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Background of Study

1. In mid-2008, the Development Bureau of the HKSB&ernment has started the Urban
Renewal Strategy (URS) review exercise. As partthef URS Review and as a
continuation of an earlier study on urban renewglegience in six Asian cities, the
Research Team from the University of Hong Kong asksed in August 2009 to conduct a
study on the achievements and challenges of udraawal in Hong Kong.

2. The current Urban Renewal Strategy (URS) wadighdd in November 2001. It spells
out the principles, objectives of urban renewal] #me targets, the role of the Urban
Renewal Authority (URA), the land assembly proce® processing of projects
including the social impact assessment, financramrgement, parameters and guidelines.
The URS was issued to the Urban Renewal Authority.

Objective of study

3. The objective of the present study is to anabys# consolidate our local experience in
urban renewal as we proceed with the URS review.

Scope of study

4. While there are diverse views on what urban waheshould be, to take stock of the
achievements and challenges in urban renewal shedormation of the URA, the
relevant provisions in the URS would be used asfitamework and yardstick in this
study.

5. This study selected a number of urban renevagépis implemented by the URA as case

studies, including

® Redevelopment projects - H15 (Lee Tung Street/Mg@ré&treet); K7 (Kwun Tong
Town Centre), K2 (with a focus on the differenceapproach between LDC and
URA);

® Rehabilitation projects/initiatives - Chung Sing mé&on (the first one in the
rehabilitation programme); Tai Kok Tsui cluster;iBing Rehabilitation Material
Incentive Scheme, and Building Rehabilitation L&uotheme;

® Preservation projects/initiatives - Mallory Str&tfrows Street project;

® Revitalisation projects/initiatives - Tai Kok Tsstreet beautification.

Methodology



6.

Documentary review formed the major part ofgshely. Most of the relevant documents
were supplied by the URA. To capture the viewthefgeneral public, particularly, those
living or conducting business adjacent to urbarewel projects, a secondary analysis of
studies done by the URA and other organizationsalsasconducted.

Supplementary interviews and focus groups werglgcted, whenever necessary, with
stakeholders including affected individuals (resideand shop operators); professional
groups, community and concern groups, staff of UB#ernment officials, etc. As the

URS review process is going in parallel, submissioom the public and newspaper
articles also provided important data for analgdipublic views in this report.

Background — Pre-URA Urban Renewal in Hong Kong

8.

10.

11.

Land is a scarce resource in Hong Kong and dpamt the natural harbor and its
population, land is the major resource that Hongdkbas. Overcrowding and congested
living environment has always been an issue in HEogg since its early days of
urbanization. On the other hand, land usage maaitmin and land value maximization
appears to be the predominant “principles” in tHean development of Hong Kong.

Urban renewal in the pre-World World Il perio@aswprimarily related to efforts to tackle

overcrowding, public health and fire safety, elge bubonic plague (1894) broke out in
the area around Tai Ping Shan District (aroundatiea of Tai Ping Shan Street, south of
the Hollywood Road) and the Tai Ping Shan Resump@ladinance (1894) marked the

first slum clearance project in Hong Kong.

In the post-war period before the formatiothefLand Development Corporation (LDC),

in 1988, urban renewal was primarily left to thevate sector and was marked by failure

examples:

® The Tai Hang Village project (1959) ended becadstrong local objections;

® The long process of over 2 decades to implemenPilo¢ Scheme Area (1969) in
Sheung Wan,;

® Private sector was not interested in the “Environtalelmprovements Areas” (EIA,
1973).; and

® Tsim Sha Tsui Four Streets project (K11, Hanoi Rddasterpiece) with first MLP
endorsed on 21/8/78 was not completed until 2009.

Some “successes” in urban redevelopment wede imga
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® Hong Kong Housing Society (HKHS) in its Urban Impement Scheme (more than
30 small projects, since 1974), e.g. first complgieoject “Mei Sun Lau (1980) in
Shek Tong Tsui;

® Private sector redevelopment: high density (sontk plot ratio between 12 and 15)
and pencil buildings;

® Private sector brown field developments (e.g. Taskong).

12. The formation of the LDC in 1988 was to spepdedevelopment (i.e. to develop land, or
“land recycling”), an initiative spearheaded by ttend Development Policy Committee
(LDPC).

13. Minimal government intervention was still thetto for LDC:

® Aloan of $100 million only from the government &lger with the binding principle
of “conducting its business according to prudemhiercial principles”;

® Public-Private Partnership (PPP) was the model:teegLDC was able to start its
first eight projects with approximately $1.2 biliadeposits on land from the four
developers, i.e. 12 times the loan available frobengovernment;

® Owners Participation initiatives were attemptethiee projects, yet all three projects
turned out to be merely different forms of PPP:
* Nga Tsin Wai Village (K1)
* Hanoi Road (K11)
* Queen Street (H1)

14. Many projects of LDC were very small, e.g. Kiou@ Court (26 units), Yan Yee Court (46
units), Kui Yan Court (48 units), and the Bulkelstreet (54 units). Up till April 2001,
before the establishment of the URA, the LDC hadmenced a total of 26 projects and
completed 18including one preservation project, i.e. the WesMarket.

15. In June 1996, the HK Government concluded thathe LDC will not be able to deliver
urban renewal on a sufficient scale and quicklyugioto avoid long-term urban decay
without new operating mechanisms and increased ssigpom Government” and
proposed, amongst other things, the establishnfenhew statutory authority, the URA.

16. In May 2001, the URA was formally establishégefore finalizing the Urban Renewal
Strategy (URS), a consultation took place betweagust 1, 2001 and September 30,
2001. On the basis of the comments received freen @ hundred submissions, the draft

! One of the projects, Kui Yan Court, was actualveloped by the HK Housing Society and subsequently
purchased by the LDC for rehousing.
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URS was revised and subsequently published in Nbee2001.

17. The URS requires the URA to adopt a “compreiverand holistic approach to rejuvenate
older urban areas by way of redevelopment, rettatidh and heritage preservatién”
Basing on the URS, the URA has established itsstRs¢egy, namely, Redevelopment,
Rehabilitation, pReservation, and Revitalisation.

