review
Public Engagement Stage
Gist of Public Forum Discussion 3

Date: 12 September, 2009 (Saturday)
Time: 2:30 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Venue: Auditorium, 1/F, Christian Family Servicen@re, 3 Tsui

Ping Road, Kwun Tong, Kowloon

Number of Participants: 121 (including 1 membertted Steering Committee, also 3
representatives from the Development Bureau arrdra the
Urban Renewal Authority present as obserVéfs)

Moderator: Mr. Yip Moon Wah, JP
Mrs. Sandra S.C. Mak

Mrs. Sandra S.C. Mak of A-World Consulting Ltd.etpublic engagement consultant,
briefly introduced the background of the URS Reviewd the major discussion topics.
Special thanks were extended to the collaboratiggrozations including Kwun Tong
District Council, Wong Tai Sin District Council amtbwloon City District Council. The
gist of pubic presentations was as follows:

Gist of Public Presentations
Presentation 1

Topic: Announcement and Handling of CompensatiomAliguisition of Properties
Speaker: Mr. Lee Chi Hang, Central and Westernridis€ouncil Member

The speaker pointed out that the valuation assedsofi¢he old buildings by the Urban
Renewal Authority (URA) was based on the averagkievaof the seven-year-old
buildings assessed by seven surveyors. The adsgafige would then become the
average acquisition price per square foot in tistridt. The assessment however did not
take into consideration factors affecting the hatgdvalue such as the orientation and the
floor number of the unit. The speaker queried Wweethis was fair. Moreover, since
the compensation amounts obtained by differentstygfeowners (for example, those of
owner-occupied, non-owner-occupied, commercial riemied properties) were different,
the speaker proposed that the URA should specitprdingly for each type when
announcing the acquisition price and should nobanoe only the highest compensation

Note 1 The observers were the representatives of thelD@went Bureau and the Urban Renewal Authority.yThe
were present to listen to the opinions and clasifgupplement certain facts and information. Themments would
not be regarded as valid opinions.



amount. Property prices would otherwise rise mltinity which would make it even
more difficult for those living in the neighborhotw buy units in the same district.

He also alleged that after the announcement od¢l@isition, many owners would force
their tenants to move out. Those owners did noetstdnd that the compensation amount
would still be calculated on the basis of a remnpeaperty as recorded in the freezing
survey, and then no compensation would be offerdtié tenant. He proposed that the
URA should make the details clear when conductimegfteezing surveys.

The speaker was of the opinion that the publictigdarly those intending to continue to

live in the redeveloped district, should be allowedarticipate more in redevelopment.
They should not just be allowed to sell their pmyeor be subject to compulsory

acquisition by the URA. For urban renewal, emphabould be placed on resettling the
affected people, as the community network wouldd&stroyed.

Presentation 2
Topic: Not Provided
Speaker: Mr. Chan Ying Wing

The speaker queried the management of bankrugttietong Kong by presenting his
own experience. He lived in a dilapidated buildimgh several tens of owners. The
owners incorporation of the building indicated that it svan the verge of bankruptcy
because some owners had not paid the managementlfater on, the residents raised a
total of some HK$100,000 for the costs of repairihg building. A few months later,
however, the Official Receiver's Office ordered tiveners incorporation to be liquidated.
The chairman of the owneéiigcorporation did not convene any owrigsneral meeting.

In particular, the speaker asked Mr. Leong Kah Keagislative Councillor present at the
forum, why the Official Receiver's Office had thguidation proceeding outsourced to a
legal firm. The letter issued by the lawyer did specify the accounts in detail but
merely requested each of the eighty odd ownerayoHK$30,000 for the disbursement
fund. This was very puzzling for the residents.

Presentation 3
Topic: Both Parties Should Have Equal Rights to Eya Surveyor
Speaker: Ms. Wong Yat Man

The speaker was of the opinion that the assessmeaus by the surveyors employed by



the URA were far from satisfactory. She requedtemt the owners be allowed to
negotiate the price according to the principle af trade. Under the current policy,
even the Chief Executive of Hong Kong was unablehange the acquisition price.
Taking Kwun Tong as an example, the speaker thathgihthe URA had not assessed the
compensation amount based on a district with alainocation and transport network,
but had taken reference from other districts sutsan Po Kong and Tze Wan Shan.
As a result, the surveyor firm’'s assessed valuepraiperties at market price was
HK$2,200 per square foot only. The price of reqaaiperty transactions in the district
was however HK$4,300 per square foot. This far eded the assessed price. She
pointed out that the compensation amount was meredygh for the affected residents to
buy back twenty-six-year-old units.

She said that the URA and the residents should équal rights in employing a surveyor.
Last December, some owners in Kwun Tong districpleyed a surveyor who put
forward an assessed price of HK$8,000 odd per sqdaot, whilst the URAs
compensation amount was merely HK$5,937 per sqieere Therefore, she queried
whether the surveying firms employed by the URAeaveperating in a ‘black-box’ and
she requested the Secretary for Development toitdokhis problem.

Presentation 4
Topic: Urban Renewal for Whom?
Speaker: Mr. Desmond Sham

The speaker proposed to review the positioning dfam renewal in Hong Kong,
including: whether to integrate it with town plangiand housing policies or to remain as
a single policy; whether to make sustainable dgaraknt or balancing the budget the top
priority; whether urban renewal should be basedneed or to consider it as an
opportunity to make profit; whether social costsl Haeen calculated and whether it
would lead to urban regeneration or aggravate ianuas.

The speaker cited foreign examples of public pigaion in redevelopment: (1) The
New York government originally intended to applyettbulldozer approach” to
redeveloping Cooper Square. With the efforts efdltizens, eventually some buildings
were retained and the redevelopment was implememestages. Public housing,
middle and low income residences and apartmentart@ts were developed to provide
local rehousing for most of the residents. Soaia economic value were sustained.
(2) As for the redevelopment project of Yerba Buan&an Francisco, initially the city’s
urban renewal authority refused to construct bngddi for local re-housing in the



redevelopment district. The community associationk legal action against the
authority and finally both parties reached an age®. Later on, the association
became the Tenants and Owners Development Corpor@gfODCO) to both guide the
construction works and own the new buildings. Tpmject had provided local
rehousing, and construction started prior to detioali Later on, the area became a
diversified community with beautiful low-income résnces and homes for the elderly,
as well as commercial buildings and cultural féiedi. (3) The Greater London Council
and a developer considered the Covent Garden iddorno be a good development
opportunity and intended to demolish and redevelop The community association
with the assistance of professionals proposed sibieascheme to make the government
compromise and order the drafting of a scheme wotnprehensive public participation.
The government set up a special district panelntaooperation with the community
association, implement a community-oriented schesmeh included more public space
and safeguarded the original residents, traditiordistries and small shops. Community
facilities were constructed but not hotels or comuia buildings. This campaign
eventually changed the government policy.

The speaker cited the Urban Renewal Authority Cadoe and the Lands Resumption
Ordinance which specified that resumed land mustdeel for public purposes and based
on public interests. Redevelopment projects, haweoften turned into luxury flats.
The Kwun Tong Renewal Project also included landjimally assigned for public
purposes. He queried for whom urban renewal wdsiaken.

Presentation 5
Topic: Not Provided
Speaker: Mr. Leong Kah Kit, Legislative Councillor

The speaker said that urban renewal was necessamddress urban decay. He
illustrated by way of a short story set in Kwun @odgistrict that the rights of the local
residents were very important. The objective @& tHRS was people-based and should
not cause the residents to move out to variousrodmgricts. He mentioned that
community participation was carried out in courdrieuch as the U.S.A. and Britain
because the government was responsible to the g@gedpe Hong Kong Government,
however, had in fact, made its decision in the veayly stage despite holding many
consultation meetings and setting up many comnsitte®evertheless, citizens should
take the opportunity to participate and be proactivthe decision-marking process of
redevelopment.



The speaker proposed that the URA should changmligsand should not simply be

engaged in acquisition, demolition, redevelopmamd aroperty sales just like a real

estate developer. On the other hand, he saidtliapublic must consider how much
public money should be spent on urban renewal deroto achieve a balance. He also
thought that the Hong Kong Government should umadtertoverall town planning, and

study the undeveloped land which made up 80% ofata¢ land area of Hong Kong.

Presentation 6
Topic: The Five-Element Diagram of Redevelopmemiaw
Speaker: Mr. Tam Kei Dik

The speaker analyzed the URA by means of five adsne “Law” means legislation,
judiciary and administrative law. “Dao” means timtent or request of the society,
“Method” means technology and strategy. “Life” mearesources. “Sentiment”
means the relationship between the URA and thzecisi or the District Council.

He said that at present there was no clear defimitn law for the rights of the
“stakeholders” in urban renewal. Issues such asnigotiation process to reach a
consensus and the level of participation were @eclay the URA. He thought that the
URA hoped to establish a relationship with the pulthrough public engagement
activities, but the URA's actions had upset theligub Therefore, its relationship with
the citizens was very bad. Moreover, the URA dad provide enough resources for
public participation. The speaker also queriedtvdodlateral was used by the URA for
issuing bonds. He thought the URA was most likelynake use of the existing projects
as collateral, which was a very bad approach.

Presentation 7
Topic: Not Provided
Speaker: Mr. Lau Wai Chung

The speaker said that the URS was quite perfecawener, the problem was that the
URA needed to be self-financing. As a result, the URA was not m&deented on
acquisition but was very market-oriented on propedle. For instance, it acquired the
land in Wan Chai district for HK$3,000 odd per squé#oot to construct high-priced
buildings at up to HK$10,000 per square foot. Dbaeficiaries were the URA and the
real estate developer. Of course, the affectaderts felt this was unfair. Many other
renewal projects of the URA had resulted in thestmetion of luxury flats, which were
difficult for the residents to enjoy.



He said that if the threshold for acquisition wawéred to 80%, many forty-year-old or
fifty-year-old dilapidated buildings would be acrpd and demolished by private
developers. The speaker thought that the URAerface of market competition, could
only carry out projects which the real estate dapeds were unwilling to handle, or
projects which the Government compelled them tdéement.

