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Action

Item 1: Confir mation of minutes of the previous meeting

1. The meeting confirmed the minutes of the previou
meeting held on 21 October 2008.

Item 2: Progressreport on policy study

(SC Paper No. 1/2009)
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2. The policy study consultafibr LAW Chi-kwong)
gave a powerpoint presentation on his initial osgons on
lessons learnt in study of six selected Asian sitreamely,
Singapore, Seoul, Tokyo, Taipei, Guangzhou and @ren
Over 50 informants from government departments and
NGOs were interviewed. At least one urban rederaknt
project and one preservation project were idemtifend
visited in each selected city, with particular e@apds on the
Issues of institutional framework, models and apphes on
urban renewal and community engagement. The camsul
made comparisons and contrasts on the mode of
redevelopment, conservation, rehabilitation, thde rof
government, the private sector and the communitthese
Six cities.

3. The consultant summarized that it would be clitti
to rely on private sector’s redevelopment effontsl aoted
that whilst the 90% consent level required for ataly led
redevelopment in Hong Kong was the highest. The
community network in Hong Kong was the weakest agson
the cities being studied; the social fabric was rging as an
important aspect in all discussions, with many corersial
arguments on the transfer of plot ratio. Rehattibh was
emphasized as the responsibility of private ownei&he
consultant also highlighted that the differencethim official
terms used, institutional framework for urban reggation,
political systems, land policies, culture and cospand the
relationship between the government and developerdd
all pose limitations on the comparison value ofshely.
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4. The Chairpersomformed Members that the policy Policy study
study consultant would produce the last chapteéhefstudy consultant
report on lessons learnt with special relevandddng Kong
after listening to Members’ comments on his initial
observations and would aim to complete the lasptanreby
end January 2009. She invited Members’ commenth®n
policy study.

5. In_response to the Chairperson’s enquiry, the
consultantclarified that in the case of Singapore, whilst
private property owners were responsible for mairig
their own buildings, the government was activelgvuling
financial assistance and pushing the private séatbeautify
the outlook of the city.

6. A Member requested the consultant to elabomate o Policy study
the following aspects: (a) the physical aspect planning consultant
and design of redevelopment, e.g. land use mixthadise

of design to revitalize old areas; (b) conservabbmeritage

during the urban redevelopment process; (c) coatidn of

various authorities in the institutional frameworkg.

planning authority, heritage conservation authoragd (d)

the land bank concept.

7. A Member suggested the consultant to elabonate o Policy study
the reconciliation of different views amongst theners, consultant
various stakeholders and the community at largehe T

consultant said they noted diverse consensus building

processes in the cities they studied. The Chaqgmaroted

that the degree of owners’ participation in redepaient

projects was often affected by the financial prosp the

projects. If the potential gains vis-a-vis theksisvere low,

more owners would go for cash compensation.

8. Another Member asked for elaboration on
government policies in preserving the communityvoek in
these Asian cities and assessment of changes iorithaal
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community network after completion of the redevehlemt
projects. The consultantsaid that the ratio of
owner-occupiers to residents in other cities wastequ
different from that in Hong Kong (properly due tbet
predominance of houses and low-rise buildings in
redevelopment areas) and tenants had been a majaesof
conflicts in redevelopment projects.

9. The consultanadded that in the cities they studied
there was not a legal requirement for social impact
assessments and, with the exception of Seoul, itigck
studies on the original residents in a redeveloprasza were
seldom conducted, so he could not draw any cormiusn

the differences in the proportion of residents mgvback
after completion of redevelopment.

10. A member suggested that the consultant shoaittd s
from the major issues usually involved in Hong Ksng
urban regeneration process e.g. compensation, rpatisa

of social fabrics, preservation of heritage. Amotmember
noted that planning and heritage conservation were
inseparable and asked whether the consultant feadified
any urban regeneration model that would be suitdbte
Hong Kong. _The consultaneplied that all cities had to
face similar problems in their redevelopment predest as
each city had its own background, a model worked ive
one city might not be repeated in another city. tltight it
was more important for Hong Kong to learn from the
experience of other cities through this study tt@mdentify

an example that could readily be transferred togHkong

He noted as an example that Singapore, due taitgiely
stable government and political system, had bede &b
implement very detailed and impressive long terrbaar
planning, but this would be difficult for otheriei$ to copy.

11. A member believed that if financial return was
important consideration in urban regeneration, buld
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inevitably affect the existing community networkdasocial
fabrics in old urban areas. The Chairperadded that the
demand on public resources should also be a key
consideration in the development of a sustainabyleanu
regeneration solution.

12. A Member commented that the study did not payPolicy study
adequate attention to the business backdrops incities consultant
being studied. He suggested that the URS Reviewldh

take a business approach, rather than just a pignor

financial approach. He believed it would be usdfulthe

consultants to talk to developers in the respectities to

understand their business environment. An urban
regeneration model would work only when it couleéate

value. The member further commented that it wookd

difficult to preserve social fabrics as they couldt last

forever. He believed preservation of heritage &hdie

selective and the contents of preservation shoudd b
determined through a public engagement process.

13. The consultantresponded that some hypotheses
about the underlying relationship between the guwent
and property developers were difficult to prove.n €bcial
fabrics, he noted that the current trend in othiggscwas for
the governments to promote organic development.

