FINAL REPORT ON THE PROPOSED ESTABLISHMENT OF A
HARBOURFRONT AUTHORITY IN HONG KONG

INTRODUCTION

In October 2012, the Harbourfront Commission (“HC”) submitted
a “Report on the Proposed Establishment of a Harbourfront Authority
(“HFA™) in Hong Kong” to the Government. The Report recommended
the establishment of an independent statutory body with its own financial
resources and the mission to press ahead with enhancement of the
harbourfront in a holistic manner. It was considered that this body must
possess an innovative mindset and a more flexible management approach
to realise the long-term objective of a world class harbourfront that is
attractive, vibrant, accessible and sustainable.

2. With the Government welcoming the recommendation in the 2013
Policy Address and to gauge public views on the proposal, HC and the
Development Bureau (“DEVB”) jointly launched a 2-phase Public
Engagement (“PE”) Exercise in October 2013. The Social Sciences
Research Centre of the University of Hong Kong (“HKUSSRC”) was
appointed to collect, compile, analyse and report the views of various
stakeholder groups, including those of the general public, expressed
during the PE Exercise.

3. Phase | PE Exercise was conducted from October 2013 to
January 2014. Its objectives were to seek public views on their
aspirations for the harbourfront; whether the existing model could meet
their aspirations; whether an HFA should be established and, if so, which
model or approach would be more suitable. During Phase | PE Exercise,
a total of 27 briefings were held for various stakeholders, including the
Legislative Council (“LegCo”) Panel on Development, nine District
Councils (“DCs”) with a shoreline fronting on Victoria Harbour,
professional bodies, local and overseas chambers of commerce, think
tanks and universities. Four public forums were also held for the
general public at large.  Views collected in Phase | PE Exercise
indicated that there was general support for the establishment of a
dedicated authority, though there were different views on the model that
should be adopted. A copy of the Phase | PE Consultation Digest and
HKUSSRC’s Report for Phase | PE is at Appendix A and Appendix B
respectively.

4, Taking into account views received in Phase | PE Exercise, HC
and DEVB sought to address the views expressed and jointly drew up a



detailed framework for the operation of the proposed HFA, including its
vision, functions, financial arrangements, land allocation and public
accountability measures.

5. The objectives of Phase Il PE Exercise were to consult the public
on detailed arrangements for the proposed HFA and to facilitate more
in-depth public discussions regarding the proposed governance and
management functions, advisory and advocacy functions, and executive
functions.

6. HC and DEVB jointly launched the 3-month Phase Il PE
Exercise on 25 September 2014. A total of 19 briefings were held. In
addition to the briefing for LegCo Panel on Development, HC and DEVB
also briefed the nine DCs with shoreline fronting on Victoria Harbour,
professional bodies and chambers of commerce on our proposals. Three
public forums were also conducted. Views collected in Phase Il PE
Exercise showed that the majority view of the public was supportive of
the establishment of HFA and there was broad support for the proposals
put forth in Phase Il PE Exercise. Some members of the public
expressed concerns over certain specific aspects. These included
possible conflict of interest between the advisory and executive roles of
HFA, the possibility of over-commercialization along the harbourfront,
financial sustainability of HFA and the sufficiency and effectiveness of
accountability and transparency measures. A copy of the Phase Il PE
Consultation Digest and HKUSSRC’s Report for Phase Il PE is at
Appendix C and Appendix D respectively.

RECOMMENDATION AND PROPOSED FRAMEWORK FOR
HFA

7. Two phases of PE Exercise showed that there is overwhelming
dissatisfaction with the current development and management model of
the harbourfront.  Establishment of an HFA which could address
harbourfront development in a more holistic manner with an innovative
mindset and a more flexible management approach is supported by the
public and relevant stakeholders.

8.  With this in mind, HC recommends that the Government should
proceed with the establishment of a statutory HFA to design, develop,
operate and manage harbourfront projects in a holistic manner with a
creative mindset and flexible framework.



9.  Taking into account the views received in two phases of PE
Exercise, we have further fine-tuned the framework that was set out in the
Report submitted in October 2012. In the ensuing paragraphs, we recap
the proposal we put forth for Phase Il PE Exercise and the amendments
made to address public views and concerns expressed. We believe the
detailed arrangements proposed in this note are balanced and able to
respond to public needs.

Objectives of HFA

10. Itis HC and the Government’s common vision to enhance Victoria
Harbour and its harbourfront areas to make our harbourfront an attractive,
vibrant, accessible and sustainable world class asset. We consider that
the HFA, if established, should be a visionary body that endeavours to
achieve the above. During Phase Il PE Exercise, we put forth that HFA
should perform its functions and roll out its initiatives having regard to
the following purposes -

(a) Protection, preservation and enhancement of the Victoria
harbour and its harbourfront;

(b)  Promotion and delivery of a sustainable harbourfront;

(c) Recognition of Victoria Harbour as a balanced working
harbour and public space;

(d) Facilitation of better partnership and collaboration among
HFA, Government, NGOs in harbourfront enhancement;

(e)  Promotion of public engagement in project development; and

() Promotion of innovative design and flexible management.
11. The public showed strong support for the proposed objectives of
HFA. In addition, the public also suggested that HFA should endeavour
to achieve the following —

(@  Promotion of holistic harbourfront management;

(b) Reduction of red-tape within and between government
departments in taking forward enhancement measures;

(c) Realization of a continuous promenade along the Victoria
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harbourfront;

(d) Striking a balance between enhancing vibrancy and the
protection of the harbour;

(e) Improving accessibility to the harbourfront;
() Ability to meet social and community objectives;

(o) Addressing the various needs of Victoria Harbour as a
working harbour;

(h)  Assisting social enterprises and promoting employment
among the less privileged through harbourfront development;
and

(1)  Reduction of odour issues in the Harbour.

