SC Paper No. 6/2009

Seering Committee on
Review of the Urban Renewal Srategy

Key issuesto beraised for discussion during the Public Engagement Stage

Purpose

This paper sets out the proposed key issues toalsed for
discussion with the community during the Public &pgment Stage of the
Review of the Urban Renewal Strategy (URS).

Background

2. We presented SC Paper No. 3/2009A(@hex A) at the Steering
Committee meeting held on 22 January 2009. Thermsgts out the public
views on the current URS and urban regeneratiograname collected during
the Envisioning Stage of the URS Review. Our riagk is to decide on the
key issues on which we should invite the wider camity to express views,
develop options and hopefully forge consensus duitve Public Engagement
Stage.

3. To allow for more thorough discussions of thg lesues involved,
we have arranged a special meeting of the Ste@amgmittee on 9 March 20009.
Members were earlier invited to suggest key issod®e raised for discussions
with the community in the Public Engagement Stagh® URS Review and six
members have kindly contributed their ideas, asA\merex B.

Key Issues | dentified

4. Taking into account the public views collectediridg the
Envisioning Stage and suggestions by members, wpope to focus on the
issues set out in the following paragraphs durlregRublic Engagement Stage
of the URS Review.

(1) Vision and Scope of Urban Regeneration
e The relation between urban regeneration and therabbveirban



development plan for Hong Kong and how we can enduat these
two levels of planning are aligned.

The scope of urban regeneration should cover tegraanagement and
maintenance throughout different stages of thechfele of a building.
The current government policies and legislatioe lanning, land and
building approval process) focus primarily on depshent and
redevelopment and are not friendly enough for lmgdowners who
wish to change the current use of or make alteratito existing
buildings.

Urban regeneration should not be restricted toréisedential districts.
We should also look at old industrial areas, stesgie, harbour front
and piers. But what would be an appropriate mshhal set-up to
oversee their planning and implementation?

Whether gentrification is inevitable in older urbamneas that have
undergone urban regeneration, or is it largelyteeldo the practices
currently adopted by the Urban Renewal AuthoritiRQA)?

Urban regeneration projects may provide precioysodpnities to set
examples of good urban design and architecturagaes What kind
of provisions in the URS would be required to mdke happen?

(2) The Four Business Strategies in Urban Regeneration

What are the criteria for determining which urbageneration strategy,
or a combination of them (i.e. preservation, relitabion, preservation

or revitalization) should be adopted in any oldamlarea selected for
urban regeneration? It is suggested that therierighould include,

but are not limited to, existing building conditgynmpact on existing
social network, presence of historic buildings dacps, existing

development density.

The Urban Renewal Authority Ordinance (URAO) focipamarily on
redevelopment (very little is provided for rehdhailion and
preservation, and revitalization is not mentionedlp. Does it need
to be changed to provide a better legal frameworktie URA's work
in the longer term? There also needs to be a m@ase definition
of “revitalization” as it is sometimes used inteaolgeably with
“pbeautification”.



The URS contains some aggressive targets, includaggveloping
some 2 000 ageing or dilapidated buildings andusimg some 27 000
tenant households within 20 years. Are such targedlistic in the
light of URA's work progress since 2001?

More emphasis should be placed on rehabilitatioroldf buildings
because it helps preserve local characters andl swtivorks. Should
the Government and the URA do more to encourageemsnvaf old
buildings to maintain and rehabilitate their buillgs; or the
Government should be more careful in committinglioulonds on this
because building maintenance is owners’ respoitsii?

Can the URA take up more rehabilitation and maiamtee work on a
cost-recovery basis?

Is the URA the right implementation agent for hegeg preservation?
What should be its role vis-a-vis the enhancedtuigins under the
new heritage conservation policy comprising theiduities Advisory

Board, the Advisory Committee on the Revitalizatioh Heritage

Buildings, the Commissioner for Heritage’s Officedathe Antiquities

and Monuments Office?

Should there be incentives to promote owners’ @a#dtion in
preservation of graded heritage buildings?

Are the current consultation arrangements for riitetion and
revitalization satisfactory?

(3) The Roles of Various Stakeholders
e URA — URA should not take on projects that privdtvelopers can
readily handle. Even for urban regeneration pitsjéx be undertaken
by the public sector, we should also consider wéretiRA should
continue to be the sole agent.

* Hong Kong Housing Society (HKHS) — we should seslgwconsider
enhancing the role of the HKHS in the area of rditation and
building maintenance, including giving statutoryppart to its role in
this respect to enhance its commitment and pubtognition.

* Private developers — collaboration between govemrard developers
Is essential in urban regeneration; after all, theythe implementation
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agents. A developer’s primary concern is the levklcertainty in
redevelopment proposals (formal planning approvatl ahe time
required to complete the project). We need toipyilace a business
model that will facilitate participation by variogtsakeholders.

Individual property owners — we should facilitatedancourage them to
take an active part in redevelopment, rehabilitaamd preservation.
This would help preserve existing social fabric amdduce

confrontation.