The Case of Lee Tung Street/McGregor Street ProjedH15)

18. The Lee Tung Street/McGregor Street projecb(Hhilas one of the projects announced in
January 1998 and listed as one of “Projects untiemihg” in the LDC Annual Report
(1997-98) and it remained so till the last LDC AahReport (2000-01). Geographically,
the project covers Lee Tung Street and McGregaesinvolving an area of 8,900 square
meters. Some key milestones are:

Date Particulars

13.8.1997 SPEL gave approval to LDC to prepardelopment Scheme

22.6.1999 CE in Council approved the DSP

19.9.2003 TPB endorsed the planning brief

17.10.2003 URA conducted occupancy survey

9.1.2004 URA issued offer letters for acquisition

23.6.2006 Planning brief finalized and approved B after consultation with WCDC and URA

22.5.2007 TPB approved the revised MLP submission

Meeting the requirements of URS

19. The commencement and implementation of the Hiddfect is consistent with the
commitment of the Government in the enactment®{4RAO and the formulation of the
URS, i.e. honouring the commitment to complete2herojects previously announced by
the LDC.

20. The extent to which the H15 project meets theldjectives spelt out in URS is set out in
the table below.

Objective Achievements

a | Restructuring and Adopted an area-based approach based on a disiset
replanning designated planning study - “Wan Chai Master Thinking”
target areas

b | Designing more effectiv Pedestrianization of Lee Tung Street and tlovision of

2 URS, paragraph 7.



and
environmentally-friendly
local transport and road
networks

underground connection to the MTR, off-street pagki
and loading-unloading area. The re-provisioninghef
refuse collection point and public toilets locasgdhe
junction of Cross Street and Spring Garden Lare tims
site which would improve vehicular circulation adptne
Spring Garden Lane

Rationalizing land uses

The re-provision of refagkbection point and public toile

L.

Redeveloping dilapidated
buildings into new
buildings of modern
standard and
environmentally- friendly
design

Environmentally friendly features are included,.e.g
water-cooling air-conditioning, grey water recydin
system, solar energy systems, etc.

Promoting sustainable
development in the urban
area

Achievements in economic and environmental asggets
more obvious and less debatable. However, sosieds
of sustainable development are contentious.

Promoting the rehabilitatior
of buildings in need of
repair

Not applicable

Preserving buildings, sites
and structures of historica
cultural or architectural
interest

Three pre-war shop houses (Grade Il historic bugsl)
[, within the site will be conserved and put to adapti
re-uses

Preserving as far as
practicable local
characteristics

Preserve the existing streetscape by maintainiadpéight,
scale and style of the shop-houses at street |&wetetain
the active street level character, the streetmaintain
their active mixed uses with commercial, retaistagirant,
etc.

Preserving the social
networks of the local
community

This is one of the most controversial parts offhgect.

The efforts made by the URA include:

® smaller units in the future residential towers \wi
designed with overall average flat size about 52m
(GFA). Units of less than 50nGFA would also be
provided to enhance the probability for the origina
residents to purchase a new and affordable flgilif
non-domestic portion of Site B is proposed to be
retained for possible social enterprises or saagltal
projects to facilitate the preservation of the abci
network and building up of social capital in old kVa
Chai
a 3,000m saleable floor area of the non-domestic
portion will become a Wedding City comprising
wedding themed shops where the original wedding
card shops will be allowed to return, which oridipa
occupied about 1,400%0f saleable floor area. Heng
the provision should be more than sufficient tecr

potential interest. However, whether shop owi

%In the press release of the URA on December 207 2the Chairman of URA stated that “...wish that the
wedding card business operators could come baggdmte upon completion of the redevelopment work”.
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would return to the redeveloped site is still unknd

j | Providing purpose-built A residential care home for the elderly (RCHE) ctiay
housing for groups with care unit (DCU) is included in the site area

special needs, such as the
elderly and the disabled

k | Providing more open space Public Open Spacélot less than 3,000m- Community
and community/welfare facilities: Reprovisioning of refuse collection pband
facilities public toilet

Welfare facilities: the RCHE cum DCU

| | Enhancing the townscape | Reduced site coverage via pedestrianised stregtspam
with attractive landscape | spaces to enable various landscaping improvemeheir
and urban design area, including street trees and ornamental plgntin
increase the amount of green space, and vertieahgrg
to the facade of the new buildings. Set back Ingldines
to create new plazas at Johnston Road and Queeat R
East. Enhanced pedestrian connectivity througakime
up the low rise building blocks along Lee Tung 8tre

21. In sum, while we can safely conclude that th& Hroject had met most of the objectives
spelt out in the URS, the remaining controversat s related to the social aspects. In
terms of preservation of social network, while UR#s made provisions to enhance such
efforts, given the fact that all the residents anchmercial operators have left the site
without any existing explicit arrangement for theturn, the chance of re-establishing
such social network is unknown.

The Case of Kwun Tong Town Centre (K7)

22. Kwun Tong Town Centre (K7, KTTC) is the hedrkevun Tong which houses 587,071
persons in 2006 and is the central hubs for tramaon, shopping, banking and public
services. K7 covered an area of 5.3 ha.

23. Preliminary studies on the redevelopment of ETWent back to the 1980s prior to the
establishment of LDC and KTTC was identified as afethe potential sites for
redevelopment. SPEL's approval for LDC to prepaevelopment scheme for KTTC
was given in 1990 and after a series of plannindiss and discussions with Government,
the draft development scheme plan of the K7 projexs made in 1998 by LDC. Not
much progress was made until URA resumed its pagparwork for K7 in 2002.

24. Details of the major milestones are:

Date Particulars
SPEL designated an area at KT'TC for LDC to carry out redevelopment under
1988 IDCO




LDC commissioned consultants to undertake the KWwamg Town Centre

1989 Redevelopment Study (KTTCRS).

1995 LDC proposed to the Government and briefedikgict Board on the project.
December 1997 Freezing survey under LDCO completed.

January 1998 KTTC project announced as one oféh@@ects.

2002-2005 Research studies in the community advacabmmencement of the K7 proje

November 2005

Kwun Tong District Advisory Committee (KTDAC) waserined by the URA

November 2005

Active community engagement stage: Community AsjeinaStudy, community

to Oct 2006 participatory design workshop, road show, and surve
3 URA submitted 2 draft Planning Briefs(PB) to thethdeDistrict Planning
anuary 2007 ; )
Conference (DipCon) of the Planning Department
DipCon endorsed the PBs
March 2007 URA gazetted 2 commencement notices of the KTTCanbite and Yuet Wah
Street Site under URAO.
UR conducted Freezing Survey under URAO
July 2008 The Chief Executive in Council approvieel DSPs
August 2008 URA submission of the 2 MLPs to TPB

December 2008
and January
2009

The two MLPs were approved by TPB.