12.  HC considers that many of the suggestions in paragraph 11 echo
the original objectives. Accordingly, in order to avoid repetition, we
propose to add the following as objectives of the future HFA -

(@ Emphasis on holistic development including creation of a
continuous harbourfront for public enjoyment; and

(b)  Improvement of accessibility to the harbourfront;

We also recommend that all objectives should be suitably translated into
performance indicators for public evaluation.

Functions of HFA

13. During Phase Il PE Exercise, HC and DEVB put forth that the
proposed HFA should perform three key functions, which are (a)
governance and management functions, (b) advisory and advocacy
functions, and (c) executive functions. Taking into account public views
received in Phase Il PE Exercise, HC recommends HFA to perform the
following functions -

Governance and Management Functions

14. During Phase Il PE Exercise, the public generally agreed that a
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governing board should be formed to lead HFA and perform the
following roles which are similar in nature to the those performed by the
boards of other statutory authorities —

(a) Draw up corporate and business plans;

(b) Oversee the overall planning, development, operation and
management of the sites allocated to HFA;

(c) Promote and encourage organisation of events for public
enjoyment;

(d) Provide advice to Government on the holistic and strategic
development of the harbourfront and its use and enjoyment
by the public;

(¢)  Implement public accountability measures;
()  Manage resources and finances; and

(g) Set key performance indicators (“KPIs”).

Board Composition

15. Regarding the composition of the Board, the views expressed were
mostly concerned with five aspects, namely, the inclusion of DC
members, the appointment mechanism, the presence of Government
representatives, the size of Board and remuneration of members.

16.  All DCs consulted and some members of the public considered that
DC members who are familiar with district needs should be appointed to
the Board to reflect local views and maintain healthy communications
between HFA and local districts. If it was not practicable to allow each
of the nine harbourfront DCs to have their own representative on the
Board, DC members could be appointed to the committees. On the
other hand, some professionals considered the Board should remain
apolitical and expressed reservation over the inclusion of too many
politicians. Some members from the business sector further considered
that it should not be dominated by LegCo representatives.

17.  On the appointment mechanism, some members of the public
suggested that the level of representativeness would be compromised if
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its members were all appointed by the Government and suggested that
Members of LegCo / DCs serving on the Board should be returned by
election. Some even suggested that all Board members should be
directly elected. On the other hand, some views suggested that even
members elected into LegCo / DC members might be challenged. Some
considered that the current membership of HC, which consists of
organizational members, should continue. There was also support for
the inclusion of representatives from various sectors/industries (e.g.
tourism and marine industry), local harbourfront communities,
environmental protection groups and students.

18. Many agreed that the Board should have inter-departmental
Government representatives, but the number of government
representatives should be kept to a minimum such that HFA would not
become another quango. For official members in HFA, they should be
senior enough to facilitate co-operation with and among departments.

19.  On size of the Board and remuneration of members, public views
generally agreed that a 20-person Board would be a suitable size and the
remuneration, if any, of Board members should be transparent.

20.  Overall, the public generally agreed that the HFA Board should
have wide representation and it is important for it to be able to reflect
public views in the Board.

21. Taking into account public views as well as the current practice of
statutory authorities, HC proposes the composition of the Board as
follows —

(@ The Board should comprise not more than 20 members;

(b) The composition of the Board should include a Chairman
and a Vice-Chairman (one being a public official with the
other being a non-public official), senior public official
members (pitched at directors of bureau and heads of
department level) from relevant bureaux and departments,
head of the HFA executive arm, a LegCo and a DC member
from among the harbourfront districts, and non-public
official members with a mix of professional expertise and
experience, such as town planning, urban design,
architecture, landscape architecture, engineering, surveying,
legal, finance, economics, strategic planning, environmental
and sustainability matters, property/venue management,
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promotion/marketing, place-making, etc;

(c)  While currently there is no statutory authority that follows
the institutional member mechanism adopted by HC, we
propose that relevant organisations (including professional
bodies and relevant stakeholders) may submit their
recommendations of non-public official members to HFA for
consideration of appointment by CE at the beginning of each
appointment cycle;

(d) On appointment capacity, save for public official members,
all Board members should be appointed by the Chief
Executive on a personal basis, which is a common practice
adopted by other statutory bodies; and

() To enable wider stakeholder and public participation in the
process of harbourfront planning, development, operation
and management, committees and specific task forces with
members other than the appointed Board members shall be
established as and when considered necessary.

22. Taking into account the need of different expertise at different
stages of HFA’s development, we also propose that the number of official
and non-official members as well as those from different professions and
backgrounds should not be fixed.

Public Accountability

23.  As HFA would be allocated with considerable public resources, we
have proposed in Phase Il PE Exercise that the major accountability
measures currently adopted by similar statutory bodies should be
applicable to HFA to assure the public that HFA would dutifully and
properly discharge its functions and deploy public resources in a prudent
and transparent manner.

24.  The public generally agreed with our proposal and considered that
HFA should be accountable to both LegCo and the public, so as to
address concerns that HFA might become an “independent kingdom”
with self-serving interests. Some also registered the worry of possible
conflict of interest regarding facilitation of any public-private partnership
(“PPP”) delivery mechanism.