Presentation 8
Topic: Neighbourhood Voices of Kwun Tong District
Speaker: Mr. Yuen Yun Fai

The speaker thought that as the URS Review hadralty consultation meetings, he
hoped that the authorities could respond to aneestble problems. Furthermore, many
in the neighbourhood pointed out that since thepmmation amount was not sufficient
for purchasing properties of seven-year-old in vtenity, they had to move to remote
districts. This would not help them improve thenstard of living and was not
people-based. From the beginning of the year wgate, the Centa-City Leading Index
had soared by more than 20 points. Consequertiy, URA should adjust the
compensation amount. Years ago, when the Governdwreloped the Kwun Tong
district, the original residents were re-settledoipublic housing. At present, the
compensation scheme stipulated that those owneos hald public housing tenancies
were granted only half of the home purchase all@@an The speaker thought that such
policy was arguable.

Presentation 9

Topic:  Experience-sharing by Old Wan Chai Rewtion Initiatives Special
Committee

Speaker: Mr. Ng Kam Chun, Vice-Chairman of Wan biatrict Council

The speaker said that prior to the return of sagatg, the land strategy in Hong Kong
was usually guided by real estate developers. akd vegrettable that many buildings
with historical value were then demolished. Thed Oan Chai Revitalization
Initiatives Special Committee wished to retain Bungs and scenic spots with historical
and cultural value or of unique style in the WanaCHistrict and to provide more
resources to this end including (1) retention oé tbld buildings with historical
characteristics in Mallory Street with a view tovdeping cultural and creative industries;
(2) preservation of the Blue House buildings; @)italization of St. Francis Yard, which
had a special historical background as the gatdamathe introduction of a new religion



into the territory; (4) preservation of Pak Tai T@enand Nam Koo Terrace; and (5)
revitalization of the open street markets sucthasone at the junction of Tai Yuen Street
and Cross Street.

The Committee hoped to preserve the historicalautidiral buildings systematically and

link the historic sites and scenic spots to formthge trails to attract tourists and citizens
to understand the characteristics in the distriele thought that revitalization was not
beautification and should not be standardizedhttukl bring out different styles and

characteristics flexibly.

Presentation 10
Topic: The URA Should Safeguard Tenants duringudgition
Speaker: Ms. Chu Ju Ying - Old Urban Tenant Ai&n

The speaker, representing the Old Urban TenanaWde, made three requests to the
URA: (1) The lead time for property acquisition posed by the URA was too long and
since the removal of the security of tenure pravisi an owner had the opportunity to
force the tenant to move out by increasing the.reifihe tenant was not compensated
and the home purchase allowance entitlement foowreer was also reduced. The only
beneficiary was the URA. (2) It was hoped that WRA would adopt a strategy of
“acquisition ahead of planning”. (3) It was propdséthat the tenants should be
safeguarded after registration.

Presentation 11
Topic: Old Urban District in Protest against Urkdaevelopment
Speaker: Mr. Ng Wing Shun — Member of the Stee@ogimittee of the URS Review

The speaker said that many forces were driving nudvelopment and change. These
were not necessarily led by the URA. Urban changeever, would sometimes destroy
the original buildings, history, culture and so ench as the Queen’s Pier. With the
gradual disappearance of community characterisgesple would become concerned
with urban development, participate in discussiang even protest. As a result, certain
buildings had been kept, such as the Blue Housesenbhoth the buildings and their

occupants were retained. Other buildings had tts#iell” retained, such as the Wan

Chai Market. Some buildings, such as those atYlian Street, had originally faced

partial demolition but were successfully retainéidrasome endeavour.



The streets in the old urban district were charamsd by permeability. Walking
through these areas, one might pass places wheng people dwelled. There was
space for a diverse way of life, with various kireddarge and small shops. These were
the district characteristics, local economy anduwel Preservation did not only mean
retaining the characteristics of the district. Eaample, an open street market offered
both cheap and quality goods and attracted tourid#ore importantly, it ensured that
the ‘grass roots’ people could earn a living. Hoere\due to dense population, lack of
public facilities, poor hygiene and traffic congest many streets in the old urban areas
were demolished and redeveloped.

In the old urban districts, there was originallylod of public space such as podia,
staircases, and beneath trees where local peopld stay cool and spend their leisure
time. Redevelopments often privatized, commemgaliand even fortified the public
space, limiting the citizens’ activities. The Qenand Times Square were some of the
examples.

The speaker concluded that the urban developmemhtoofy Kong was driven by the

following factors: digital planning, quantity beingore important than quality, high

density, high land price, pedestrian-vehicle sdpara and a car-based approach.
Consequently, all redevelopment projects were myelaites with podium style buildings.

There were only commercial centres and no stredithe urban permeability was lost.

Gist of Public Discussion
Mr. Yip Moon Wah hosted the public discussion. Kieg points were as follows:

1 \Vision of Urban Renewal

Some participants said that the goal of urban rahsetould be to improve the

citizens’ living environment and quality of life.Some proposed that ventilated
breezeways and public spaces should be resentied planning stage.

Other participants considered that the current nuddedevelopment created adverse
effects in Hong Kong. The original characteristafsthe community disappeared.
Demolition of a market to build a commercial cerdieprived operators with small
capital of business opportunities. The citizensld@dmot afford the luxury flats after
redevelopment. The environment also deteriorat&er instance, the heat island
effect and traffic congestion were social costbéoborne by the taxpayers. Some



noted that Hong Kong continued to build large shiogrentres with standardized
shops. However, tourists actually wanted to shmothé street markets and explore
the history, culture and streets with special ctiaréstics. Others also pointed out
that the process of urban redevelopment neglebiedjuality of life of the citizens.
The original public services or community facilgievere often relocated to distant
locations, which caused inconvenience to the ‘grasds’ people in the district.
There were, however participants who supported rle&v town planning of
pedestrian-vehicle separation and hated the waggpeans and cars competed for
roadspace in the old urban districts.

Some proposed that as the URA adopted a “peopkdbapproach to urban renewal,
therefore the culture and traditions of differemtntetowns and races should be
preserved and displayed in the community. Some@igposed that reference should
be made to the experience of business improvemstnicts implemented in the old
urban districts of Britain and the U.S.A. By urnid&mg local revitalization and
renewal, the community and the neighbourhood wdngddmproved, including the
retention of the community network and upgradirg pleople’s quality of life.

A participant said that the planning of the indadtdistricts were not entirely

satisfactory. Taking Kwun Tong as an exampleha 1960s and 70s, the industrial
areas and the residential areas were developeth&wg&ubsequently, in the 1980s
and 90s, the Government announced its intentioredevelop the residential areas.
He proposed to merge the development of the indiisind old residential districts,

with the former developed into a hub for culturatiacreative industries. He did not
however agree to expand the mandate of the URAgoandustrial areas, as it would
extend the “bulldozer approach” to redevelopmentie proposed that other

Government departments should take up the resphbinss

2 The 4Rs Strateqies of Urban Renewal

Some participants were of the opinion that redgwelent should be the last choice
because it would destroy the residents’ originaly weé life. Hong Kong should
broaden its interpretation of urban renewal toudel district-based renewal.

There were also participants who said that redgweént was not the only choice.
One example was that the URA had subsidized thabrkation of 110 buildings in
Wan Chai. Moreover, buildings with historical anwdtural value should be retained.
The authorities should review the relevant policy.



Some participants said that the URA should redgvéhtose buildings which really

needed redevelopment but should not demolish thisse owners were capable of
rehabilitating the buildings by themselves. Fostamce, the owners of some
tenement buildings in Graham Street and StauntoeeSin Central had carried out
building rehabilitation very effectively and thelwa of the buildings had risen.
Recently, some owners had applied to the Town kgnBoard to have their

buildings excluded from the redevelopment area et the buildings could be

retained. The Town Planning Board said that theyld consider the case, however,
the URA revealed its intention to sue the Town Riag Board.

On the other hand, some participants urged thaveddpment should be expedited.
They were dissatisfied that a project in Shum SPmihad been postponed for five
years due to litigation, as it brought the progre$sthe entire community to a
standstill.

There were also some participants who proposedtlaers should have the right to
choose whether or not to accept acquisition orveldgment.

3 The Stakeholders’ Roles

3.1 Government and Private Participation in Redevelogme

Some participants thought that private participatias very important. The URA
should not be relied on alone. They urged the Gowent not to implement the
policy of “big government and small market”, anéytsupported the lowering of
the threshold for compulsory property auction t8e8t expedite acquisition for
redevelopment. However, some participants saitl ithdnere was no “flat for

flat” or “shop for shop” arrangement, the loweriofgthe threshold to 80% would
cause an even (reater adverse impact on the affexsidents in the
neighbourhood.

3.2 The URA's Role

A participant pointed out that the URA was entitléd an interest-free
Government loan of HK$10 billion and to resume laadder the Lands
Resumption Ordinance. However, it supplied landptivate developers for
speculative sale, which caused rents and commeditgs to keep rising. This
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had weakened Hong Kong’s competitiveness. He megthat the URA should
provide citizens with affordable housing. He washe opinion that the current
annual supply of housing units was insufficienHiong Kong.

Some participants thought that the URA should ckatgrole, such as taking up
the responsibility for supervising the redevelopmerojects and tendering the

works etc.

Some participants pointed out that the quality aofd for auction listed by the
Government was not so good. However, the URA hadight to acquire quality
sites in the town centre and then handed themtoverajor real estate developers
for development. Both the URA and the developensyed the benefits after
redevelopment.

3.3 Owners’ Participation

A participant said that the URA often alleged titatvas unlikely that owners
would participate in redevelopment in Hong Kong &ese: (1) The risk was
high, however, many owners in the neighbourhood mmade it clear that they
were capable of bearing such risk. (2) The plabraf the existing building for
redevelopment was already very high, leaving nonrdor rewarding those
owners who participated in the redevelopment. Prteday redevelopments
however, usually increased the plot ratio. He giuhat this increase could
readily be a reward for owners who participated radevelopment. Some
participants also indicated that a share-holdimgreyement could be adopted in
lieu of compensation to allow the owners to shaeegrofit from the increase in
the value of the buildings.

4  Compensation and Resettlement Policy

Many participants proposed that opportunity sholodd taken to formulate a new
compensation scheme under the current review.