December 2008

Acquisition began

Meeting the objectives of urban renewal strategy

25. The extent to which the K7 project meetingltBebjectives of the URS is spelt out in the

J

table below.
Objective Achievements

a | Restructuring and The CDA zoning of KTTC aims to enhance vitality and
replanning designated achieve improvement in housing, environmental and
target areas traffic conditions in the town centre through rasturing

the street pattern, promoting efficient land usg an
providing Government, institution or community (GIC
facilities and public open space

b | Designing more effective | The aim of having a PTI to house the various mades
and environmentally- transport and the the pedistrianization of the toemire is
friendly local transport and to reduce the current hectic conflicts betweerfitraind
road networks pedestrians and the crowded pavement with intereuing

waiting queues of passengers

¢ | Rationalizing land uses Since the building of MiER into Kwun Tong, 1979,

residents in buildings facing Kwun Tong Road haedrbe
seriously affected by railway/ traffic noise.
Redevelopment with a non-noise-sensitive use
(commercial) building at Kwun Tong Road will alserge
as a “noise barrier” for the town center.

d | Redeveloping dilapidated | Dilapidation was observed in 1988 when buildingseve
buildings into new only 21 to 27 years old. Conditions had been wuongg
buildings of modern ever since.
standard an




environmentally- friendly
design

Promoting sustainable
development in the urban
area

With the gradual growth of population in East Koo the
redevelopment project would expand the capacithef
KTTC to meet future needs. Furthermore, the irswea
open space and greenery, the use of water-codling a
conditioning systems and renewal energy, and the
adoption of various design features would haveifsogmt
environmental gains. However, the approach of diverg
upheaval of social networks in the redevelopmeotgss
has also been criticized.

Promoting the rehabilitatior
of buildings in need of
repair

Not applicable with the area of K7. Within theiwity of
K7, from November 2004 to May 2008, 14 buildingsl h
participated in the various rehabilitation prograenof
URA.

a

Preserving buildings, sites
and structures of historica
cultural or architectural
interest

During the consultation, only the Yue Man Squared@a

, and its trees were considered of worthy of preservi
However, at latter stages of planning, additioegluests
made by the public included trees at the Yuet WabeH
site and those in the Government Offices buildings.

Preserving as far as
practicable local
characteristics

The key local characteristics of KTTC are rela®dg
functions as a transportation, shopping and bantkiriy
for working class population of Kwun Tong. In the
planning process, these are key parameters. df@g s
critics commented that the redevelopment projelit wi
result in the replacement of the local working slas
residents within K7 by middle class residents. lieub
discussion in 2010 concerning the availability of
affordable housing for the potential home-ownery ma
have an impact on the types of housing unit touppked
in later phases of redevelopment of K7. The exgstin
planned average size of flats in the approved MiLthe
main site was still 80f The provisions of “Kai-fong”
style street shops and hawker bazaars are medsures
preserve local characters within the project area.

Preserving the social
networks of the local
community

This is one area of criticisms from advocacy gUWpRA
planned to provide space for social enterprise aitlared
of 1,300n7 aimed at preserving and enhancing the loc
social network.

Providing purpose-built
housing for groups with
special needs, such as th
elderly and the disabled

e

Not included in this project

Providing more open space
and community/welfare
facilities

Public open space will be increased from the exgsti
provision of approximately 2,6507to 8,700 . 40%
expansion of the clinic accommodation and a twellev
covered PTI of 16,700m

Enhancing the townscape
with attractive landscape
and urban design

The design principles of stepped building heiglaffipes,
cascading building forms and landmark creation have
been adopted together increased greening and kmidsg
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in the open space have been incorporated intoekbigrl
Apart from the multi-storey retail mall and speisat
retail in shop stalls, the retail use comprisesuabo
15,000 traditional street side shops lining the
pedestrianised streets to commensurate with trstimxi
scale of the street shops.

26.

27.

In sum, while we can safely conclude the K7gmtomeets most of the objectives spelt out
in the URS, as in other URA projects, the remairgngtroversial part is related to the
social aspects, particularly the impact on socgvorks.

While the community engagement process carobsidered to be quite successful, the
compensation issue has haunted the whole redeveldpiproject ever since the
beginning of the planning process. However, thegaparently not just an issue of K7 but
the issue of URA in its compensation policy.



Preservation and the Case of Mallory Street/BurrowsStreet

28. This part of the study is not an attempt ton@re the overall work of preservation work
done in Hong Kong. It provides a brief overviewtbé preservation work under the
auspice of the Land Development Corporation (LD@) the Urban Renewal Authority
(URA).

Preservation work under the LDC

29. While it is not clear whether “preservation”part of the function of “urban renewal”
within in the LDC Ordinanck one stated policy of LDC was to retain Hong Keng’
architectural heritage wherever possible and theC LPegards the conservation of
buildings with historical or architectural value @se of its major roles” However, the
actual amount of preservation under the auspidd@f is quite limited, including:
® The preservation of Western Market (built in 1906);
® Areplica boundary wall was reproduced to reprefi@aunique architectural facade
of the original old building in Li Chit Street (\Wehai);

® Considered to “retain the Tin Hau Temple” (not tinled village) of the Nga Tsin
Wai Village as a gesture of appreciation of then&s religious and historical value
over the years;

® Retain the first water pumping station (the “RedcBBuilding”) with a history of
100 years in The Waterloo Road/Yunnan Lan project.

Preservation work under the URA

30. It was during the discussion in the Bills Conte® of the Urban Renewal Authority
White Bill in 1999, that the Administration accegit¢he recommendations of the
members of the committee to revise the White Bill expressly provide for the
preservation of historical, cultural and architeatusites and structures as one of the
purposes. The emphasis was on the physical sitestarctures.

31. The URA has clearly made an effort, though matybe considered as adequate by some
advocacy and community groups, to preserve buikling historical, cultural and
architectural sites and structures, particularlythini or close to the sites of its
redevelopment projects, namely,
® to preserve a total of 8 pre-war shophouses idatsston Road Project and Lee

* In Section 4, the purpose of LDC includes “(b) @gg in such activities and perform such functimsay be
necessary for the undertaking, encouragement, giromand facilitation of urban renewal”
® LDC Annual report, 1989-90, p.5
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32.

The

33.

34.

35.

Tung Street Project;

® to preserve three non-graded shop-houses alon@gfaralreet, the facade of another
building at Wellington Street, the retention of thieeetscape and the street level
market within the Graham Street/Peel Street Project

® to preserve the open-air bazaar in Tai Yuen StaeetCross Street;

® to preserve the core-elements of the Old Wan Claak®t within the ongoing Tai
Yuen Street Project;

® to preserve the village gatehouse, stone tabletteimple and a number of village
houses within a theme conservation park in Nga WanVillage Project;

® to preserve a cluster of Graded 2 pre-war buildingdhe Mallory Street/Burrows
Street;

® to preserve the “Blue House” cluster in collabamatwith the HKHS;

® to preserve a series of buildings in the Stauntoge8Wing Lee Street Project and in
the Yu Lok Lane/Centre Street Project.