25. In view of the public views received, we propose that the
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accountability measures we put forward in Phase Il PE should all be
incorporated into the future enabling legislation, which include the

following —

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

(@)

(h)

()

HFA to submit a corporate plan covering its programmes of
activities and financial plans in the coming three years, and a
business plan setting out the details of its activities and
projects to be conducted in the coming year for approval by
the Government with suitable KPlIs;

HFA to submit a statement of accounts and an annual report,
and an auditor’s report to the Government, and to be tabled
in LegCo;

The Director of Audit be empowered to conduct an
examination into the economy, efficiency and effectiveness
of HFA in expending resources for performing its functions;

The Chairman of HFA and the head of the executive arm to
be required to attend LegCo meetings and answer questions
upon LegCo’s request;

HFA to consult the public and take into consideration their
views in the overall design, development, operation and
management of the harbourfront related facilities as well as
sites and projects allocated to it;

HFA to conduct Board meetings openly, except for
discussions of confidential or commercially sensitive issues;

All members of the Board and committees be required to
disclose their interests regularly for public inspection and
implementation of appropriate withdrawal measures;

HFA and its committees/task forces be included in Schedule
1 of the Prevention of Bribery Ordinance;

HFA be accountable to a Principal Official and include
standard provisions to empower the Government to give
directions in the public interest, obtain information and make
subsidiary legislation; and

HFA be required to establish committees and/or task forces
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to deal with such matters as audit, staff and finance, planning,
marketing; and set up a consultation panel chaired by a
non-board member to systematically collect public views on
HFA’s projects.

26. To further enhance its accountability, we would also propose that
HFA should promulgate detailed arrangements on the following aspects
as soon as possible after its establishment —

(@) Mechanisms by which to gauge public views and encourage
public participation in its decision making process;

(b) The KPIs for measuring its performance;

(c)  The mechanism for disclosure of interests to prevent conflict
of interests; and

(d)  The open meeting arrangements.

During Phase Il PE Exercise, there were views that if the
above-mentioned measures are implemented properly, conflict of interest
should not be a major issue. HC considers that the present
recommendation represents a suitable balance between accountability and
prevention of over-regulation.

Land Matters

27. HC fully appreciates that the 73km long Victoria harbourfront is
not a blank canvas. While it will work with the community,
Government and DCs on the overall planning of the harbourfront, HC
understands that it is not feasible for HFA to take up and manage the
entire Victoria harbourfront from the outset. It will be more practicable
for HFA to achieve an attractive, vibrant, green, accessible and
sustainable harbourfront by adopting an incremental enhancement
strategy.

28. In Phase Il PE Exercise, we put forth that the initial sites that may
be considered for allocation to HFA should be those that are ready for
development upon the establishment of HFA so that they can capitalize
on HFA'’s creativity and flexibility immediately. The remit would then
expand gradually to other suitable and available sites after the
accumulation of experience and reputation.



29.  With the above in mind, in Phase Il PE Exercise we proposed that
the priority sites that may be considered for allocation to HFA are the
New Central Harbourfront, the Wanchai-North Point Harbourfront, the
Kwun Tong Harbourfront, the Hung Hom Harbourfront and the Quarry
Bay Harbourfront. These are newly reclaimed land and / or sites
primarily zoned as open space. These sites are mostly virgin sites that
are ready for immediate development and do not involve complex land
issues. It would also be easier for HFA to capitalize on the institutional
advantages of an independent authority to achieve its vision.

30. Some views have been put forward that HFA’s management could
be extended to established promenades and waterfront parks currently
managed by LCSD in various districts. These facilities would benefit
from a more relaxed regulation with a view to achieving improved
vibrancy, and would allow the HFA to more readily build up expertise,
experience and capacity in managing harbourfront. We propose that
HFA should be given the flexibility to conduct studies on its own and
consult DCs to identify such potential sites for discussion and
consideration by Government for allocation.

31. The public felt strongly that harbourfront sites that will be allocated
to HFA should not be “privatized” or resold, and there should be clear
criteria for allocation to ensure all sites will be open and available for
public use and enjoyment. Site availability, social and policy objectives,
and HFA'’s financial position will be taken into account. There were
also some who suggested that HFA could be empowered to resume
private land / acquire land and even demolish old structures, if this is for
enhancing connectivity along the harbour, and use and enjoyment of the
harbourfront. Taking into account the sensitivity, we do not recommend
HFA to have power to resume land.

32. To reassure the public that allocated sites would be developed and
managed for public enjoyment, we recommend that when allocating sites
to HFA, the Government should clearly set out in the land document that
the land ownership / title of the allocated sites remains with the
Government whilst HFA and any PPP partner will only have the
management or development right for a specific period. The conditions
in respect of charging or mortgaging the allocated sites, as well as the
mechanism of monitoring and review of terms should also be clearly
specified. Bearing in mind that the harbourfront in different districts
should have originality and leave room for organic growth and innovation
as time goes by, we propose the terms and conditions of each site should
not be too restrictive so as to allow flexibility.
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Financial Matters®

33.  Funding arrangements are key to a successful, sustainable and
financially stable HFA. In Phase Il PE Exercise, HC proposed that at
start-up, the Government should provide in-kind support through
allocation of land at nominal or reduced premium to HFA. HC also
proposed that, instead of providing a one-off capital injection, a dedicated
fund that is sufficient to cover the capital costs of the designated sites /
projects and recurrent expenditure for the initial years could be set aside
within the Government to support HFA. Further injection of capital
could be considered upon approval of additional development plans. To
enhance accountability, HC also proposes that approval from LegCo
would be required when HFA draws funding from the dedicated fund,
similar to public works projects. HC believes that this start-up
arrangement would alleviate concerns about providing a large sum of
one-off funding. At the same time, it ensures the certainty of funding
within the Government for the operations of the HFA and its capital
works and timely development of the identified priority sites by HFA.