Some participants said that the ground floor sivegie becoming more expensive in
Hong Kong and that the rent was also rising. Tlaeket was monopolized by the
consortiums, which deprived business operators liith capital of their livelihood.

Therefore, the authorities must allow “flat foatfl and “shop for shop” arrangement.
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Moreover, regarding the comment by a URS RevieverBtg Committee member
that the “flat for flat” and “shop for shop” arramment would cause a substantial
increase in compensation costs, some participaotgght that the affected people in
the neighbourhood only demanded a home of commaiitguwr comparable to
sandwich class housing. Some participants alsdtdduthe Steering Committee
member’s saying that the compensation obtainethéyeighbourhood in Kwun Tong
was sufficient for buying a unit for self-occuparasywell as a unit to let.

Some participants said that the owners had propéieg which they purchased with
their own money. Hence the same standard of reag®mcompensation should be
offered to all owners. Some participants considetieat since the URA had
commenced several projects simultaneously, thislbado a substantial increase in
property prices in the district. In addition, tb@mpensation was too low. Perhaps
the owners could only afford to buy units in Sheatzh Some patrticipants said that
even though owners were dissatisfied with the corsgton, it was useless to appeal
for review because all the committee members wera the URA. It was proposed
that the acquisition price should be fixed anddhte of valuation made known to the
public. The acquisition price should be calculdteded on the land value divided by
the number of undivided shares of the building. e Tharrent compensation criteria
based on a seven-year-old flat had not taken io¢ount the location of the flats. It
was proposed that the owners of affected flatsatieb locations should be given
higher compensation. There were also participamt® considered that the
compensation criteria based on the seven-yeartoldibg was acceptable, it was just
that the URA was not being supervised.

Some stated that the URA had placed money-makingsaw®p priority, and had
obtained the affected residents’ property titlesnigleading them and luring them
with money. The URA also discredited the conséowadts by alleging that their
action would affect the compensation to the neiginbood.

Public Participation

Some patrticipants urged the Government not to lad@lse consultation and that the
Government should carry out a re®®S Review. He hoped there would be more
consultation meetings to enable more communicatimis/een the authorities and
the public, and to allow the authorities to respond

12
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Some pointed out that the neighbourhood and owofettse relevant districts should
have the right to participate including the rightspeak.

Financial Arrangement

Some participants queried whether the URA had yesilffered losses for the
following reasons: (1) The compensation amount e@sparatively low. Some
participants said that for instance, years agoafifected owners of Hanoi Road in
Tsim Sha Tsui were compensated at HK$2,000 perrsdoat. For vacant units or
units where the owners possessed more than orgemndal unit, the compensation
allowance for the owners was reduced. (2) The Gowent provided the URA with
HK$10 billion in funding and granted it an exempti@f land premium. (3)
Government land was granted as part of the rederedat area. (4) As pointed out by
the research report prepared by the consultantisigplorecently by the URA, the
original plot ratio of a district in Hong Kong nestifor redevelopment usually ranged
from 4 to 6 times, and the average plot ratio akelevelopment ranged from 9 to 12
times with the highest ranging from 14 to 15 timg&g. The property price kept on
rising. For instance, The Masterpiece was solHE$40,000 per square foot. A
participant said that the URA had a surplus of HR$Billion in the 2008/2009
financial year. As for the Kwun Tong Redevelopmébject, the participant
estimated that the profit would reach HK$40 billion

Nevertheless, some participants were of the opitian the URA had little surplus

and that the majority of redevelopment projectéesatl losses. If the compensation
amount increased, the URA's assets would be spiitshared. If however the URA
had no surplus, the compensation must be bornehbytaxpayers. There were
however some other participants who pointed out face the URA refused to

disclose its detailed accounts to the public ongitminds of privacy, then the public
could not know the details of its losses.

Miscellaneous

« Some pointed out that the URA controlled the agiohthe social service teams,
making it difficult for them to assist the resident
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At the meeting, the representatives of the U®¥A? and the Development Burd&l§ °
had responded and made clarifications.

A-World Consulting
September 2009

- End -

Note 2\1s. Tam Siu Ying of the URA responded and clarifiedfollows: since the beginning of the URS Reyite
URA had always listened to and considered the esitz opinions carefully. It was stated clearlytie URS
published in 2001 that the URA had to implement 288evelopment projects, including 25 announcedhay
former Land Development Corporation, within twentgars. The announced projects included Kwun Tong,
Staunton Street, Lee Tung Street and Graham Stré@éte URA did not “earmark” the land for redevelaggmin
order to make money. In the first few years aiffeestablishment, URAS redevelopment pace waspeoatively
slow. Many residents kept on requesting it to tiuthe announced 25 projects as soon as possible.

All the projects were included in the appendix lné tURS. Since the documents included sensitivarnmtion,
therefore it was not disclosed to the public. Thbdn Renewal Authority Ordinance also specifiedudiethat the
URA must submit annually the business plan to tbgegnment for examination and approval prior toltherch of
any projects. However, in order to avoid specatatind situations where the owners would forceténants to
move out, the projects must be kept confidenti@efore preparing the business plan, if the URA bhexaware
that the single title within a building had expadd®ver several years, it would not include suchudding in its
business plan.

Some owners might hope to rehabilitate the buildigghemselves. After a period of time, howevkeyt might
re-consider whether they could accept spending snane moving out temporarily once several yearpraxeed
with rehabilitation. By that time, they might hofmeproceed with redevelopment.

Note 3 Ms Winnie So of the Development Bureau respondethéospeaker’s viewpoint that the conclusion of the
Government’s consultation was predetermined. $herated that the two year URS Review had notspteany
agenda or conclusion. As the Public EngagementeSiaghis review would not be completed until thel ef the
year, the Government would not be able to resporide various opinions raised by the citizens atdirrent stage.
Ms. So hoped that the citizens’ discussions couolttinue to deepen, and said that the Governmentdwisten to
the relevant opinions. Ms. Winnie So pointed dhdttapart from redevelopment, urban renewal alstudied
rehabilitation, preservation and revitalizationdahe work of the URA included all four modes. Stuped that
the public could raise opinions and discussionseming these issues as well. In the next stage tife Public
Engagement Stage, i.e. the Consensus Building StiageSovernment would sum up the mainstream opnfor
the Steering Committee of the URS Review to study @ put forward suggestions to address issuagmbst
concern for the optimization of the URS. Furtherepdhe authorities would proceed with urban rerdedistrict
Aspiration Studies to be conducted by the sevemicti€ouncils within URA Target Areas to exploteetissues of
revitalization and redevelopment etc. in theseridist
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Urban Renewal Srategy (URS) Review
Public Engagement Stage
Gist of Public Forum Discussion 4

Date: 24 October, 2009 (Saturday)
Time: 2:30p.m. — 5:00p.m.
Venue: Cultural Activities Hall, 2/F, Tsuen Waown Hall,
72 Tai Ho Road, Tsuen Wan
No. of participants: 95 (including 2 representasiirom Development Bureau, 4

from the Urban Renewal Authority and 1
from the Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacifitudies present

as observef§™ 3

Moderator: Mr. Lee Wai-man, JP
Ms. Christine Hung

Ms. Christine Hung of A-World Consulting Ltd., thmiblic engagement consultant,
briefly introduced the background of the URS Revawl the major discussion topics.
Special thanks were extended to the Tsuen Wani®ig§touncil for co-organising the
forum. The gist of public presentations was a®Ves:

Gist of Public Presentations
Presentation 1

Topic: Not provided
Speaker: Ms. Ling Fung Ha

The speaker stated that amongst the thirty-plusveldpment projects carried out by
the Urban Renewal Authority (URA), most of them urgd invoking the Lands

Resumption Ordinance for compulsory acquisitionclihiesulted in strong discontent
among the affected residents. Taking the Kwun Tomgect as an example, the URA
was suspected to be “controlling” 14 surveying cames, resulting in quite a low
acquisition price per square foot. With the dedarctof allowance due to various
reasons, the affected property owners could noh efford to buy a flat in nearby

estates of 18 or even 30 year old. She opineditisatvas a seizure of private property.
Property owners and residents had no choice blighoto protect their homes till the

end.

Note 1 The observers were the representatives of the IB@went Bureau and the Urban Renewal
Authority. They were present to listen to the opind and clarify or supplement certain facts and
information. Opinions collected in the URS Revievere analysed by the Hong Kong Institute of
Asia-Pacific Studies. The presence of the Instgutepresentative was to facilitate analysis. Thei
comments would not be regarded as valid opinions.
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Moreover, she pointed out that the URA misled theglim and the public, as it refused
to disclose its financial position using the exco$eommercial confidentiality. She
thought the URA had too much power and lacked sugien. The speaker opined that
although the URA claimed to be incurring a losseuery redevelopment project, a
HK$6 billion profit had been made from “The Mastieqe” project on Hanoi Road
alone. It was unbelievable that the URA could clardeficit with its redevelopment
projects.

Presentation 2
Topic: Not provided
Speaker: Ms. Pang Yim Ling

The speaker gathered a group of residents frondavetopment area and unfurled
some banners on the stage. They requested the ridoaet to establish a statutory and
independent commission to monitor the URA. The cassion should be formed by
elected members of the Legislative Council, pratesds, Government officials from
relevant departments and members from the pubheyTwould be responsible for
monitoring the URA in the execution of policiesbiirating and mediating disputes
caused by redevelopment, conducting audits of th®A Uinancial reports, and
arbitrating valuation disputes between the URA egsidents. In addition, the speaker
proposed property owner participation through =ftatflat” and “shop-for-shop”
compensation arrangements, so as to preserve thewaity network. The speaker
also urged the URA to return to society the profitcumulated over the past years
through redevelopment. She opined that the UR®weghould not only be a “show”
and she appealed to the Development Bureau to diphel‘people-centred” approach,
in order to achieve a genuine review. The spedian led all participants on the stage
to shout slogans, stating that the URA had che#tedpublic, was lawless and
“money-centred”. “Flat-for-flat” and “shop-for-shbpmrrangements were requested
strongly. The URAs control of the valuation prosesnd results was also protested
against.