In September, 2008, URA announced its interttigoreserve two clusters of 10 pre-war
verandah-type shophouses each in Shanghai Strgg#/8treet and Prince Edward Road
West/Yuen Ngai Street. Since June 2009, the Udhihvited owners of a total of 16
shophouses to participate in a pilot voluntary @&itjan scheme or a voluntary
restoration scheme.

Case of Mallory Street/Burrows Street

The Mallory Street/Burrows Street (Wanchai) iteization (MBR) was the first
preservation project conducted by URA under the QRAcluding a cluster of 10
pre-war shophouses, Tong L#p@).

The MBR Planning Brief was endorsed by the T®Buly 2005 and the plan was to
restore and refurbish six buildings of four-stoegyMallory Street to provide about 20
partitioned units of about 450 square feet eacimfividual users to promote the cultural
and creative industries. Four buildings at Burr@treet were demolished as proposed to
make way for theme public garden, while the facafiéhe Burrows Street buildings
would be retained to keep the historical theméhefdroject area.

In August 2008, the last tenant in Mallory 8treBurrows Street had moved out. URA
intended to appoint an operator to manage the temeud the use of the floor space with
the project by the wider arts community, and toaoige activities to promote arts and
culture. The URA believed that rental can covee ttost of management and
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maintenance.

Revitalization and the Case of Tai Kok Tsui

36.

37.

38.

39.
°
°

40.

Revitalization is one of the 4Rs of the URAastgies. We noted that the term
“revitalization” did not quite appear in the daystlee Land Development Corporation
(LDC). Even within the Urban Renewal Strategy (BQ@he term revitalization was still

absent. The term “urban revitalization” is freqtgnsed interchangeably with terms like
“urban regeneration”, “urban renaissance”, and éudman renewal’.

URA defined “revitalization” as the “deploymeot appropriate means to revive and
strengthen the economic and environmental fabridiftérent districts”, and to achieve
revitalization, the URA adopts a “holistic and cdioiated approach involving its partners
and stakeholders to improve the quality of urbanng through redevelopment,
rehabilitation and preservation initiatives...to talize the old urban district&” In other
words, the other 3Rs in combination will contribiitethe revitalization of old urban
areas.

Operationally, revitalization projects are aofterery much associated with the
improvement in the physical environment, partidylat street level, and organization of
activities that would enhance community use of pulgben spaces.

Officially, the URA has announced six revitation projects, namely,
Sheung Wan Revitalisation Project : Sheung Wan Fong
Street Improvement Scheme: Tung Street in Centile&tern District;
Street Improvement Scheme: Tai Kok Tsui District;
Mong Kok Revitalisation Project including Flower Mat Road, Tung Choi Street, Sai
Yee Street, Fa Yuen Street, and Nelson Stree $baoted in 2011,
Mallory Street/Burrows Street Project (also consdeas one of the preservation
projects);
Stone Nullah Lane / Hing Wan Street / King Singe8tr(URA-HS project, i.e. the
“Blue House” project, also considered as one ofptfeservation projects).

Apart from the six projects mentioned abovksésd by URA as its revitalization projects,

the URA did consider the followings as part ofrgsitalization work:

® Extension of beautification work to the nearby stseof Western Market, which are
famous for their Chinese herbs, swallow nests aiedl deafood shops (2002-03);

® Download from URA website, January 11, 2010

12



41].

The

42.

43.

44,

® The street improvement works at Portland StreetidielStreet and a Chinese New
Year's Eve countdown even outside the Langham P{@20€4-05);

® Street improvement measures including transportorgments, new paving, new
planting, street lighting and street furniture @dto Pui Street and Chung On Street
(2008-09) nearby to the Vision City redevelopm@®06-07);

® Street enhancements around the Hanoi Road pr@j@a6{07);

® The opening of a Chinese herb garden as part oQtreen Street redevelopment
project (2006-07);

® Revitalization of Central Market.

We noted that the revitalization efforts menéid above are all related to the various URA
redevelopment, rehabilitation and preservationqats, Other similar projects are also in
the drawing board, e.g. the revitalization of ttek Hsz Lane Area (close to the Peel
Street/Graham Street Project), the street bazaafaioYuen Street/Cross Street (related
to the Tai Yuen Street and Lee Tung Street redpwedmt projects), and various projects
in the areas of Tai Kok Tsui and Shamshuipo clasedarious URA redevelopment
projects.

Case of Tai Kok Tsui Street Beautification

Tai Kok Tsui (TKT) is one of the nine targeeas for urban regeneration and home to
several URA redevelopment projetsmd many rehabilitation projects.

While most of the redevelopment projects andnynstreet beautification and linkage
improvement works are still in progress at the twhetudy, the improvement works on
new paving, street furniture, lighting and greenwmgre completed in places like lvy
Street, Fuk Tsun Street, Tai Tsun Street and TKadRo

All the informants in this study found the \ahcy of TKT area has increased due to some
recent changes in TKT area, such as the providiomddle class housing, some popular
restaurants move in, and other environment impr@rgmvorks. The street beautification
projects in TKT were conducted at the same timé wiany other new development
initiatives and environment enhancement projectslifférent government units, most
residents could not differentiate the ownershiptledse projects clearly. While the
improvement of different aspects mentioned is nefating and it is difficult to evaluate
the impact of the road beautification works of UBdparately, most informants agreed

"They are the Cherry Street Project (K3), Pinee®thechor Street Project (K32), Fuk Tsun Stree#P3treet

Project (TKT/2/001), Larch Street/Fir Street Proj@¢31), and Bedford Road/Larch Street Project (K30
13



45,

46.

47.

that the environment of TKT, like Tai Tung San Chugrea, has been very much
improved, and the value of the URA road beautiforatvorks was one of the factors
being mentioned.

However after the implementation of some gmgmworks, URA was responsible for
maintenance of planters for a one year trial pegitber which it tried to transfer the daily
operation and maintenance responsibilities to lcaathorities as planned but not
successful. One of the reasons was the maintemsoostly and it would be a long term
recurrent commitment for Government departmenistrict Council. Finally URA had

removed the planters and donated them to NGOschabks at the end of the trial period.

It is apparent from the TKT example that as Usp&rates more or less on project basis
while Government departments are always subjecth&ar own recurrent budget
constraints, revitalization projects involving re@nt expenses would not be financially
sustainable unless funding support can be obtdnoed the respective Policy Bureaux.
Thus, to achieve long term results for the rewttion projects, cooperation from
different government departments has to be sougbetive a funding mechanism for
recurrent expenditure at district level for nonastard design items of the project.