34. As to long term financial sustainability, HC expects sites of
varying business potential will be allocated to HFA. Some sites will not
provide an income stream, while others will and can help
cross-subsidization. The public recognised that financial viability of
harbourfront sites would vary according to their location, use and
associated social objectives.

35. The public also expressed the view that certain commercial
elements, e.g. provision of food and beverage outlets, would be essential
and beneficial in harbourfront development as these inject vibrancy and
increase public enjoyment. However, including economic activities
such as, the construction of flagship stores for international brands or
chains selling high-end products, would cause genuine concern to the
public. Some also enquired about the long-term financial feasibility of
HFA maintaining a balanced portfolio given that most of the sites for
allocation would be open space with limited opportunities for any steady
income stream. There were also comments that in order to achieve
financial sustainability, HFA might become financially driven and its
social objectives would then be compromised.

36. Public views were equally diverse on the funding model. While

! Figures in this section are in nominal terms - that is inclusive of inflation.
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the public generally did not favour the provision of a large one-off
endowment, there was no clear consensus on whether HFA should aim to
be financially self-sustainable (as many worried that it would induce
profit maximization); or whether it should receive recurrent funding from
the Government (which means it would subject to stringent Government
financial rules and regulations). That said, there was support for
funding certainty of the overall operations of HFA and the capital works
to be carried out by HFA and for LegCo to have a role in monitoring the
HFA finances.

37. To assess the estimated capital, operation, management and
maintenance costs and operating revenues of enhancing/developing the
eight initial sites proposed for allocation to the HFA, DEVB engaged an
independent financial consultant to advise whether the planning, design,
construction, operation, management and maintenance of the these eight
sites would best be undertaken by the Government (“Government
delivery model”) or by the proposed HFA on its own (“HFA model”).
The focus of the study is the cost of delivering the eight initial
sites. Additional resources and funding would become necessary if, in
the future, HFA is allocated additional harbourfront sites for management,
or assumes extra roles and responsibilities, e.g. management of other
harbourfront areas currently under LCSD. Furthermore, resources and
funding will also be required on establishment of HFA to cover those
advisory, advocacy and executive functions set out in paragraphs 45 and
46 below.

38.  Taking into consideration public views, and after making
reference to the results of the consultancy study, our recommendation is
that while financial self-sustainability was proposed as a principle that
HFA should adhere to, it should only be regarded as a long term
aspiration rather than a necessary principle at the onset.

39. The consultancy study illustrates that the initial eight sites, if
developed altogether and in accordance with the existing parameters of
the respective Outline Zoning Plans, would need financial support from
the Government for them to be financially sustainable. It also
demonstrates that if Government’s financial support is provided to cover
the capital costs at the beginning of the development cycle, it is possible
that some of the proposed sites could be operationally viable under the
management and operation of HFA. These sites are —

(@) Site 1 and Site 2 under the Urban Design Study of the New
Central Harbourfront (UDS);
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(b) Site 4 and western part of Site 7 under the UDS; and
(c) Site 6 and eastern part of Site 7 under the UDS.

40.  The findings of the consultancy reaffirmed the Commission’s
assessment that in order to achieve harbourfront enhancement, the
Government would have to invest around $11 billion in terms of capital
costs to develop the eight proposed sites, regardless of whether it is the
Government or the HFA that carries out such work® In terms of capital
costs, when compared to the existing Government delivery model, which
the consultant assesses will require $10,897 million (2015 figures), HFA
model requires $10,205 million (2015 figures). In other words, HFA
model will achieve around 7% or $692 million saving. As for operating
costs, the Government delivery model would need $385.2 million (2015
figures) per annum whereas HFA model would need $375.5 million
(2015 figures), meaning that the latter would enjoy a 2.6% efficiency
($9.7 million). The Commission therefore recommends the adoption of
the HFA model, as it considers that this will achieve the optimum benefit,
in terms of cost efficiency, flexibility and innovation.

41. In view of the results of the study, the Commission recommends
the following financial arrangements for the HFA -

(@) For capital works expenditure of HFA, the Government would
have to set aside about $10.21 billion, which is the amount
that the financial consultant considers necessary as the capital
cost for HFA to develop the proposed sites. HFA / DEVB
will separately seek funding approval of LegCo’s Finance
Committee whenever the consultation, planning and design
for each of these capital projects has been completed and a
project is ready for implementation;

(b) For operational expenditure of HFA, the Government would
have to provide funding to cover recurrent expenses during
the development stage, such as staff costs; the hire of services
and professional fees for conducting consultancy studies;
expenditure on advertising and publicity; management costs
of harbourfront projects as well as costs to cover governance,
management, advisory and advocacy functions of HFA.
When approaching the end of the development stage, this

% This is assuming that the “base case” scenario is adopted, which development will follow column 1
uses in the OZP. The figures would be varied if the alternative scenario where column 2 uses are
followed and additional GFA as a result is taken into account.
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arrangement should be reviewed taking into account the-then
financial position and the financial needs and development
plans of HFA; and

(c) Funding for additional harbourfront sites and projects will be
subject to separate future plans and approvals.

After funding injection during the initial project development stage
(which can span 3-5 years) to cover capital costs, the three areas
mentioned in paragraph 39 (a) to (c) would be able to generate a revenue
flow that is sufficient to cover the operational expenditure relating to
those particular projects. As for other sites to be allocated to HFA,
continuous Government funding would be required for the entire study
period (i.e. 2018- 2046).