Presentation 3
Topic: Equal rights for both parties in employing\seyors
Speaker: Ms. Helen Wong

The speaker claimed that the URA had been makinge horofits from every

redevelopment project. For example, the URA acquihe site for “The Masterpiece”

on Hanoi Road for HK$350 million and was roughlyiraated to have made a HK$6

billion surplus. She therefore stated that the WiRAId not falsely claim that they had

deficits and misled the media, the public, and edenmembers of the URS Review
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Steering Committee as well as the Government. ThRA Uhad created a
misunderstanding that it used public funds to glibsi property owners in
redevelopment projects and that people in the dpment areas were greedy.

The speaker indicated that property owners anddeass in redevelopment areas
understood that redevelopment was a complex i€he supported the Government to
improve the environment of the community throughkeseelopment. However, the

URA had deducted compensation or subsidies unrabonwhich put constant

pressure on the affected property owners and naside

She believed that the greatest flaw was the URASstrol over the surveying
companies, resulting in an unfair and unreasonadligation. She announced that the
valuation report made by the surveying company eggal by Kwun Tong residents
would be made public in Topical Discussion 8. Sphepealed to the Development
Bureau for the establishment of a committee, alhgwboth parties to employ their
own surveyors for a fairer valuation. The speakso appealed to the Development
Bureau for genuine service for the people to achtee real aim of the review.

Presentation 4
Topic: Opinions on the 7 Major Issues regardirggiiRS Review
Speaker: Mr. James To Kun Sun, Member of the latiye Council

The speaker first stated that he had been a Mewibtdre then Land Development
Corporation’ Board for 6 consecutive years befo@®® and was appointed as a
Member of the URA Board in December 2008. He haojeed he could represent the
residents and study how URA could do a better jomfthe residents’ perspective. He
had two observations: firstly, the arguments ats@né mainly focused on the
measurement of the saleable area of flats andahmaton report from the surveyors.
He suggested solving the issues through legalratioih, otherwise each party might
maintain their own stance and could not reach apcomise, eventually leading to
“compulsory acquisition”.

Secondly, many buildings had already reached thakximum plot ratio, especially in
West Kowloon. According to records of the URA arahtd Development Corporation,
buildings already at the maximum plot ratio mightt nbe taken forward for
redevelopment, even though these buildings weng diaipidated and were in urgent
need of redevelopment. He suggested that shouddtairt percentage of owners of a
building agree and request to prioritize their tm¢y for redevelopment, the URA
should then consider redeveloping the building. Eseile was to reach a reasonable
percentage of owners who agreed to redevelopmenpdthted out that residents and
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owners in certain districts had already had sudughts. They hoped the URA could
acquire the properties and provide compensati@oas as possible. They would even
accept a compensation criterion based on the \afl@e 10-year-old building, as the
properties were too dilapidated and costly to naamt

Moreover, the speaker pointed out that many UR&vetbpment projects would take
years to complete. After their completion, the eraf flats had already risen. Local
residents could not afford to resettle in theirgmal district and even Hong Kong
citizens at large could not afford such pricesnikcally, only investors from the
mainland could buy the flats. He hoped that urbadevelopment could be
“people-centered”.

Presentation 5
Topic: How to protect tenants’ interests in urbadevelopment
Speaker: Mr. Au Kwok Kuen, Community Cultural Cent

The speaker quoted section 28 of the URS regaiti@gbjectives and functions of
the social impact assessment, and analysed thent@ituation: (1) tenants eligible for
public housing were rehoused in flats under the gtH&ong Housing Authority
(HKHA) or the Hong Kong Housing Society (HKHS), hever they were always
located in remote areas; (2) property owners wherk out their flats could only
receive part of the grant and subsidy. Such a ypdiad led to conflicts between
property owners and tenants; (3) in the past, éxaader special circumstances, a
property owner must renew the lease as long atettent paid the market rates. Since
the Landlord and Tenant (Consolidation) (Amendmédtilinance 2004 had taken
effect, a property owner now only needed to give aronth’s notice and the tenant
would have to move out. Currently, the URA had rechanism to offer rehousing and
compensation to tenants who were forced out of fhegs after the Freezing Survey.
The rights of tenants were unprotected. The speakmygested reviewing the
above-mentioned Ordinance, as well as the issuesmpensation and rehousing for
tenants.

The speaker provided two examples of foreign eepee for reference: (1) Cooper
Square, New York: a scheme that was implementest gtars of civil endeavours
under which most of the affected residents receleedl rehousing by building new
public housing, residential blocks for middle armvlincome citizens, and mini
apartments for artists. Community renewal had bessmied out with the legacy of
humane, society and economic values being proteztetie same time. (2) Yerba
Buena, San Francisco: at first, the local redevalp agency refused to build
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rehousing blocks in the original district. Howevaiter being sued by the community,
the agency finally agreed to build 400 flats fowltncome citizens in the original
district. The property owners and tenants in themaonity organized a development
association under which they had the rights tocsedechitects, and to decide on the
design and financial arrangements etc. The newdibg$ were even owned and
managed by the development association. In the 1&@0s, the development
association built residential buildings for low ame people and the elderly by phases.
The redevelopment agency also constructed comrhebtiddings and cultural
facilities. This case demonstrated to the redevet agency and the government the
importance of cooperating with non-profit makingnoaunity organizations in the
provision of affordable and decent residentialsfiiatr low income tenants.

Presentation 6

Topic: Redevelopment strategy

Speaker: Mr. Yeung Chun Yu, Research DepartmeamigHKong Association for
Democracy and People’s Livelihood

The speaker represented the neighbourhood of To Waa district to express their
views on the redevelopment of the vicinity of “18€®ts”. He hoped that the URA
would reconsider the promises made by the Land IDpueent Corporation regarding
redevelopment in the Ma Tau Kok area, as the mgkliin the area were very
dilapidated. Under the Operation Building Brighthahed by the URA, Development
Bureau and HKHS, maintenance had been carriechauany dilapidated buildings of
this kind recently. The residents worried that thethorities had replaced
redevelopment with building rehabilitation, but @teuctural problem of old buildings
must be solved through redevelopment.

He proposed that the URA should review the renestrategy of old urban areas as a
whole, and should not carry out piecemeal redeveéop. Otherwise, the outcome of
redevelopment would either be small, toothpick-likeildings, or screen-effect
buildings constructed on large areas of land.

Currently, as the purchase price of flats continicedse, many small property owners
or residents were concerned about whether the aasatien option based on a 7-year
old building age approved by the Legislative Colnti2001 was already outdated
and had to be reviewed. Affected residents in reoeshevelopment projects were all
unable to buy flats in 7-year-old buildings in theme district for residence. This had
led to tenants and property owners being forceohdwe to the New Territories or to
the so called extended urban area and satellies cdausing the neighborhood to loose
its community network and depriving people of théirelihood. He urged the
5



authorities to review the URS as soon as possibteta take care of the lives and
livelihoods of the affected and disadvantaged gsourp particular, the speaker pointed
out that people from the lower class usually woudd sign an official lease with the
property owner. However, according to the curreampensation policy, tenants
without a lease would not be compensated. The URBId protect the interests of
these tenants in the old urban areas.

Presentation 7
Topic: Not provided
Speaker: Mr. Yuen Yun Fai

The speaker hoped that the public would not lalbepgrty owners and residents in
redevelopment areas or Kwun Tong District as “ttesbme”, as they were only
expressing their pleas and their disadvantagedtsituand fighting for fair treatment.

He stated that upon acquisition, the URA could deds much as one-third of the total
compensation amount for different reasons, henceynmaoperty owners were not
willing to sell their properties. In fact, many jperty owners in Kwun Tong District
did not mind the pace of the URAs acquisitionseTHRA had announced that there
would be a second round offer in 2013, but at themes time announced that they
would then acquire early according to the LandsuRgxdion Ordinance. This had
confused the property owners. The speaker hopedthiea URA would carry out
acquisition fairly and justly, not only in Kwun TgrDistrict, but also in To Kwa Wan
and other future redevelopment areas.

Gist of Public Discussion
Mr. Maurice Lee moderated the public discussiore Kay points of discussion were

as follows:

1 TheVision and Scope of Urban Renewal

Some of the participating District Councillors opihthat the URS Review should
focus on the comprehensive consultation of theeggaitself and not arguments
about particular redevelopment projects. Repretieagafrom the Development
Bureau, the Town Planning Board (TPB) and the RiepBepartment etc. should
therefore participate more in such public engagérmetivities and listen to the
public views in person. The moderator believed suatiety should study closely
the incentives for redevelopment. For example, itteentive for redeveloping
Kwun Tong was that it was an old district whereassKowloon City, there was
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originally an incentive, but it was limited by tbetline development plan and the
conditions stipulated by the TPB and Planning Depant which discouraged
developers, and therefore the area had to wath®URA's acquisition.

Some pointed out that redevelopment should be d deed, as the old buildings
(especially the ‘salt water buildings’) had alredshcome dangerous, and should
be rebuilt. A representative of certain Tsuen Weoperty owners brought along
a letter from the owners requesting the URA toycaut redevelopment as soon
as possible. Some participants however opined rtraaty old buildings in old
urban areas were occupied by ‘grass-roots’ citizkresto the small unit size and
low rent. The redeveloped areas were usually toamsfd into high cost areas,
leaving ‘grass-roots’ citizens with no living spacehe Development Bureau
should draft an outline of the vision of urban neak and allow locals of the
affected areas to understand clearly the post-sddpment planning, including
the supply of buildings and their types etc.

Some participants said that the objective of theSUshould be to strengthen
Hong Kong’s competitiveness and should be “peopl@red”. Redevelopment
had however demolished old urban areas and buwiltryuapartments which no
ordinary citizen could afford or consider buyinghi§ was equivalent to
subsidising the future interests of property depets with public interests, which
was against the original objective, and had lea soispicion of collusion between
the business sector and the Government. Propeitgsphad been lifted by
speculation from investors and mainlanders. Pefspla the middle class could
not afford to move their homes or to improve theing environment. This had
gradually weakened our competitiveness. ‘Grass-ouiens were marginalized,
and could only move to less costly but remote areas

Some pointed out that redevelopment caused protbdiggurbance such as noise
and pollution to the affected residents. Small pedprs and local features in the
community were also disappearing gradually. Theseewssues that had to be
tackled.