Government — It is suggested that Government shoeftéct on

whether it should continue to take a leading rakavvis that of the
private sector in urban regeneration, or it couttentify urban

regeneration areas, prioritize them, then leave the market. There
IS another suggestion that Government should invese in strategic
infrastructure to facilitate and stimulate orgamiban regeneration.

(4) Compensation, Rehousing and Land Resumption

How to balance the often divergent interests ok@#d domestic
property owners vs. shop owners and owners vs.ntena urban
regeneration projects?

Is the current compensation formula of a “notioryayear flat”

financially sustainable in the long term, espegiallhen the URA
moves on to acquire old buildings on sites thatehlile unrealized
development potential, particularly in light of lling heights and
other development parameters imposed in OutlinergoRlans to meet
public aspirations?

There are questions on whether improvement ofitiregl conditions of
owner-occupiers in dilapidated buildings is largalyvelfare issue that
should be tackled through social welfare programradser than urban
regeneration.

We should explore more compensation options fopgny owners,
including non-monetary compensation e.g. ownerstigigate in
redevelopment projects by contributing their larikd and getting a
flat or shop unit in return after completion of tteglevelopment. This
would help reduce objections from affected ownbmigh they would
inevitably be exposed to higher financial risks.



Can the URA buy properties and pay compensationoreef
announcement of redevelopment plans or detailegegrglanning?

The concept is similar to maintaining a “land bamkiereby URA (or

another agent) buys properties in old districts goepare for

development projects in future. This would helpvdo the average
acquisition cost and save public resources.

Can the URA own properties for the purpose of achgeobjectives of
social refabrication or longer term revitalization?

Can we adopt a principle of “in-situ” resettlemdnot the affected
owners, residents and shop owners?

Owners of industrial properties may suffer a lotiny the period
between announcement of land resumption plan atglaesumption,
so it should be shortened as far as possible. ,Alsis not fair to
assess the amount of compensation based on valiatithe time of
actual resumption, because the value of the prpgedpecially for
industrial buildings) may have dropped substantiaVer the period
due to announcement of the resumption.

The URA is allowed to apply to the Government fmd resumption —
IS this a reasonable practice and is it strikirgright balance between
public interests and protection of private propeigits?

(5) Public Engagement

Government should engage the local communitiessessing the need
for urban regeneration (each of the 4Rs) using@ici-based approach.

If owners and residents can take part in the urlegeneration process
from planning to completion, they would take owigpsof the projects
and take pride in them. But there is a need thes&r balance between
community engagement and the pace of implementation

(6) Financial Arrangement

Financial gain should not be the sole consideratfon urban
regeneration. We need to strike a balance betWieancial viability
and other considerations including community neksproptimum
development density and preservation of local attarato minimize
gentrification.



The objective of encouraging a self-financing urbeegeneration
programme in the long run may have induced the U&Alace too
much emphasis on the profitability of redevelopmprtjects at the
expense of other worthwhile considerations, e.grsyti of high
development density rather than design excellence.

Should urban regeneration be development-led awach¢ially viable on
individual project basis? Should the Governmelbsgiize financially
non-viable projects if they can bring substantele to the community?
How should the wider economic benefits of urbanenegation (e.g.
beyond the regeneration site) be assessed?

How can we ensure sustainability of the urban regeion programme
if we are not aiming at a self-financing programméhe long run?

Can the Government consider making available new ta URA for
development to balance out some regeneration psojebich would
become financially not viable if social network lmetter design have to
be achieved?

The Government has agreed to waive the land prerfousites granted
to the URA for implementation of urban regeneratmojects. But
does this also mean that we are using taxpayeraeyndo subsidize
buyers of URAs redevelopment projects or URAS njoiventure
partners?

The URA should consider issuing long-term bond§irtance its urban
regeneration programme.

(7) Social | mpact Assessment

The current scope of the social impact assessnoemducted by the
URA should be reviewed to examine its effectiveness

Tracking studies should be conducted to assesktiger term effects
of urban regeneration on the affected owners asidents.

The current funding method and accountability syster the social
service teams should be reviewed to ensure that dffectiveness
would not be undermined by potential role conflicts



(8) Other Policy Considerations

e Government should study further the possibilityrafoducing transfer
of development rights related to urban regenerairofects.

e The land owned by special institutions often hasrealized
development potential, the Government should censad ‘link site’
approach to allow greater flexibility in design agthance the projects’
financial viability, when there are urban redevehgnt projects in their
vicinity.

e Government should consider allowing transfer oft platio (e.g. a
system similar to the old “Letter B") to allow ownseof heritage
buildings to assign their development potentiahicd parties.

e Do the current URAO and URS provide adequate fletyibfor the
URA to adapt to and manage constant changes andtiewnoin social
values relating to urban regeneration?

Advice Sought

5. Members are invited to note the issues suggéstedher members
above. Members will be asked whether they agreectade the above issues
in the agenda for the Public Engagement StageeoURRS Review. Members
are further invited to advise on how the selectsdies should be presented to
help gauge public reaction.

6. The Development Bureau and the Public Engagei@entultant
will focus on the issues included in the agendanwie engage the community
in various discussion forums in the next stagehefWRS Review. Additional
studies and research may be required for some esetlissues, in particular
those included und€8) Other Policy Considerations above.
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