However, much beautification works which, asgl@s they amount to enhancement of
existing provisions under the mandate of existingegnment departments, then any
additional future recurrent implications would benmnal and can be absorbed by
existing departmental operational budgets, e.grovgment of pavement material and
widening of pavements, etc. Such work would becaree sustainable.

Rehabilitation and the case of Chung Sing MansiomiTai Kok Tsui

48.

While it is widely agreed by the public on firénciple that property owners should bear
the ultimate responsibility for the condition kesgpiof their buildings and the cost
involved®, there are many aged and dilapidated buildingHamg Kong needing
maintenance and repair urgently. Public initiadite facilitate and enable rehabilitation
of old buildings works in Hong Kong are considetede necessary and in the public’s
interest. The two bodies in Hong Kong that culsepérform this public function are the
HKHS and the URA. These programmes began in tB@'2@nd include:

Urban Renewal Authority Building Rehabilitation lo&cheme

8 Housing, Planning and Lands Bureau (200Bajlic consultation on mandatory building inspentiblousing,

Planning and Lands Bureau, Hong Kong.
14



Building Rehabilitation Materials Incentive Scheme
Hardship Grant Scheme

Buildings Department Building Safety Loan Scheme

Hong Kong Housing Society | Building Management Incentive Scheme
Home Renovation Loan Scheme
Building Maintenance Incentive Scheme

The Government of Hong | Building Maintenance Grant Scheme for Elderly Ovener
Kong Special
Administrative Region
(administered by Hong
Kong Housing Society)

49. 26 February 2009, the Secretary for Developrather speeded up the rehabilitation
works by introducing the "Operation Building BrigHtand $700 million was earmarked
for "Operation Building Bright” in the 2009-10 HK$Rgovernment budget together with
the allocation of $150 million each from the HKHBdathe URA, to assist owners of
about 1,000 dilapidated buildings to carry out dinidy repair works. The “Operation
Building Bright” was subsequently expanded to $idsi aiming to assist a total of
around 2,000 buildings. A further $500 millionaxfditional funds was allocated to this
programme in the 2010-11 Budget. However, theet@pon Building Bright' is only a
one-off measure with specific target and purpostead of a long term measure for
tackling the building decay problem in Hong Korlgoreover the programme, at time of
introduction, was one of the measures to tacklenh@yment problem, particularly in
the construction industry.

The case of Chung Sing Building

50. As at March 2009, in Tai Kok Tsui (TKT), a ttdé 8 and 15 rehabilitation projects were
completed under the BRLS and BRMIS respectivelgeithe commencement of the
schemes. The Chung Sing Building was the firstding identified as pilot projects in
these programmes.

51. Difficulties in building rehabilitation in theKT area include:
® The awareness of owners on building maintenankevs
® For small buildings with only a few-storey high awith only a few units, each

° Up to 2008/09, the Housing Society has providedrfaial and technical assistance to about 185,628 ifh
more than 3,800 buildings and facilitated the faioraof more than 900 Owners’ Corporations (Hong
Kong Housing Society Annual Report, 2009).

1 HKSAR (2009) “Operation Building Bright” to create many job oppanities
http://www.info.gov.hk/gia/general/200902/26/P2029260200.htm Press released February 26, 2009
(accessed 15/12/2009)
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52.

53.

54.

55.

owner would have to pay a large proportion of tbhi#gding maintenance costs;

® Many of these owners are elderly with limited means

® “Missing” owners, vacant flats, illegal roof-top imging units, illegal partitioning of
units, etc., make collective decisions in repat araintenance very difficult;

® Many of these buildings do not meet the curreniiding safety standards and if they
are to do any major renovation, they would havellow current building standards
and hence requiring a much higher level of investrtigat is not affordable to many
of the owners;

® Owing to small number of owners in these old buaidgdi, it would be very difficult to
find owners who would be willing to serve the O@specially to deal with
rehabilitation matters.

At 63 Chung Wui Street, Tai Kok Tsui, Chungd@Building was built in 1966. In early
2003, Chung Sing Building OC received a repair ofdem BD and the comprehensive
rehabilitation works was completed by January 20@der the support of the BRMIS and
the loan from HKHS.

Problems faced by the OC of Chung Sing Buildnoduded

@ Difficult to reach consensus on rehabilitation esse.g. owners of lower floors did
not want to share the cost to repair the buildogf while people at the top floor
wanted to use better and thus relatively more esigenmaterial to fix the roof
problem);

® Financing and individual concerns caused many msfand mistrust;

Day-to-day supervision of the maintenance work lbegh quite demanding;

® The OC had to seek legal advice and turned to S@lalms Tribunal to collect
money from eight owners.

According to the informants, after receiving tkpairing order, owners of the Chung Sing
Building have also performed a closer inspectiothef conditions of the building, and
finally, repairing works conducted were more thaml required by the BD repair order.
After rehabilitation, the building safety and theeoation of building facilities like water
pipe were also enhanced. At the same time, theisgealso enhanced the understanding
and awareness of owners of the building on buildiragnagement.

The property rent and price of the units in @&h8ing Building have gone up significantly
after the completion of rehabilitation wdtk However, property values in Hong Kong

1 According to the OCs member of the Chung SingdBni, the rent of a unit in the building had insed from

HKD4,600 to HKD5,300 after the completion of th&abilitation work.
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had appreciated significantly ever since the SARBeamic and it is difficult to isolate the
impact of rehabilitation on the change on properige. With reference to some local
studies, the positive impact on property valuewlding rehabilitation is consistent to the
change in Chung Sing Building case. As shown Incal study? rehabilitation has
positive influence on property transaction volumelKT and some other areas. The
findings also found that rehabilitation had sigraft contributions in increasing property
values of old but rehabilitated residential buifgin

The Achievements of Urban Renewal

Redevelopment

56.

57.

58.

As discussed earlier, the general conclusidinaisthe progress of urban renewal has not
been satisfactory in the early years prior to #tatdishment of LDC, and the objective of
forming the LDC was to speed up urban renewal and frecycling”. Yet, as concluded
in the review conducted by the Government in 1896] DC would not be able to deliver
urban renewal on a sufficient scale and quicklyugioto avoid long-term urban decay.
The URA was, thus, formed in 2001.