Role of Sakeholders

2.1 Participation from Property Owners

Some suggested adopting a collective market shgséers that allowed
property owners to buy shares of their related qutsj and participate in
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redevelopment. Some suggested that the URA showhdider allotting a
certain percentage of the profits from redevelopgmen affected property
owners in the redevelopment projects. This wouloMathe owners to receive
their rightful benefits from development of thedian

Some participants opined that the constructiorugiéity residential properties
was not an issue. If participation (in redevelopmprojects) by property
owners were allowed, both parties could be mutuagiyefit.

2.2 TheRoleof the URA

Some stated that the current role of the URA wasstime as an intermediary.
Land was sold to property developers at high prafésr acquisition. Should

the redeveloped buildings be sold at a good ptie URA could even receive
a bonus. This might raise the purchase price td.fla

Being a public organisation, the URA should nolisgimoney from taxpayers
for acquisition and investment, nor should it isfaends to cover related
expenses. The sale of flats after redevelopmehigat prices was also against
the public interest.

The role of the URA should be to revitalise old ambareas, and assist the
affected property owners and residents in the reldpment process.

2.3 TheRoleof the Legidlative Council and District Councils

One patrticipant opined that one of the biggestessn the current system was
that the URA was not under the supervision of tlegislative Council or the
District Councils, even though its redevelopmentjguts had a profound
impact to the redevelopment areas. She claimedstiathad tried contacting
Legislative Councillors and Yau Tsim Mong DistriCouncillors many times
but in vain. Only a few Legislative Councillors amistrict Councillors had
attended the public engagement activities of th&Review. For example, in
Yau Tsim Mong District, many redevelopment proje¢tad commenced
already or were going to commence, but the Dis@imtincillors concerned did
not attend these activities to listen to opiniorent the neighbourhood. The
District Council must bear responsibility as theyadh endorsed the
redevelopment project, and should not rely onlyresidents or voluntary
parties to supervise and handle issues. She thdhghtthe District Council
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should establish a committee on urban renewal, lwkiould be responsible
for project supervision and opinion collection, astdould support and
represent the local residents.

3 Compensation and Rehousing Policy

Some participants suggested that the URA shoukt ttef the market purchase
price index when setting the compensation amouracguuisition. For example, it
might refer to the price per foot of several laggtates in the relevant district.
Such open and transparent mechanism could redgcenants significantly. A

participating District Councillor also agreed thednsparent and fair rules and
mechanisms should be adopted for compensation.

A ground floor shop owner stated that in many comites, the shops
represented the local culture and economy, anavatlccitizens to enjoy low-cost
spending. The shops were also the means for shgtkeepers to make a living,
and the situation was very different from residangproperty owners. The
compensation amount proposed by the URA deviated faom the valuation he
made and he would rather compensate the URA tHhhiseshop, as the URAS
compensation amount was insufficient to buy a coatga shop.

A self-employed participant pointed out that hetd] which were neither leased
nor unoccupied, was subject to a deduction of siypsihe URA carried out

compulsory acquisition but she could not affordtirepin other locations. She
could not change her occupation either, and heliisod was seriously affected.
The biggest problem was that she did not haveigimsrto decide whether to sell
her property or not.

Some participants were dissatisfied with the conocmkmway of redevelopment
implemented by the URA. The URA acquired, demolistend rebuilt the
resident’s buildings and then sold them at highcewi but the acquisition
compensation was much less than those offered dpeply developers acquiring
old properties. With the deduction of compensafmnreasons such as “leased
property” and “not the sole residence”, the compgoa was insufficient for
property owners to buy a flat nearby. Some peoplated out that whether the
flat was self-occupied or not, it was bought witle bwner’s hard-earned money.
The compensation policy should not be split intifedent grades, otherwise the
property owner’s rights on the utilisation of tHatfwould be seriously affected.



Compensation should be enough for owners to afforeearby flat and should
ensure tenants the right to rent with approximatiedysame amount of money.

Some participants stated that the acquisition padied the relevant provisions
formulated in the past had become outdated, and hnadered the pace of
redevelopment. They called for amendments to beerbgidhe Government.

A Kwun Tong resident stated that when the Land DBpraent Corporation (LDC)
carried out a Freezing Survey for Kwun Tong resislen 1997, there was no
distinction between owner-occupied, tenanted orconpied flats. The LDC

claimed that once the flat was to be sold and \apescession was delivered,
then the owner would receive a certain amount ohpensation. Thus most
residents had been waiting for compensation froemURA. As a result, half of

the residents felt that they had been ‘cheatedl,ssome had applied for a judicial
review. The judgement of the judicial review was floe public interest and did
not affect redevelopment in the Kwun Tong Distridte court could not over-ride
the compensation ordinance cited by the UK. 2

Some patrticipants urged the URA to provide “flatflat” and “shop-for-shop”
compensation, as these were very reasonable schefnmesher participant
suggested that the URA should provide the affepregerty owners with a rent
allowance before the completion of the redevelogm&he URA could also
consider selling back some of the flats in the vettged buildings to the original
owners at a discounted price. Should the propengeo move out, the URA
should repurchase the property. This could enshia¢ the affected residents
would be rehoused in the original districts andidguevent speculation.

Some participants opined that the purchase pricdlabd was sky-rocketing
currently. The redevelopment compensation wasdao The terms offered by the
Government according to the Lands Resumption Ongimavould not be worse
than the offers made by the URA. Some however pdirdut that the Lands

Note 2 | RA representative Ms. Tam Siu-ying respondec#s\iis: the compensation policy was enacted
by the Legislative Council in 2001. Its major piijple was to allow owner-occupier in old urban areas
to repurchase a property and improve their livimgienment with the compensation. These owners
would therefore receive an amount equalling thecipase price of the flat plus a Home Purchase
Allowance, i.e. the price of a 7-year-old flat. #& non-occupier owners, i.e. the property waseaerur
unoccupied, the Legislative Council at that timeught that the investment owners would not need to
repurchase property for self-occupying purpose, thatefore in addition to compensation of the
purchase price of the flat, the Home Purchase Al was only half of the amount of the former. She
stated that such information could be found onLiagislative Council website.
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Resumption Ordinance should not be invoked; otheawi would only benefit
property developers at the expense of the inteodstisizens.

Public Engagement

A participant pointed out that residents in old amrbareas actually supported
redevelopment. They understood the advantagesief/edopment and knew that
there was not in the interest of the wider commufor private developers to

redevelop single building blocks. He thought, hoarethat redevelopment need
not be carried out by the URA as it lacked flexipiand was poorly managed. He
suggested setting up a more flexible mechanisidw aesidents to express their
opinions to the URA. The directors of the URA shibalso communicate more
with residents.

Social | mpact Assessment and Social Service Teams

Some participants explained that the problems ofatservice teams were: (1)
The lowest tenders would be awarded, which meattttte social service teams
would have low salaries and would receive insuffitiresources. The service
quality would be affected; (2) The social serviearhs were employed by the
URA and worked in the URA'’s office. They were alvgaynder a lot of pressure
and constraints imposed by the URA, hence theyelhdkdependence; and (3)
Tenants were forced to move out and could not enjogy benefits of
redevelopment. Since social service teams couldormnote any change to the
policies, they could not provide any help. Somegssted that social service
teams could be funded by the URA, but could be medaand audited by the
District Councils. It was not necessary for sogafvice teams to report to the
URA.

The URA should complete the social impact assessmelh and actually solve
the residents’ problems. It was necessary to se& upechanism to assess the
effectiveness of the social impact assessmentgeTweuld be fewer voices of
opposition and fewer complaints from affected partif the Social Impact
Assessment was done well.

Some participants expressed dissent over the wafiich reports were published

by the core group on the planning of the Westerstrist Harbourfront
Promenade by the social service team (Caritas Mwu@g Sui Kun Community
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Centre) V*®3in Western District: in July 2009, the report fisbéd by the core

group stated that the cargo handling area and Wegtholesale Food Market
would be redeveloped into a Harbourfront Promenddie. social service team
however only interviewed residents in Sai Wan aidnit interview workers in
the handling area. The clearance of the handlieg aright lead to unemployment
for more than a thousand people. In addition, theeee six Islands District
transportation routes now in the handling area,ctwiibok up 80% of freight
capacity of household necessities to the Islandsribi. Clearance would affect
the life of residents on the Islands. Some paiaip pointed out that this might
be related to the Government funding of the sorrgact assessment. This
incident posed a query that the current criteriatfi@ social impact assessment
were not comprehensive.

Some tenants in Kwun Tong expressed that most gyopeners in their district

had accepted the acquisition offer and moved dubs& remaining in the district
were mainly elderly tenants. They felt trapped itd@ad city” and had to suffer
poor hygiene and public order problems. Moreoverytwere not able to receive
rehousing or compensation. Fortunately, the sos@&lice team helped the
remaining tenants in Kwun Tong District to set upedderly tenants organization
to appeal to the URA for rehousing and compensatsosoon as possible.

Some participants considered that social impa@asassent was an invasion of
privacy. For example, even family and spouse m@istiips were examined.

6 Othes

* Some participants expressed that property ownevayal had to deal with
the URA. The owners were under a lot of stress arah their health was
affected. The URA should send more staff to disaugl them and offer
assistance.

* Some pointed out that the Kwun Tong redevelopmenjept had lasted for
20 years. The URA did not think of the pain that fhroject brought to the
residents but just oppressed them with policies.aA®sult, many elderly
residents suffered from depression.

Note 3 The URA social service team of Central and Westistrict should be Urban Renewal social
service team of St. James’ Settlement.
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 The Kwun Tong redevelopment project had led to terdeation in public
order. The URA however shirked its responsibilitteesl the residents were
always anxious.

* Some residents in Sham Shui Po stated that regeweltt caused them to
lose their homes. Although they received assistdnm@ social service
teams, the Social Welfare Department could do ngtho help other than to
encourage them to rent a flat which they were uwntbhfford. He expressed
that he just wanted to be rehoused in the neigliomat. If injustice in
society could not be dealt with by legal means, géhetional instability of
the affected residents was understandable.