42.  One of the further findings of the consultancy study is that if either
Government or HFA was to partner with the private sector to deliver
selected sites, based on existing parameters of the respective Outline
Zoning Plans, this would entail the least capital and operating costs and
help avoid large upfront capital costs on the part of the Government.
Financially, this delivery model could be an attractive arrangement, since
it brings in the private sector to shoulder many of the risks and
re-organizes cash flow from the perspective of the Government. It is
also a model which has been successfully adopted in the case of many
other world renowned waterfronts. Nonetheless, HC recognizes that this
delivery approach may not appeal to all stakeholders with perceived loss
of control over public use of sites, and potential unintended consequences
of long term partnership agreements. Whilst the Commission believes
that public concerns could be alleviated through proper structuring of
contracts, comprehensive public engagement and transparent
accountability measures, we also appreciate that it may be difficult to
gain general support in the prevailing political environment. Having
said that, the Commission recognizes the merits of such a model and
HFA would have discretion in future to decide, based on the relevant
circumstances at the time, whether and where to suitably adopt such a
public/private model for certain projects within the sites allocated to
HFA.

Advisory and Advocacy Functions

43.  Currently, the major function of HC is to perform an advisory and
advocacy role in the envisioning, planning, urban design, marketing and
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branding, development, management and operation of the harbourfront
areas and facilities. In Phase Il PE Exercise, we proposed that the future
HFA should take over HC’s advisory and advocacy functions and HC
should be disbanded after the establishment of HFA to avoid the
confusion or the perception of multi-layering.

44. The public generally supported the above proposal, although some
were concerned about the possible conflict of interest for HFA to play a
dual role, that is to develop its own harbourfront sites and provide advice
on developments at other harbourfront sites. They were concerned that
it may affect private development and pose unfair competition to
neighboring sites. However, the Commission is of the view that since
the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) is the ultimate authority in approving
planning applications, conflict of interest should not be an issue.

45. In this light, we recommend that HFA should perform the
following advisory and advocacy functions -

(@) To advise the Government on the holistic and strategic
development of the harbourfront and its associated water-land
interface, such as —

(i) devising a strategic framework on HFA’s vision for
future harbourfront development, including public
engagement;

(i) conducting topical planning and research studies that
support its advisory function and provide a context for
further deliberation and planning;

(i) identifying potential sites within the harbourfront
suitable for development and / or management by HFA,;
and

(iv) acting as an opinion leader in commenting on works or
development projects that are conducive to enjoyment
and enhancement of the harbour;

(b) To play an advocacy role in the envisioning, planning, urban
design, marketing and branding, development, management
and operation of the harbourfront areas, facilities and
waterborne activities in collaboration with relevant
stakeholders;
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(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

To comment on private and public planning applications,
plans and projects on Victoria harbourfront;

To promote wider application of Harbour Planning Principles
and Harbour Planning Guidelines, and to update them as
necessary;

To foster PPP in the development, operation, management and
maintenance of the harbourfront, public use of the harbour and
waterborne activities (including engagement of community,
social enterprises and non-governmental organisations); and

To promote, organise or sponsor recreational/leisure activities
that enhance the brand/image of the Victoria Harbour and the
harbourfront.

Executive Functions

46. During Phase Il PE Exercise, HC proposed that HFA should have
executive power to develop and manage the designated harbourfront sites
allocated to it, including -

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Plan, design, construct, operate, manage and enhance the
allocated sites in accordance with the land use and other
requirements or conditions specified in the statutory plans
under the Town Planning Ordinance (Cap. 131), and where
necessary propose amendments to the specified land use for
approval by TPB;

Conduct project-level planning and prepare plans, where
appropriate, for approval by TPB;

Design, construct, operate, manage and enhance the
harbourfront related facilities (including retail / dining /
entertainment, sports, leisure and recreational facilities) and
other ancillary facilities at the designated sites on its own or
together with other parties;

Initiate and oversee relevant broad-based public engagement
exercises, topical planning studies, social impact assessments
and other research and studies related to the development of
the allocated sites;
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(e) Monitor progress of implementation and management of
allocated sites and projects; and

(f) Foster temporary, quick-win or other harbourfront
enhancement projects.

We also proposed that HFA should be empowered to do things that are
necessary for, or incidental or conducive to, the performance of its
functions. To ensure that HFA operates in collaboration with other
existing Government departments and statutory bodies, we propose that
HFA should not derogate from the existing powers and functions of
relevant Government bureaux and departments as well as statutory bodies,
or affect the jurisdiction of existing laws.

47. HFA should be complementary to existing statutory authorities and
Government departments. We would hence recommend the above
proposed powers be entrusted to HFA.

48. Regarding who should actually carry out the executive function,
public views during Phase Il PE Exercise were divided as to whether it
should be an independent executive team hired by HFA or a dedicated
multi-disciplinary Government team. Some preferred flexibility and
innovation of the private sector and were concerned that a Government
team would bring bureaucratic red-tape. There are other views that civil
servants would have relevant experience and find it easier to ensure
accountability. There were also concerns as to the way that HFA would
co-ordinate / direct the efforts of relevant government departments.

49.  We consider that it would be more important for HFA to start on a
strong footing by facilitating a rapid start-up and establish close liaison
and collaboration between HFA and Government departments. It would,
therefore, be advisable for the executive function to be largely executed
by a dedicated Government team during the early years of HFA. We
recommend that the initial setup of the Government team should be
moderate and grow with an expanded portfolio of new projects and
initiatives. To address the issue of creativity and flexibility, we would
recommend that suitable talents with business acumen and market
operation experience which are not readily available in the civil service
be recruited by HFA to ensure there is a well-rounded team in place for
holistic planning and development of projects. When the operation of
HFA and its development of projects are on track with adequate
experience accumulated over time, HFA can start building its own
independent executive team and gradually phase out the Government
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officers and replace them with suitable talents recruited from the private
sector.