URA in its first eight years (2001-2009) hamooenced 41 projects including 25 ex-LDC
projects®. While redevelopment has appeared to have bemssd up in the era of the
URA, if we take into consideration that some prepary work for the 25 ex-LDC
projects have begun in the LDC years and some paojgct identification work (i.e. the
200 projects) had been done by the Government défi@ formation of the URA, the
commencement of 16 URAO projects in 8 years by UBasically not much different
from the commencement of 25 projects in 13 yearthey DC.

While the URS requires that “priority shoulddieen to the 25 uncompleted projects of
the LDC, we should also take note that that many of the B&Iprojects had become
quite controversial in the URA years, e.g. the Ngax Wai Village (K1), the “Sneaker
Street” (K28), the Kwun Tong Town Centre (K7), théedding Card Street” (H15), the
Peel Street/Graham Street (H18), the Wing Lee &8&ainton Street (H19), etc. The
need to fully engage the community and variousestalders has been growing together
with the increasing demand for community partiagatand heritage preservation.

2 Hui, E.C.M., Wong, J.T.Y. & Wan, J.K.M. (2008) THevidence of Value Enhancement resulting from

Rehabilitation, Facilities, 26 (1/2): 16-32.

13 At this point of time, it would not be fair to cqare the number of projects completed by URA ifiiis eight

years as compared to that completed by LDC in &Bsy@s projects would take many years to complade
many projects that were completed by the URA weraroenced by the LDC.
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59.

60.

61.

Support from District Councils in early years objerct initiation has waned when public
sentiment on heritage preservation changes. Tlere District Councils which once

urged the URA to speed up redevelopment had |&eosrhe more demanding and took
more time, as they should have in representingtimemunity sentiments, to scrutinize
URA proposals. Representations made to the Townriig Board regarding to URA

projects have also grown in these years. Thesagelsan the community and in politics
can at least partially explain why many of the éx€l_projects have taken the URA 6 to 7
years before the URA can officially announce progmmmencement.

While the URA has stepped up its community gegaent efforts as shown in the case of
the Kwun Tong Town Centre Project, the demand famivocacy and community groups
for participation is ever increasing. In particulsuch demands for participation include
district and community based planning and the @ofadedevelopment sites and projects.
These are the issues that the URS review would toaaddress.

If we take the number of URAO projects commenbg URA is comparabféto the
number of projects commenced by the LDC coupledh wie complexity and level of
controversies in many of the ex-LDC projects, we canclude that the URA has indeed
speeded up urban redevelopment already.

However, in the Urban Renewal Strategy (UR®120the target was to redevelop 2000
buildings in 20 years, i.e. on average 100 builsirgch year. At the time of study, the
URA has redeveloped more than 500 buildiig8Vhile this figure looks quite impressive

to many people, it is still less than the target@® buildings each year.

Rehabilitation

62.

Urban decay has been a matter of public corfoermany decades. While discussion in
early years was primarily related to redevelopmeritas become very apparent that on
one hand the progress of our redevelopment progesntnas been less than satisfactory,
and on the other hand if we allow such urban decalbuilding dilapidation to continue
in its pace, this city would soon become unsafévin. While the URS (2001) has
clearly spelt out the importance of rehabilitateapart of the urban renewal efforts, it has
only mentioned the need for the URA to considerouhicing a maintenance costs

141t is approximately 2 projects per year.
15 As discussed later, in its eighth year of operafi609, redevelopment has apparently been spegdét 2009,

105 buildings were redeveloped by the URA and aster HKHS. At the time of study, URA has
commenced 31 redevelopment projects and has ak$istelS to launch a further 7 projects on URA's
behalf. In total, these 37 redevelopment projecteer 520 buildings.
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63.

64.

reimbursement scheme for property owners affectgdlamd acquisition for its
redevelopment projects. The work of the Buildibggpartment is primarily related to the
assurance of compliance in terms of modern buildiagdards and safeguarding public
safety in cases of eminent risk.

The Building Rehabilitation Materials Incenti&heme, the Building Rehabilitation
Loan Scheme and other efforts of URA to assist egvt@ maintain their buildings are
initiatives of the URA that have gone beyond wisatequired in the URS (2001).

The fact that the URA has assisted 506 buiklargl the HKHS has assisted 377 buildings
in the past few years in rehabilitation is indeentejremarkable (See Table 8.1 of full
report). Furthermore, the recent “Operation BuigdBright” programme launched by the
government has already covered almost 800 buildm$#RA'S Rehabilitation Scheme.
While comparing to the total number of 18,000 pévhuildings® aged 30 or above in
Hong Kong, such numbers are still quite minimdlthese programmes have been even
more extensive, we may be running a risk of hawatligowners expecting public
intervention to be forth coming before they wouddte initiative to better maintain their
own buildings, and this would be even more detritaeio the future state of our stock of
private buildings, unless we would expect that thmvernance motto of “small
government big market” would be changed to “bigeyowment small market”.

Preservation

65. Preservation was not seen as an importanbparban renewal until the enactment of the

URA Ordinance. As spelt out in the URS (2001)s¢hare three objectives relevant to

preservation that URA has to achieve in its urlerewal efforts. They are:

® preserving buildings, sites and structures of hisah cultural or architectural
interest;

® preserving as far as practicable local charactesist

® preserving the social networks of the local comriyni

Preserving buildings, sites and structures of histd, cultural or architectural interest

66. We can conclude that URA has clearly made wsffior “preserving buildings, sites and

structures of historical, cultural or architectunaderest” in the context of its various

% While in the context of the Urban Renewal Stratemyew, a study related to the work of the Govesntrand

other public agencies in building maintenance ipiiagress at the time of this present study, there
currently no data available suggesting to whatrextieat the owners, themselves, have taken inigat
rehabilitate their buildings without the help frahe public sector.
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67.

redevelopment projects such as the Johnston RogetBithe Lee Tung Street/McGregor
Street, the Nga Tsin Wai Village Project, the Peteéet/Graham Street Project and the
Staunton Street/Wing Lee Street.

Moreover, the URA’s initiatives in the Mallo§treet/Burrows Street project and the
“Blue House” cluster can be considered as a stepdithat the URA has gone beyond
“preservation in the context of redevelopment”.e fineservation of pre-war shop-houses
in Shanghai Street/Argyle Street and Prince EdvwRodd West/Yuen Ngai Street is
clearly quite unrelated to other URA projects. tRarmore, the pilot voluntary
acquisition scheme or a voluntary restoration sa&)ehat the URA invited owners of a
total of 16 shophouses to participate since Juf8,28 already quite similar to the work
done by the Urban Redevelopment Authority of Simgap

Preserving as far as practicable local charactaast

68.

69.

70.