A-World Consulting Limited
November 2009

-End-
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Urban Renewal Strategy (URS) Review
Public Engagement Stage
Public Forum 5

Date: 21 November, 2009 (Saturday)

Time: 2:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m.

Venue: Multi-function Hall I, 25/F, Hong Kong Fed#ion of Youth
Groups Building

Number of Participants: 118 (including 2 membédrtghe Steering Committee, also 2

representatives from the Development Bureau, 1 fthen
Planning Department, 10 from the Urban Renewal Aty
(URA), and 1 from Hong Kong Institute of Asia-Pacif
Chinese University of Hong Kong present as the ofes &
)

Moderators: Prof. Bernard, W. F. Lim
Mrs. Sandra S.C. Mak

Public Presentations

1. Topic: Not provided
Speaker: Ms. Wong Yat Man

The speaker advocated the “flat for flat” and “sHop shop” compensation option,
since it could safeguard the owners’ private prigpeights. She cited that Mr.
Stephen Fisher of the former Planning and Landse®8ursent a letter to the
Legislative Council Panel on Planning, Lands and&&@n & March 2001 to show

the Government’s willingness to accept the “flat flat” exchange plan, and would
propose to the URA that the number of flat unitail@ble under the “flat for flat”

exchange plan should not be less than 1.2 tim#seafumber of owners participating
in the plan. She opined that the citizens affedigdhe redevelopment in Kwun
Tong and all other places in Hong Kong urged faj:the overall fulfilment of this

undertaking; (2) the thorough fulfilment of the cavship participation scheme
because the Basic Law protected private propeghitsi

She also thought that without supervision, the Ukl become the beneficiary of
urban redevelopment. The Government had to sdive problem. After the
presentation, certain participants shouted theasititat for flat” and“shop for shop
together.

Nete 1 The observers were the representatives of thelB@went Bureau and the Planning Department, and
the personnel of the Urban Renewal Authority. Theye present to listen to the opinions and clavify
supplement certain facts and information. Hong Kbragitute of Asia-Pacific, Chinese University obk
Kong, would analyse the effective opinions collddtethe “Urban Renewal Strategy” Review. Its
representative was present to facilitate the aisalysrk. Their opinions or comments would not be
regarded as valid opinions



Topic:  Conclusion for the Redevelopment Policy
Speaker: Ms. Yiu Siu Yung

The speaker pointed out that the redevelopmentegiyahad committed a serious
breach of the “people-oriented” objective. The @&uwwnent had used urban
redevelopment to compete for profits with the gaheublic. She pointed out that
the Government drew up the redevelopment areandbra without having obtained
the owners’ consent, which took away their righdstrade their properties freely.
The URA even divided the owners of residentialsflanhd the owners of ground floor
shops by luring the residential flat owners in fio@al terms to agree to the
redevelopment, while the ground floor shop owneesemcompelled to accept the
acquisition price offered by the URA. Those whd dot comply with it would then
be subject to compulsory land resumption. The mgloiloor shop owners relied on
their properties for their livelihood or pensionThe Government should not compel
them to sell their shops. She quoted the “Sne&kezet” and “The Masterpiece”
examples to point out that the URA was robbing aadspired with businesses to
make “enormous profits”. She said that the origmaners there should share the
fruits of redevelopment.

Most old buildings were owned by investment ownehgwever with their
compensation deducted, the owners were unable ydback premises in the same
district. ~ Therefore, the community network was tomged. Moreover, she
considered it inappropriate to enact before the ptetion of this review the 80%
threshold for the compulsory auction of the rentajnproperties within a lot which
would result in the transfer of interests to prépetevelopers, monopoly and a
soaring price index which affected all industriesd ebusiness sectors and caused
unemployment.

She agreed that the URA should change its roless$estathe owners in organizing a
redevelopment cooperative society to set the ptppeice, provide the owners with
various choices and let them participate in thesttgpment.

Topic:  Video Sharing on Redevelopment Issues
Speaker: Phoebe Fan, Lee Wai Yi (V-Artivist)

The speakers played two video recordings. The ¢hefrthe first one was “Urban

Renewal Strategy — Review by the General Publicd8ity Better than the Financial

Secretary)”. This was a publicity video clip preéd for the green paper “Urban
Renewal Strategy — Review by the General Public’oadted by the H15 Concern
Group. In the clip, a resident affected by Shangh@ieet Conservation and

Development Project indicated that he had beenlybargertained when he made an
inquiry to the Urban Renewal Social Service Tea®@T(Sabout rehousing issues. A
member of the H15 Concern Group said that the S&F employed by the URA and
therefore considered the URA as its service targ8he proposed that it would be
better should the SST be operated independentigads

The theme of the second video was “Urban Renewld Emall Businesses”. This
documentary comprised several interviews of citizaffected by urban renewal, for
the purpose of understanding the effects on thaity dlives, businesses and
community network. Interviewees included stall ders of the open market place at
Graham Street in Central, the former ground fldmpsowners at Lee Tung Street, as



well as the commercial and residential tenantshians Shui Po redevelopment area.
They agreed that it was necessary to redeveloplthéistricts, but pointed out that

Government officials in charge of planning and drxi-making did not understand

the residents’ lifestyle and the community functiand consequently were unable to
plan from the residents’ perspective. The inter@es/in Central and at Lee Tung
Street indicated that the community network andrntéighbourhood relationship had

already changed when the redevelopment commenddte interviewees in Sham

Shui Po District indicated that the local economgsvable to meet the needs of the
elderly in the district and was therefore quite artpnt.

As indicated by several shop owners, the URA o#&equired the properties suddenly
without detailed explanation. Moreover, businesgpgded drastically after relocation
of their shops. Insufficient compensation or fastng rent after redevelopment,
meant it was unlikely that the shops could remairthe original district. Small
business operators had profound influence on theetstculture, the community
network, the district characteristics and evenltival economy. The current means
of executing redevelopment had however not takem treeds into consideration.

Topic:  Future Direction of Redevelopment
Speaker: Mr. Ng Kam Chiu / H15 Concern Group

The speaker urgently demanded the fulfilment of‘ftaé for flat” and“shop for shop
exchange. He considered these options as helpfaoiaintaining the community
sense of belonging and harmony in society. Hec@#d the URA for acting in the
contrary. For instance, the freezing survey abtuahcouraged owners to force
tenants to move out. Moreover, the transfer oéradts between the URA and
property developers encouraged the latter to reggmemium urban land lots in Hong
Kong.

He summarised the views of the H15 Concern Groupthen “Urban Renewal
Strategy” Review and reiterated their proposals @ermands, including the fulfilment
of “flat for flat” and “shop for shop” exchange, aer participation, improvement of
neighbourhood living standard, preservation of riist characteristics and
maintenance of the community network, as well asimmiing the “bulldozing”
redevelopment approach of the URA and insteadariinfg its roles in rehabilitation,
conservation and revitalization. Moreover, he wid agree that owner participation
was equivalent to taking risks, because the URAliaeq properties at a low price and
sold them at a high price after redevelopment. &keyuld be no risks to the owners.

In the first instance, the URA should conduct aia@ampact assessment, and study
how more residents could stay behind before prongesith redevelopment.

Topic:  “Urban Renewal Strategy” Review
Speaker: Mr. Ho Kin Chung

The speaker said that there had long been manynargs and criticism in society
against urban redevelopment and the URA. In hisiop, most people agreed that
the aging old urban areas had to be improved. Wigard to redevelopment, he
suggested either (1) doing nothing and allowingcbmmunity to keep on aging, or (2)



let private developers or the URA proceed with vetlgoment. He pointed out that
private developers only considered economic benefiTherefore, it was not good
for the community residents, tenants, shops or esvneThe URA was a public
organization with more statutory power such as adsgry acquisition. Therefore,
it must perform its social responsibilities to tatlae of the needs of the people in the
community and even the wider society. He mentiathedexample of “flat for flat”
and “shop for shop” exchange, which helped to pwes¢he community network.
The URA and residents could explore these aspectstail.

Moreover, though the URA placed greater emphasisamsultation than in the past,
its financial status should have greater transggrenOn the other hand, the speaker
felt uneasy that the URA, as a public organizatparticipated in the development of
luxury flats on the basis of self-financing. Herged out that it was not necessary
for projects to be developed as luxury flats. THRA should think over how to
make use of the huge profit to do something berafior the society.

6. Topic: Consolidated Views of the “Urban Rene®ahktegy” Review
Speaker: Mr. Lau Wai Chung

The speaker noted that the URA sent a |&{f6r? to the Director of Broadcasting,
Radio Television Hong Kong to complain about theerg broadcast of an untrue
report on the Kwun Tong Redevelopment Project iorfgl Kong Connection”. He
doubted the URA’s reason for sending a letter tdikd@elevision Hong Kong. He
mentioned again that during his visit to Kwun Tddigtrict in the pastMr. Stephen
Fisher of the former Planning and Lands Bureaugradised the residents that even
a towel or a bed could be evidence of occupatiah aertittement for compensation.
Ultimately however, this was not the practice.

Moreover, he said that when the URA applied to Togn Planning Board for the
approval of the Kwun Tong Redevelopment Projecth@ past, the former senior
management of the URA told the residents that ag &s they supported the project
design with taller buildings and more spacious aiteaould be good for the Kwun
Tong residents after approval by the Town Planegrd. The compensation by
the URA however, was finally based on the valughef seven-year-old buildings in
the same district. He indicated that this was undgerstanding because the URA
sought the approval for the project from the TovenRing Board as soon as possible
at that time.

He opined that in recent years, what the URA hatkdeorst was to lack sincerity in
seeking the support of the residents in the neighimod, because the URA had
turned into a “big white elephant”. Its staff hadcome more bureaucratic. They
were reluctant to listen to the voices and opiniohthe affected residents. He said
that the Government had handed the URA excessiwempand responsibility. It
would certainly cause arguments in society, andctiveent modes and methods of
operation would not bring about any improvementrioan renewal.

Noe 2 The URA issued a letter to clarify that the congasgion was in no way related to the development
density concerning the issues related to the pkod and the compensation for the residents megdiam
“Hong Kong Connection”



7.