WAY FORWARD

50. Since the establishment of Task Group on Management Model for
the Harbourfront under the former Harbour-front Enhancement
Committee (“HEC”) in 2007 to explore a framework for the sustainable
management of the harbourfront, the former HEC and HC have reviewed
a wide range of local and overseas examples through studies and visits.
HC believes that the ability to combine advocacy with execution as well
as flexibility to operate without the constraints of bureaucracy would be
conducive to bringing about holistic, integrated and responsive changes to
the management of the harbour. The two stages of PE Exercise have
re-affirmed the Commission’s belief that an HFA should be established to
achieve this goal through enhanced community participation, improved
harbourfront activity and timely response to public needs and aspirations.
In particular, the HFA could deliver, in a more cost effective and efficient
manner, a wider, more creative range of publically supported social and
economic objectives along the Victoria harbourfront for the benefit of the
community as a whole.

51.  With the above in mind, HC stands ready to work with the

Government and provide support in taking the proposal forward. We
look forward to the early establishment of the HFA.

Harbourfront Commission
January 2016
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Victoria Harbour is the icon of the city and the most
precious public asset of Hong Kong. It is our vision
to enhance the Victoria Harbour and its
harbourfront areas to become an attractive, vibrant,
accessible and sustainable world-class asset : a
harbour for the people and a harbour of vitality.
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As land resources have always been limited, reclamation of Victoria
Harbour has become a convenient and readily available source of land
supply to support our economic development and housing need for many
decades. Harbourfront planning and beautification was difficult at that
time as there was no idea when and how the final shoreline would emerge.

Nearly half of the Victoria Harbour had been reclaimed towards the end of
the 20th century. The extent of reclamation that had already taken place
rendered what was remained to be the Harbour even more precious.

BELHARAR  EIAEBTERBE - HR—BEENHE R
HIMAEBABEEERREERE - MR REERE MRS
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In 1997, the Protection of the
Harbour Ordinance (Cap. 531) was
enacted to protect and preserve the
Victoria Harbour by establishing a
presumption against reclamation.

FE1997F - (REBABGEL) (F
5318) BBKAED - BETER
HENETEEIRENEST - R
EMREFHEE

In 1999, Town Planning Board first
published the vision for the Harbour:
“to make the harbour attractive,
vibrant, accessible and symbolic of
Hong Kong - a harbour for the
people and a harbour of life”.

£1999%F - WMAEZEZTH AR
mEBESHES B [ S 4 85k
BERSIT - BmED  KiFGE
REHEEI)GE—BEANZE  F
B2 e

After a spate of litigations on the
reclamation for the construction of
Central-Wan Chai Bypass (CWBJ, the
Government made a high-profile
statement in 2004 that there would
be no further reclamation in the
Victoria Harbour upon completion of
the reclamation required for the
CWB. Since then, the Government
has started taking quantum steps to
enhance the Victoria Harbourfront.

B ERREERREEFREBN
MHEREE AT EH R AR - BUR &
2004 F BFRTETK R LBET
BETHEESTRR  KTeB8xE#
BIEE © 1R - BUTFRERERRZIATT
BAB(LHERE -

Background 55 | 3

The Government also set up a
Harbour-front Enhancement
Committee (HEC] in 2004 to advise
the Government on the planning,
land uses and developments along
the existing and the new Victoria
Harbourfront. HEC promulgated the
Harbour Planning Principles and
Harbour Planning Guidelines in 2005
and 2007 to provide guidance for the
planning and development of
harbour areas.
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In 2009, a dedicated Harbour Unit was set up
under the Development Bureau to coordinate
harbourfront enhancement initiatives within the
Government, including a number of “quick-win”
projects to enable early public enjoyment.

FE2009% @ HRFBE TRLTHEEREEH -
BESASRNNEELLEENER  SREED
ZIHGHEE  FTRFAZREE -

?’ In 2010, Harbourfront
|'," Commission (HC) was
— established to succeed HEC,

Harbourfront Commission

sEenean playing an advocacy, oversight

J— \\\)/

and advisory role in harbourfront development
and management, with broad-based
representations from professional institutes,
civic and environmental groups and the
business sector. Since its establishment, HC
has generated constructive discussion among
stakeholders through an open and transparent
engagement process and has offered advice to
over 80 public and private harbourfront
projects.

H2010F B EH R B QAR HEHR
BEEGNIIE ©E8EERNEETE @ #
E21EE  EENENAC - BAEAFHRESH
BRZAERE KEBEBEXEE  2RNMRR
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HYRRSFHEETREREN® - Aot
HBSOEAME B BHBRIER -




With the growing aspiration of having a
dedicated body to fulfil the vision for the
Victoria Harbourfront and overcome the
institutional constraints, the Legislative
Council passed a non-binding motion in July
2011 for, among others, the establishment of
a statutory body to coordinate and implement
strategic harbourfront development.

BELSHEREN Y —EAEESRBUER
RS ENBR MR REIE LRS- 3
EEH2201MFTABE-—BEHRINE
£ ETEREFEBRIKL —EXE#E
RENEERBUENEERR

The Financial Secretary
announced in his Budget
Speech in February 2012
that the Government
would provide necessary
financial support if the
proposed establishment
of a Harbourfront
Authority  had  wide
community support.