This is perhaps one of the most controversigkgn the work of the URA. Some critics
would even accuse the URA as an agent of destrdgoay characteristics. On one end,
there are demands to keep the status quo of thexgstng local characteristics intact,

while there are also demands to clear existing site optimally utilized to make way for

development.

Judging from many redevelopment projects, we aanclude that the URA has made
clear efforts at the planning stage to assimilat@esbut not all of the views from the
public into its proposal For example, in the caB&7 (Kwun Tong Town Centre), the
URA planned to preserve the town centre as thegaldrub for residents in Kwun Tong in
terms of transportation, shopping, and banking,tarkéep the hawkers bazaar and street
level shopping as part of the character of Kwungldown Centre. In the case of H15
(“Wedding Card Street”), the URA took up some @ itieas, i.e. proposed to reconstruct
low rise buildings along the future pedestrianizege Tung Street simulating the
streetscape of the existing Lee Tung Street andnpth to develop a theme shopping
facilities named as the “Wedding City”. In the ead K28 (the “Sneakers Street” project),
the URA proposed to redevelop a “Sports City”, andthe case of H18 (Peel
Street/Graham Street Project), the URA has pledgednaintain the vitality and
sustainability of the street market by phased relbgment and by providing facilities
and premises in the interim and after project cetiuh to existing operators, and also
proposed to keep the streetscape of the Grahaet 8trihe new design.

However, URA was accused of destroying marditicanal trades and unwelcomed trades
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that would find it hard to relocate (such as tymefss). Furthermore, we should also note
that in the long process of planning, as quitesthative in the case of the H19 (Staunton
Street/Wing Lee Street), public attitude towardsithge preservation has changed
substantially over time.

Preserving the social networks of the local comryuni
71. This is the aspect that URA redevelopment ptsjare frequently criticized.

72. Though the URA and the Social Service Team3) 88! help the affected individuals to
find replacement housing, it is basically not pbksito “transplant” the whole
neighbourhood or even the major part of the neightbmod in a near-by site. In practice,
the URA and the SST will help the affected indiatkito find replacement housing
according to the individuals’ preference, includiimgling accommodation in the nearby
neighbourhood.

73. For the above reasons, the social network wagditably be affected during the
redevelopment process of the URA under the cumartte of operation.

74. In 2009, the URA has modified its tender speaiifon for the SSTs that it engages to
extend its follow-up service to six months aftdocation of the affected residents with
the objective of helping the affected individualSre-establish” their social network after
resettlement or to maintain their network with th@evious neighbours as far as possible.

75. In the case of H15, the URA has also plannets imaster layout plan to provide smaller
units in the future residential towers designechwaiverall average flat size about 52m
(GFA) to enhance the probability for the origineéidents to afford to purchase a new flat
in H15, and to provide a total GFA of 1,000at Site B for possible social enterprises or
social capital projects to facilitate the presanrabf the social network and building up
of social capital in old Wan Chai.

76. “Expression of Interest in Purchasing ArrangeméIPAY’)” was introduced in
November 2007 as a pilot scheme and later the Bbaedapproved to extend the
application of EIPA to all redevelopment projectsiet will provide residential flats in

In this pilot EIPA, the interest of eligible owisewill not be transferable except to their immesligmily
members who are residing with them at the timehefEreezing Survey. Furthermore if the number of
eligible owners is larger than the number of flatserved for this purpose, selection priority afslwill be
determined by ballot. The eligible owners will bae pay the current market value when exercidieg t
interests. The EIPA is now a standing policy ofAJRSome 1,100 owner-occupiers have been invited to
consider EIPA and about 1/3 has expressed interest.
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77.

their new developments. The effectiveness of plokcy to allow the original owner
occupiers returning to the completed project ség yet to be evaluated.

In sum, as with any redevelopment (except thos#ertaken by HA) of residential
buildings in HK, existing social networks in thensmunity will be adversely affected and
“dispersed” by URA's redevelopment projects. Oa tither hand, the URA has made
attempts to address these impacts in recent y&anis,as the provision of space in the site
for development of social enterprises that can ecdéhe development of social network,
the plans to invite previous shop operators badckeéacompleted project sites, the EIPA,
and the modified scope of work for SSTs to mitigaie negative effects of breaking up
existing social networks in the community.

Major Challenges in Urban Renewal

Challenges in Redevelopment

Urban decay and aging of private buildings

78.

79.

80.

We noted that while on the one hand URA hayetnet its target of redevelopment, it is
already being accused by heritage advocacy grougsrmeany members of the public as
doing “too much” redevelopment.

We noted that in the year 2009, the speed dévelopment has been speeded up.
Particularly, for the work of the URA, a total dd3 buildings were demolish&tby URA
and its partner HKHS in 2009, as compared to 06lyn52008. In the same year, while
redevelopment in the private sector has also apfdearhave been speeded up, yet the
total number of old buildings demolished was onf{,las compared to 155 in 2008. In
2009, the URA/HKHS took up a market share of 37(6#3/8) in terms of reconstruction
of buildings. The speed of redevelopment in tiregpe sector is obviously still very slow.

The average number of the dangerous buildiegerts received by the Buildings

Department in the past 10 years was 7,303. Whdsd are merely reports received from
the media and members of the public and referrals other Government departments
and do not necessarily reflect that the reportattlings are technically dangerous, we
can see that safety of buildings is a matter ofg@ncern of the public.

18 Buildings for which the Building Authority has issd demolition consent (Data extracted from the ttiign

Digest of the Buildings Department).
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81.

82.

By 2010, we had about 6,500 buildings aged@@etars. In other words, in the coming
10 years, if we are still redeveloping at the pafc200 buildings per year, we will still be
having additional 450 buildings aged 50 years orev@ach year. Though 50 years is the
minimum required design life of buildings or in aaating terms, buildings would be
fully depreciated in 50 years, it does not mea tifia buildings can only be used for 50
years, if they have been adequately maintainedveder, given the state of repair of our
old buildings in Hong Kong, the “aging” is very idp

Taking the rapid ageing rate of private buiginthe poor state of repair, and the slow
reconstruction rate, urban redevelopment is stilicgachallenge for HK in the coming
years.

Redevelopment — inclusion or exclusion

83.

84.

85.

86.

The choice of site and the decision to inclaedetain buildings in a redevelopment
programme is always a big challenge.

In most URA projects, while domestic owner-qaeus, in general, welcomed
redevelopment by URA, the shop owners did notinAke case of K7, three months after
the first offer, i.e. by 30 March, 2009, the URA had acquired 66% of the tat&57
property interests and 97% of owner-occupiers ohektic properties. The difference in
compensation between owner-occupiers and non-cgcopiner accounts for the major
difference in the rate of acceptance of offer.