Topic: Obvious Loopholes Existed between thedlerd and Tenant Ordinance and
the URA policy.
Speaker: Mr. Ho — Shun Ning Road Redevelopment &onGroup

The speaker, representing Shun Ning Road RedevelapnConcern Group,
reprimanded the URA that its announcement 8hN&vember for optimizing the
relief measures for the residential tenants wafaat) to cover up the problems and to
evade responsibility. The speaker pointed out #iate the three-month-long
freezing survey, which was launched by the URAratfte Government gazetted the
Shun Ning Road Redevelopment Project off 26ne 2009, at least 13 tenants who
had their tenancy agreements terminated by theldeds] had even applied to the
court to take back the flat units. The URA howevead not made appropriate
arrangements for the tenants interviewed in thezirg survey and had been forced to
move out. These tenants might lose the right$tain compensation and rehousing.
The concern group had continually made inquirieshi® URA with regard to the
related arrangements at all times but no offi@aly had been received.

The speaker pointed out that loopholes were createahg the Landlord and Tenant
(Consolidation) (Amendment) Ordinance 2004 whicbkteffect in 2004, the Urban
Renewal Strategy and the redevelopment proceddreis is because the former
empowered the landlord to request the tenant toemmxt by giving one month’s
notice or by applying to the court to take backftaearbitrarily. On the other hand,
the Development Bureau would decide whether to tantiate the redevelopment
only two months after the announcement of the reldgwment project and the launch
of the freezing survey. Consequently, it had kedhie loophole which enabled the
landlord to force the tenants to move out in ortterobtain more compensation.
Such a situation was prevailing in the Hai Tan &tr&weilin Street and Shun Ning
Road projects. The URA had however not managedredy this policy loophole
with any great effort and had even refused to waee with the excuse that it was a
dispute between the landlord and the tenant. As WRA was supported by
Government funds and could apply to use the LansliRetion Ordinance, then it
should not simply ignore the existing problems sing claimed to be
“people-oriented”, and had stated its intentionigprove neighbourhood living
standards. The URA claimed to have more than @é88uelopment projects on hand.
If the future policy was still unable to comply Wiit, then there would be more
victims.

Topic:  Follow-up Investigation of Sham Shui Pedevelopment Project
Speaker: Mr. Yeung Kwok Kin — Working Group on Unb&Renewal and
Conservation of Historical Buildings, Sham ShuiBstrict Council

The speaker said that the URA implemented 13 rédpnent projects in Sham Shui
Po, which involved 25% of the population in thastdct. Therefore, the Working

Group on Urban Renewal and Conservation of Hisabfuildings of Sham Shui Po

District Council had proceeded with follow-up intigations since 2005. These
investigations included the assistance providedhey Government departments for
the residents, the residential conditions befow ater the relocation, the conditions
of the residents’ new home and the problems thegdathe effect of the urban
redevelopment and the property acquisition on #&dents. Its scope involved
Projects K20 to K25. The findings were as followgl) Most owners considered



that both the Government and the District Counad Failed to provide assistance; (2)
50% of the owners having accepted acquisition weot satisfied with the
consultation process. They were merely informedl @mices were not available; (3)
61% of the owners were not satisfied with the camspéon for the acquisition; (4)
48% of the owners having accepted acquisition clemed the acquisition offers
reasonable; 33% understood that the URA couldtb#gd_and Resumption Ordinance
to acquire the building and consequently they hadatternative but to accept
acquisition; (5) Many residents in the neighbourheere afraid of being “evicted”
by the URA staff; (6) 53% of the interviewees agrée the current policy direction
of rehousing or compensation but thought that t@pensation amount should be
increased; 40% thought that there should be momices of rehousing and
compensation, which included the “flat for flat’dafshop for shop” exchange which
was agreed by most of the interviewees. The spesdid that it was unfair to
provide compensation at the “one-off price” only) 68% of the owners still lived in
Sham Shui Po after relocation, and many of thdwceded residential flats were
smaller in size, which reflected insufficient compation; (8) Most of their relocated
residential flats were in older buildings; (9) Mapyoblems were encountered after
relocation; (10) 51% of the interviewees said ity had phone contact with their
neighbours before relocation but no such contaetr aélocation, however 90% of
them indicated that they would greet the neighljdilik) the community network and
environment changed after relocation, the residdre#d to take time to adapt
themselves again, which affected their mental agalth condition; (12) 70% of the
interviewed owners thought that the SST had notretf assistance, while around
90% of the interviewed tenants thought that neitherHousing Society nor the URA
staff had assisted them in finding a new home. §geaker said however, that it was
understandably difficult for the SST to assist éeldng compensation and rehousing;
(13) 88% of the interviewed tenants continued ¥ lin Sham Shui Po; (14) More
tenants than owners needed the assistance of ther@oeent or the District Council
because most of them were in a vulnerable soc@algr(15) For quite a number of
tenants, their relocated residential flats in netmgitdings were smaller than before,
however a higher rent was charged; (16) Most tendated the problem of
employment after relocation; (17) The interviewedants had a weaker community
network after relocation; (18) 83% of the ownersraveatisfied with the structural
conditions of the building after relocation.

The speaker concluded that the URA was a publiaroegtion but profit-oriented. As
it had a Government funding of 10 billion dollarsdawas entitled to apply for land
resumption, it should safeguard the living standairdrass-root citizens. He said
that the URA should re-structure its board of dwexto have more members from the
grass-roots or with in-depth understanding abadegvelopment.

Topic:  Did you know?
Speaker: Mr. David Tam

The speaker pointed out that there were arounthtarsand victims of redevelopment
in the districts every year, and queried whethex tbp leadership of the SAR
Government knew that these redeveloped districts W@mashed” by the URA policy.
He considered the difficulties and policies facedtie residents of the redeveloped
district were unfair and all the officials of theo@rnment, the legislative council and
the policy bureau knew it. The problem was whyytbll maintained such a policy
and let the URA continue in this way without region. He thought that if the



Urban Renewal Strategy was “no good”, the citizelnsuld not accept it and should
abolish it.

10. Topic: Industry Relocation in Urban Renewal
Speaker: Mr. Desmond Sham — Community Cultural €onc

The speaker said that he only got a subsidy of HBG2 from the URA to proceed
with this study*® 3 and therefore, the information is not sufficigniletailed. The
redevelopment projects of the URA had destroyedotiginal business network of
many trades. However, there had been industrgagtm in the original district in
Hong Kong too, for instance, the “Fabric Streetiaftis, Wing On Street in Central)
Project carried out by Land Development CorporationC) in the 90s. LDC and
the Government made many acquisition attempts Imet ¢compensation was
insufficient for the owners to buy back shops at finits in the original district. At
that time, some owners raised alternative schermesvere rejected. Finally, LDC
resettled the nearby characteristic trades affebtededevelopment via the Western
Market Conservation and Revitalization Project feotly known as “Western
Market”) however there were problems of insufficishops which were too small in
area, as well as a lack of consultation and imprédpeation. LDC had however
guaranteed the shops with a lease-term of 21 ye&fsfortunately, after the URA
had taken over Western Market from LDC, its manag@mvas out-sourced and the
shops originally available for the characteristades were let to other shops subject
to stringent lease terms. He concluded that thé® @llowed an initial step forward
for industry relocation enabling the resettlemefttiee entire sector to provide
protection for the industry, but it required thepravement of package facilities and
matching Government policies.

Another example was the construction of Yuen PeeeéstBird Garden for the

rehousing of the original vendors of the stalls ahdps at “Bird Street” (i.e. the

former south section of Hong Lok Street). The kpe&aid that the merits of this
project were that both licensed and unlicensedatpes were entitled to rehousing at
reasonable rent and the hygienic environment wesrbafter relocation. The project,
however also had the problem of inconvenient traffmproper design and the
absence of matching industry policies.

He concluded that although the characteristic sadplacement by LDC did not
achieve an optimal outcome, its feasibility andasstty should not be denied. It
was capable of fulfilling the replacement of theéirensector and providing protection
for the trade with minimum adverse effects. It wasessary to improve the industry
policy, traffic, design, package facilities anddewf participation of the general pubic.
Finally, he raised several questions for the pigditts to consider, including the issue
of whether the URA-driven or the community-driveppeoach would bring about
higher efficiency, the participation modes (thegias investigation and consultation
or the community-driven planning and managememt), \@hether the consequences
of the redevelopment (such as deteriorating trafbaditions, wall effect buildings
and gentrification) should be borne by the peripheommunities or jointly both the
beneficiaries and the victims.

Note 31 fact, Community Cultural Concern has actualyained, through the “Partnership Organisation
Programme” of the Urban Renewal Strategy Revievalivance of nearly HK$10,000 for the actual
expenses of coordinating its programme activiées] HK$2,000 was for the single-item expenses dhggr
the “write-up of the study report”.



11. Topic: Urban Renewal Strategy: Differentiatimtween Big and Small?
Speaker: Dr. Wong Kam Cheong — Hong Kong Institate Real Estate
Administrators

According to the speaker, it had been said recahtly even professionals and the
well educated were incapable of buying propertiess his institute members were
also professionals, he was therefore sympathetic thie participants at the forum.
The Institute was going to convene its general mgain 28" November to discuss

the Urban Renewal Strategy Review and submit theyaat proposal report to the

Government.

He said that on the whole, the Institute was ofuties that in order to have effective
redevelopment, the planning should be consideretherbasis of the entire district
instead of proceeding with isolated individual paig. The Institute supported
rehabilitation and conservation in the first ing@anbut objected the “bulldozer
approach” which should be the final option. Hedithe advantages of a large-scale
project: (1) It was easy to obtain a balance of 4fs (that is, Redevelopment,
Rehabilitation, pReservation and Revitalisation®) (Greater value added and
environmental improvement to the community aftetereslopment; (3) Faster and
more prominent effects; (4) Better planning for tt@emmunity facilities, traffic,
overall design and ventilation; (5) Better desigpout of individual buildings or flat
units; (6) Comparatively lower unit constructiondaoonsultancy fees; (7) Higher
building efficiency and usage rates; (8) Less fetence by a large-scale project on its
neighbourhood and peripheral communities comparédat of several individual and
small-scale redevelopment projects.