BB A R RE2012F2 AN RIEEERFRT
m AR BEEERNEZAMEEZX
B BN eEME EERRS -

HC submitted a report to the Chief Executive
in October 2012, recommending a broad
framework of a Harbourfront Authority.

BEEBEZEGE2012F10 ARTHRE '
RHmE O AREBEEERNIERBRLEZ
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In January 2013, the Chief Executive
welcomed HC's  proposal of
establishing a Harbourfront
Authority in his Policy Address, and
undertook that the Development
Bureau would collaborate with HC
in conducting public consultation
on the proposal. If the proposal is
supported by the public, the
Government would take forward the
legislative work and provide the
financial support.

Background 55 | 5
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Vision for the Harbourfront

BRI R

Harbourfront enhancement is an important investment for the future of Hong Kong. Our vision is to create
an attractive, vibrant, accessible and sustainable harbourfront for public enjoyment.

BULBERHEBRRNEERYE - AMWEREFE—EERI L  BRED  BENTHENESE
%mE/\?—"

Our common aspirations for Victoria Harbourfront are

R8s ENHEMER

Vibrant with diversified activities and events
A quality destination that Hong Kong EEEY BTN ESRE R
can be proud of

BABERASI UAHNESER N

Creative and innovative in
design and operations

HEARIFRETNE
Easily accessible Do you share the same aspirations?
5 What else?
MESEHRNPAE ? BEHE ?

Harbourfront
for the people

Sustainable

2RSE SE L
J AISEERR People-oriented public

open space

A B A £ k322




Progress in the past decade
BETFRER

In the past decade, the Government has worked closely with HEC and its successor, HC, to
enhance the Victoria Harbourfront for public enjoyment. There has been noticeable progress
from harbourfront planning, delivery of “quick-wins” to the exploration of a sustainable
harbourfront management model.

BETFE BN -EREAREBZEERARENBESKZEGREAFE  BLEBBER
ABRER - HHERE BOTEHELEEER  UERNIFENSEEERXTH - 8
ERENER -

Planning of the harbourfront
e Harbour Planning Principles and Harbour Planning Guidelines were devised and promulgated to provide
guidance for the planning and development of harbourfront areas;

e 22 Action Areas were drawn up that set the agenda for action by relevant Government departments to
enhance the harbourfront;

e HEC and its successor, HC, have contributed to the planning of the mega projects like new Central
harbourfront, the West Kowloon Cultural District and Kai Tak. Since the establishment of HC in July 2010,
it has offered advice to over 80 public and private proposals in the harbourfront areas.

B E
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Delivery of “quick-wins”

On the advice of the former HEC and HC, a number of “quick-win” harbourfront
enhancement projects have been pursued for early public enjoyment. The projects
recently completed include Kwun Tong Promenade Stage |, Hung Hom Waterfront
Promenade, as well as advance promenades at the new Central harbourfront and
Quarry Bay harbourfront.

WTELEEERIER :
Eﬁﬁ%@%ﬁ/ﬁég\@fﬂ//ig%%é%@ _ - ) _ - Kwun Tong
MEZET ERERTZEBLEERN ' P : L popE AT
WHITER - ETTREFBER cIFE
REIEE BEEESEIEEFE —H 4
WEBER - LA RAA T IEIEE LS i i
BBSERNRERRAIHIE - S e
e
West Kowloon Cultural District |

BAXE

i

¢ -

Sheung Wan
R

Quarry Bay
8 &R

New Central Harbourfront
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Exploration of a sustainable harbourfront management model

The former HEC conducted studies and overseas visits to explore a framework for the
sustainable management of the harbourfront. It recommended replacing HEC by a
high-level HC and in the longer run establishing an independent statutory authority with
its own executive and dedicated funding to enhance community participation, improve
harbourfront activity and dynamism and ensure a timely response to public needs and
aspirations.

BReY AIFE RSB E ER

BT R S E B RETIE LB ER - LIRS A AN A
FEEMH - CRIRIBEANSEEEE B SRR KRES
ZES  WRAKEMS - KBS BLTREBPRIARN
MBIOATHRE  NBHESR  RESRIBHRES B
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Challenges in harbourfront development and
Opportunities ahead

REYZEY 0k St

Challenges

HeEy

The waterfront of Victoria Harbour is some 73 km long. It is not a blank
canvas. Many of the harbourfront areas have been developed over the
years and are occupied by public facilities, roads and infrastructure, private
residential, commercial and industrial buildings. Some harbourfront sites
are also required for Hong Kong'’s port operation. While these have posed
constraints for the development of a continuous promenade on both sides
of the Victoria Harbour, the Government has been looking into various
solutions to construct, over time, an uninterrupted promenade. This
involves relocating some incompatible public facilities to non-harbourfront
sites, setting back private and public buildings, reserving the area adjacent
to the harbourfront as promenade when developing and redeveloping
Government structures, as well as setting planning parameters and
imposing lease conditions that will enhance the harbourfront when there is
private site redevelopment.

MZNEBNEEERNTIAE - AWIFAMR—FK - ZFK -~
VEBRRMERER  PEAERBALRE  BRER  LAE
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Current development and management model for waterfront promenade and its limitations
RRZERNREESERBET KRS

While the Government has made strenuous effort in opening up more harbourfront areas with promenades for public enjoyment, experience over the past nine
years or so has shown that the conventional Government build-and-operate model is an acceptable but not the most desirable model for harbourfront
development and management with the growing public aspiration for a truly vibrant harbourfront for public enjoyment. The current approach under which the
harbourfront sites are developed and managed by Government and operated within civil service-wide fiscal and human resources constraints may not be able
to meet the community’s aspiration in the longer run.