14. A Member requested the consultant to pick leou Policy study
of redevelopment projects as examples and list that consultant
compensation options offered to the affected redsdland

retail shops, as well as the mechanism for communit
participation. _The consultanmesponded that as the study

covered mainly urban regeneration projects that baen

completed, it would be difficult for them to locathose

residents who had moved out. Nevertheless, theudtamt

undertook to provide some supplementary informateg.

case studies, for members’ reference.
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15. The consultant would submit a complete finaftdr Secretary &
report with an executive summary to the Secretariaf he policy study
Secretarysaid that all reports and papers presented to theconsultant
Steering Committee would be uploaded to the URSdRev
website after obtaining members’ agreement.

Item 3: Progressreport on public engagement
(SC Paper No. 2/2009)

16. The Meeting noted the report submitted by the
public engagement consultant on the latest progregablic
engagement, including focus group  discussions,
Announcement of Public Interest (API), website rapa
partnering organizations, radio programme, etc.

17. The Chairpersonnformed the Meeting that she
would lead a delegation to Tokyo in early Februar¥he
delegation would include four Steering Committeenibers,
six URAs URS Review Committee members and eight
District Council Members who were also members BiAd
District Advisory Committees. URA staff, consultarand
staff from the Development Bureau would also joire t
delegation. The visit itinerary would include meags with
government officials responsible for urban reget@naand
academics knowledgeable on this subject, and ssies o
selected urban regeneration projects. The URA r@izen
would lead another delegation to Shanghai in |airdd
20009.

Item 4: Key I ssuesidentified at the Envisioning Sage
(SC Paper No. 3/2009)

18. The Chairpersosaid that the Review was now
an important juncture and she was looking forwarddvice
from the Steering Committee on the topics and ssue
identified at the Envisioning Stage that shouldcbécally
discussed with the general public at the Publicagegnent
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Stage. She invited Members to give more thoughtdhe Members
key issues outlined in the paper and send in wiritte
comments to the Secretary. The Secretary woultegat Secretary
Members’ views and submit another paper for disonsst a
special Steering Committee meeting to be held inrcia
20009.
[Post-meeting note: the special Steering Committeeting
Is scheduled for 9 March 2009.]

Iltem 5: Publicity plan for the Public Engagement Sage
(SC Paper No. 4/2009)

19. The Public Engagement Consultaaid that the
next Public Engagement Stage would be a time faewi
public involvement and a strong publicity programweuld
be essential to capture the right level of visifilviews and
recognition in the community.

20. The consultant briefed Members on the publicity
plan for the Public Engagement Stage, includingléuach

of the Idea Shop in Wan Chai, sponsored radio pragres,
road show exhibitions, topical discussion sessigngjlic
forums, computer game, Announcement of Public &ster
general media strategy, etc.

21. The Consultardlso informed Members that the first
idea shop would be set up in Tai Yuen Street in ®haai and
would be officially opened in February 2009. The
partnering organizations and other interested gmntvould

be allowed to use the idea shop for organizing URS
Review-related public engagement activities.

Item 6: Partnering Organizations Programme
(SC Paper No0.5/2009)

22. The Public Engagement Consultamtoduced the
paper and invite Members’ views.
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23. A Member commented that there was not enough
publicity for the Programme as invitations were seht to
individual NGOs. _The Chairpersoappealed to Members
to help publicize the programme to their contacts.

24. The Consultamointed out that the Programme was  Public
open to all District Councils, schools and non-pirofaking engagement
organisations. A press release was issued when theconsultant
Programme was launched and information about the
Programme was uploaded to the URS Review websAd.

interest groups who had attended a focus grouposeasd

left their contact information were followed up lviemails.

The consultant had also sent information about the
Programme to District Councils and the Hong Kongi@ol

of Social Service and asked for their assistance to
disseminate the information to local district ongations and

NGOs.

25. The Consultant undertook to apply flexibility the
30 January application deadline.

26. The Chairpersornsaid that due to the present Public
economic situation, the URS strategy had to compatie engagement
many social and economic issues for press coveaage consultant
public attention. _The Consultairivited Members to refer

to them organisations that might be interested hrs t

Programme and they would proactively approach theih

invited them to submit applications.

27. A member suggested the Consultant to consider Public
producing a comic book to promote the younger geiger’s engagement
awareness of the Review. The consultant agreddllaw consultant

up on other innovative publicity possibilities abey
communicated with students of the partnering ozgtions.

28. The Chairpersosaid that the URS Review was a Chairperson
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unique public engagement exercise as it included an
envisioning stage and allowed six to seven mondnstiHe
public to contribute to the setting of agenda for Review
She would also discuss with the 18 District Council
Chairmen in the near future when she met them. The
Chairperson appealed to Members’ suggestions amd ne
ideas to strengthen the reaching out effort oRbeiew.

29. A Member suggested to give more thoughts on the Public
format of the public forums. The Consultant agréed Engagement
make reference to public forums held on other ®prben it Consultant
considered the format of the public forums and dabi

discussion sessions.

[The consultants left the meeting at this junciure.

Item 7: Any other business

30. The meeting ended at 5:00p.m.

Secretariat, Seering Committee on Review of the URS
February 2009
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