Shops and residents usually reacted very diftgr to redevelopment. Many traditional
shops or “unwelcomed” business would find it haodrélocate their business and
redevelopment could mean an end to their businesg®gen when this may not be an
issue, shop owners and operators are still mornstaes to the idea of having their
businesses interrupted by redevelopment.

As in the recent case of the Ma Tau Wai RoaaClfin Street Projett commenced on 24
February 2010, we noted that from time to time,levthere are shop operators who are
included in the redevelopment project expressirngadions to being included, there are
also owners of residential flats in the vicinitg (his case, on the other side of Chun Tin
Street) objecting to not being included in the xedd@pment project..

19 project resulting from the collapse of 45J Ma Wéai Road on January 29, 2010, and subsequent diemaif

adjacent properties on safety grounds..
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87.

88.

One of the major criticisms towards the URAssially the lack of transparency and the
lack of consultation prior to the announcement iijgrt sites and site coverage. The
major reason for such “confidentiality” is due teetsubstantial interest that may arise
from redevelopment, and the “need” to avoid possdfluses.

We noted that in many of the ex-LDC projectisilevmany of them have been announced
many years ago, the exact time of implementati@nut been made known beforehand.
Thus, apparently the major issue of confidentiaktyery much related to the time of
implementation (i.e. as marked by the freezing eyrvand is critical to establish
eligibility for compensation and rehousing, instefdhe actual decision on the exact site
and the site coverage. We noted that the time dmriwthe site selection and
implementation cannot be too long to avoid buildiegdition deterioration and business
uncertainty, and at the same time it cannot bestmwt to avoid possible abuses such as
investor speculation and tenants moving out early.

Sustainability

89.

As noted earlier, in the next ten years, tleaye number of buildings that would become
50 years old is 650 each year. To simplify thdyamns, taking the total stock of our private
buildings as 40,000 and if each building can ordyused for 50 years as the minimum
design life, then, in the long run, we may haveetevelop, i.e. demolish 800 buildings
each year. Judging from the fact that the demanadhert construction and demolition
waste (C&D wast®) is very low, demolition of 800 buildings wouldeate a volume of
C&D waste with no place to go. Even if we can agtéhe building life to 100 years by,
say, doing better preventive maintenance and ektgride required minimum design life
from 50 years to 70 years, the long term averagebeun of buildings to be demolished
will still be 400 per year which is well above thieeady high demolition rate in 2009, i.e.
280 buildings only. We are basically facing a whiitea, demolition rate too slow will
result in too large a number of aged buildings @aaolition rate too high will cause a big
problem in dealing with the volume of C&D waste.

Compensation policy

90. This is the most controversial issue in urbenewal. As usual most issues of

controversies are very much related to unequainreat instead of the issue of adequacy

2 Though theoretically most C&D waste can be reaytlg using Selective Demolition (note: rarely pieed in

the private sector), most of the C&D waste is ceteeand the demand for recycled concrete is guiited
(e.g. sub-base for roads and pavement concreteshrand we have limited demand for reclamatiore typ
public fill.
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(“ T R U #57), the difference in compensation between ownemupeers and
non-occupier owners and between domestic unitdasshess units is one major source
of conflict. To sort out these issues and to nleetdemands for “flat for flat”, “shop for
shop”, and “owners participation” are the majorlErayes.

Challenges in Rehabilitation

91. While the current pace of redevelopment do¢sppear to be able to catch up with the
aging process our buildings, for reasons of suakglity, rehabilitation should be given
the highest priority in urban renewal. Given therent state of repair of our stock of old
buildings in Hong Kong, we should accept the fduettmaintenance of multi-storey
buildings with divided ownership is very difficdtir ordinary citizens in Hong Kong and
we can conclude that our present regime in buildmaintenance is highly insufficient in
keeping our build environment sustainable. Theomeallenge is to how to ensure that
owners would be empowered and would take respdigiltdo maintain their own

buildings.

Challenges in Preservation

92. The role of URA in preservation is rather olecu From “preservation within
redevelopment” to “preservation in general”, a cdedine line has to be drawn.

Challenges in Revitalization

93. While vitality of a community depends very muezh the ongoing vitality of private
activities and the availability and recurrent mam@nce of facilitating infrastructures, the
URA involvement in projects can only serve as adlyst” in the midst of its holistic
approach in urban renewal and cannot be quite emteas a continuous agent in
revitalization. Sustainability of the impact ofvialization projects is one of the major
challenges in project identification, formulatiomdaimplementation.

Challenges in Financing

94. The following recent and upcoming changes ersgnificant challenges to the future
financing of urban renewal efforts:
® the increasing demand in reducing development tleimsithe urban area;
® the increasing demand for better terms of compensat
® the increasing demand for URA to build affordabdei$ing;
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95.

® the increasing demand on preservation which usuialiglves substantial upfront

investment in acquisition, refurbishing the builglistructure and heavy recurrent
maintenance cost;

® theincreasing degree of “used-up” plot ratiosealavelopment sites coming up in the

future;

® areas where redevelopment is most needed are ygrgmilated and development

potential is almost fully used, income generatimnt redevelopment is more and
more unlikely, as the lack of private sector ins¢reould have indicated.

In view of these changes together with thenfoiag of rehabilitation and revitalization
progrmmes, the expectation that the URA would béhenlong run financially viable
should be reviewed.

Concluding Remarks

96.

97.

98.

99.

District based planning mechanism for urbareweal has to be worked out. Project
identification, selection and decision mechanism tosbe reviewed and new mechanism
has to be put in place.

The role of URA in terms of its roles in urb@development, rehabilitation, preservation,
and revitalization has to be reviewed and any cearsfpould be clearly reflected in the
URS.

Compensation to different types of owners (péauor not, residential versus business,
and possibly different types and history of bussessmay have to be taken into account)
should be reviewed to reduce the possible confiieis have experienced in the past and
possibly in the future. Difference in the compeimabetween public sector and private
sector can also be a source of conflict particyleglated to the choice of sites and their
boundaries, and when the role of URA in the futaey include that of a facilitator to help
redevelopment using the private sector. This i$sgeto be addressed too.

A more thorough review of our existing reginmeduilding rehabilitation is apparently a

very urgent matter and has to be more extensiv@hWewed. This can include our

legislation related to land and buildings, coortimra among different Government

departments, and our community building strategiéis respect to building management,
etc.

100. Financial model of future urban renewal hdsetevorked out, particularly, with respect to
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the changing public expectations, changing cordgédtban renewal in the future, and the
changing role of the URA.
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