The conditions for implementing large-scale praeptoperly were as follows: (1)

The macro urban redevelopment or renewal stratexpyessential; (2) The interests of
various stakeholders were balanced; (3) The resdenthe neighbourhood were

entitled to participate in making decisions througten and transparent discussion
and consultation; (4) When private developers pigdie in the redevelopment, the
process must be transparent with specified padiicp rules, so as to avoid

conspiracy between officials and the business.

The speaker concluded that large-scale projecte were suitable for the urban
renewal mode, however, as it involved differenkstenlders, it would affect the entire
society. Consequently, it was essential to condut#nsive consultation and public
participation. After rapid development for halfcantury, Hong Kong had quite a
number of very dilapidated buildings. Therefotes tnstitute was of the view that it
was essential to have redevelopment on the prewhiget destroying the harmony of
the community and the society. As for the redgwelent mode, the means of its
execution and the executing party were subjecttbip debate.

Public Discussion

The public discussion was hosted by Prof. Bern@&ftdF. Lim. The principal views were
as follows:



1 4RsStrategy of Urban Renewal

A participant hoped to preserve monuments, antegiand community history, whilst
expediting the redevelopment of the old districtvhat she said reflected that the
dilapidated buildings were the “time bombs”. Iethwere not demolished as soon as
possible, they would be a threat to the safetyhefgeneral public. She proposed that
the Government classified these dilapidated bugslinas the rehabilitation or
redevelopment projects after thorough examinatrah\eerification.

A participant accused the URA that it had neveegia clear account of the effects of its
past work and the amount of money involved. Heugjnd that the URA should not

merely study the cases of other districts or cibes should review the actual local
situation and the past work instead.

Some participants criticized that the conservagffiects of the URA were not good.
For instance, in the cases of the Woo Cheong Pawap,SWan Chai Market, “Old
Shops” Street and Lee Tung Street, they simplyenutite old shops and old neighbours.
Following the conservation works, only the emptglstvas left without contents. The
URA had long been unable to provide the assessrapott on the effects of the H18
project on the heritage. It only made people dowbether it had conducted any
assessment. Some historical buildings such a8tidge Street Market, which were
fortunate enough to have more complete preservatiene retained merely after the
general public had sought to motivate the Goverrtin@mo so. There were worries
that the URA might not be able to handle the Cémfiarket Project, and only its shell
would be retained.

2 Roleof Stakeholders

2.1 TheRoleof the URA

A participant pointed out that San Francisco hads | protect the citizens’ interests in
the USA. It was for the people in the communitylezide in the first instance whether
any problems existed in that community and whicfunred community renewal. They
also had the statutory power to confirm whetheaseonas classified under dilapidation
and improper land use. Only upon completion of frecess would the local

redevelopment authority launch the community renewaject. He said that Hong

Kong citizens or the local people in the distrieddhno right to participate in urban

renewal, all of which was decided by the Governmeite proposed that local people
in the community should identify dilapidated burlds or examples of inefficient land

use in the first instance, with in the last redbe case being referred to the URA to
proceed with redevelopment or renewal.

3 Compensation and Rehousing Policy

A participant criticized the URA’s current approaatcalculating the area of a flat to be
acquired and standard for compensation. He poiotgdthat the calculation of the
compensation amount should be based on the pricegpare foot and the construction
area at the time when the owner bought the flatgtderied why the URA bought at a
low price and sold at a high price. He hoped thstquery could be forwarded to the
Secretary for Development.



Quite a number of participants stressed that that for flat” and “shop for shop”
exchange option should be offered to the affecnple for selection. For instance,
the Government department had to resettle the taffegeople in the construction of
public facilities as well. They thought that ifethURA wanted to take back the
residential flats or commercial shops for redevelept, it was reasonable that the
affected people should be compensated with andlieunit or shop but not simply
compensated with money to settle the case. Theergs worked hard for decades in
order to own the property which was demolishechaénd, but they were compelled to
look for a place by themselves to live in after alA commercial shop supported the
livelihood of the owner’s family for several gengoas but the URA took advantage of
the “imperial” power conferred by the Governmenatgjuire property at a low price and
sell at a high price. Moreover, some participgamted out that the “flat for flat” and
“shop for shop” exchange arrangement existed iergptaces. It was really upsetting
that there was no such arrangement in Hong Kong.

Some participants indicated that the current corsgion and support for the tenants
were insufficient. In particular, there was litt®mpensation for tenants of “wood
partitioned rooms” who were also not necessariligide for public housing.
Moreover, the Landlord and Tenant (ConsolidatioAjnéndment) Ordinance 2004
empowered the landlord to request the tenant toenoow simply by giving one month’s
notice, without giving any reasons and even withmmpensation. It has created the
loophole for the landlord to oust the tenant inesrid obtain more compensation.

A participant described the reasonable and fair rmeaf land resumption by the
Mainland government. When the government took llhekproperty, the owner would
be compensated with land and provided with theaaloce for constructing a new house,
a rental subsidy equivalent to 15 months rental dux@dgeneral decoration expenses.
Moreover, the location of the compensated landweadad. The owner must however
construct the building within a specified term. h@&wise, the government would
resume the vacant land.

A resident in Kwun Tong criticized that the URA deted the compensation of owners
of property which was non-owner occupied propertyvhich was not the owner’s only

owned home. He thought that such a measure disated against the “investor” owner.
He pointed out that the URA was also doing busifgsdemolishing the property of the

owner in the redevelopment district to construcuhy flats. Consequently, the URA

was equivalent to such an “investor” owner.

Some owners in Hai Tan Street were not satisfietth wthe URA’s approach when

conducting the freezing survey. An owner lostéligibility for compensation because
he was unable to present effective evidence whigntified his address. Another
owner also pointed out that because he himselfneapresent when the freezing survey
was conducted, the URA merely calculated his corsggon amount by treating his

property as a vacant flat unit. He said that tisner should be entitled to set the
selling price for his own property.

A participant criticized that the URA took over thmjects of the LDC but did not adopt

its compensation standards. The current compemsaption was far less than that of
the LDC.
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4  Pubic Engagement

Some participants proposed to let the owners oftduiinmeans or elderly owners
participate in the redevelopment by way of a gutech share-holding system. As for
those owners who did not want to take risks, theylct sell the shares to retain the
original value of the property.

A patrticipant thought that in the process of tleigiew and consultation, the URA neither
accepted the pubic opinions nor responded to tiwens’ demands. Consequently, it
was a false consultation. He was of the opinicat the authority concerned should
prepare a timetable, announce how to take actiom to respond to the citizens’
opinions, and allow the citizens to have the rigfdcceptance or refusal.

Some participants thought that the URA was not micmgu dilapidated buildings but
resuming land. As the owners were requested tdtssl land rights, they should be
allowed to participate as owners in the projectShe acquisition price should be
calculated accordingly to include the land valuetha land rights and not simply be
based on the market value of the flat.

5 Social | mpact Assessment and the Social Service Team (SST)

A participant queried the intention of setting tye tSST. He thought that if the URA

had not deprived the owners or the residents im#ighbourhood of their interests, it

was basically not necessary to set up the SST. edder, he thought that there was a
conflict of interests for the URA to pay for empiog the SST, which could not be

independent. It was difficult to believe that thespuld provide services for the

residents faithfully.

A participant did not believe that the URA had mdervened in the work of the SST.
He proposed that this review should explore theaimsn and independence of the SST
and the possibility of setting up a community plagnservice centre. Moreover, he
opposed the comment by the URA'’s senior official“blong Kong Connection” that
policy advocacy was not within the remit of the iabavorkers’ work. He pointed out
that the Social Workers Registration Ordinance i§ipecthat the social workers should
advocate to formulate or amend the policy.

6 Financial Arrangement

Some participants queried the financial status hd tURA because most of the
redevelopment projects redeveloped the dilapidatatilings comprising a few floors
into tall buildings of tens of floors. The URA, Wever never disclosed its financial
status to the public and claimed to have sufferéabs and required the Government to
contribute capital to help balance the books. dswndeed difficult to understand such
a situation.

7 Miscellaneous

* The URA should prepare a timetable for redevelopiaglly dilapidated and
dangerous buildings.
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* Some participants requested the representativesthef URA to respond
immediately"*®®* to the questions and opinions raised by the ppaiits.

* Some participants requested to have the Chinesgoneof relevant reports and
documents available for inspection by the citizand residents in local District
Offices upon completion of this review.

* Some pointed out that the URA’s recent announcentetadunch the “scheme of
optimizing the relief measures for the residengaants” was, intended, to cover
up the problems and evade responsibilities. TheAWRould actually be
people-centred and provide a secured and happy fartiee citizens.

* Some participants said that the acquisition foevetbpment was equivalent to the
practice of “buying people’s life” because someidests in the neighbourhood
involved in the redevelopment project incurred rakitiness in the process.

* Some participants indicated that the compensatiowmigied by the URA was far
too little, but its staff enjoyed high remunerationTherefore, they did not believe
that it suffered losses.

* When the URA proposed acquisition to the resident&wun Tong, it has
immediately caused a shortage in the supply of emtgpand an increase of
property prices in the vicinity.

* During redevelopment, flats left vacant followingoperty acquisition had caused
various problems such as social disorder, and cosgh®n amounts were not
enough to allow the affected residents to buy taeunits of the seven year old
buildings in the same district. It has caused igerramong residents about
housing or rehousing problems.

A-World Consulting
January 2010

-End-

“4 Ms. Tam Siu Ying representing the URA respondeit the URA had long listened carefully to the
opinions and proposals raised in all public pgpation activities. At present, the compensatiolicgavas
based on the approval adopted by the Legislatiuen€ibin 2001. However, in the current policy, thevas
no “flat for flat” and “shop for shop” exchange angement. Any amendment of the policies involvad h
to be passed with resolutions adopted after dismuds/ the Government and the Legislative Couwihen
Ms. Tam Siu Ying was speaking in response, a lahgecup to interrupt her and indicated her disages¢m
to her response. The forum procedure was alsorupted. The forum continued until it was in order
again and most of the participants agreed to coetin
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