RABRNBRNELEZ AN BEEERBHTRER  EBENFENERET  BEARYEA EELHRED  HEMZANEENHER
g ERORFZERESEEAMI RS  BFREENSEERMNEERN - BRHBNAEERMNEEBERWNRN - 2E L TR HIRNBERK
BRANPTHRANERRS - KEMS RKBEHEARNIE -

(a) Development cycle takes time and resources

BRBANFEERFZERKS

) ) Management Resources allocation
Currently, it normally takes five years or more for the Government to = RS
plan and develop a promenade, and may be longer if there is
competition for resources among leisure and recreational facilities and
further with other public works projects like hospitals, schools and

infrastructures, etc. Should future harbourfront development and
management be supported by dedicated funding that is free from
annual internal competition for resources from within the Government,
the development could be expedited to better meet public demand.

AR BN REFZAFINEEZREREREERT - WRFEH
HMSORFELEENE  WEREMALTIZEER @ flnER - BREE
BEES—RABEER  AAgFENER - WARGEERLKEER
BIEBR RS MEBEASFEBNRLHREER - BENRER - F rend oubl l
N i tati
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Funding approval
BN

Construction Planning and design
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(b) Existing arrangements not conducive to creative design

BTN EIZRE

The Government has its own division of labour in developing and
managing harbourfront sites.  Leisure and Cultural Services
Department is mainly responsible for the management of public parks
and promenades whereas Architectural Services Department and Civil
Engineering and Development Department are the two key works
agents of promenade projects. Creative or unconventional designs
may not be easily pursued under existing arrangements given the
systemic constraints, e.g. statutory framework, resources or other
technical limitations such as site restrictions. While there has been
gradual improvement in the design of promenades in recent years, a
dedicated and integrated agency responsible for design, construction
and management could better promote creativity in designing the
harbourfront.

BREERMNEESEMMKAED TLH - BELXEEHEE
ZRREEARNMBARRE  BEENIATIRAIRELSSERE
B EEAREERT - ABRITRHET - ARHIE LRS- HlaESIHE
B BRREMBRMR S (BINAHERG]) - BEREAIBHIEERD
RETTARBS - #NOFBERBNRIACESNE - BEEF—(E
BENMGANBBRRSENR  Z2EREE  @CBERE
HAlgkzri -

(c) Constraints to achieve a vibrant waterfront with diversity

FEFREI RS TLEERRS

The Pleasure Grounds Regulation (Cap. 132BC) provides a uniform and
equitable basis for management of parks over the territory. The Regulation has
been effective in managing district-based passive open space. Yet, for some
larger-scale waterfront parks and promenade in prominent locations, their
potential could be better fulfilled if there is a dedicated management and
operating agent that tailor-made suitable management rules. For instance,
with more flexible, tailor-made management rules, multiple uses and featuring
facilities like restaurants and cafés can be more widely promoted on the
waterfront, thus breeding greater diversity, attracting more people and making
them more vibrant and attractive.

(251 RM)) (F132BCE)FIE T 8l - RAFHERNERZERE - &
ROEEREEFEREBITZIAR  EHRBOLEEBEMEEREN
BERERER  MEAREENERENEERBESITEAENEERA
BREFHRREMNEN - WREEBEREFENERRA - FiE
Bzt EBREEINAREMEERE  IMRERRES  SBEESZT
bt WEIBZEA » CHERREAREDMARS| HE9H T -
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Opportunities ahead

]

New harbourfront sites in Central and
Wan Chai available from 2016 onwards

B 20165 & 2 5T i Y IR K& (1 3708 A ith

Upon the completion of the last reclamation works in the
Victoria Harbour, new land will be available in the
prominent waterfront areas in Central from 2016 and in
Wan Chai between 2018-2020. In addition, there are also
other harbourfront sites with the potential to become
vibrant places, such as the Kwun Tong Promenade, the
Quarry Bay harbourfront area, the proposed boardwalk
underneath the Island Eastern Corridor (IEC) and Hung
Hom harbourfront area,etc.

EHERE —WAES TIRTAE - AR IRAE F 5Lk
EEMEEMTA - EFEROIH - 55 51K2016
FR2018E2020F B AT Z R o by - EM/EERAM
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EE - flRR8ERN - BETEREER NEENITAR
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New Central Harbourfront
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Proposal for a dedicated
Harbourfront Authority

RV EENFEEER

The former HEC, HC and the Development Bureau have studied a
number of successful waterfront cities overseas, such as Sydney,
Auckland, San Francisco and Singapore, etc. These successful
examples have one common feature - they all have a dedicated agency
(be it statutory, independent or being part of a Government
department) with dedicated resources and sole priority, to pursue
integrated planning, design, construction, operation and management
of harbourfront projects in a holistic manner.

RIXE@EEERES  BEEFBLREQUNERBME 7T/ BINZEKRT
BB - PN - B - = EWM AR INKRE - EEXI T
E—EXEE SRR *1§§%%($%ﬁ%5£i&% L RVA R
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Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority
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How should we seize the opportunities and unleash the potential of the new harbourfront sites?
Need for a dedicated agency?

MEREKB RN ERABAVE N? EEFTERLESTHIE ?

The new harbourfront sites in Central and Wan Chai are the last chapter as well as the last prizes of many decades of reclamations in the Victoria Harbour.
With the planning parameters largely settled under the Urban Design Study for the New Central Harbourfront completed in 2011, we are now at the junction
to consider how best to develop and manage these precious waterfront sites, which are mainly zoned “Open Space”. Shall we seize the opportunity to
unleash the potential of these important waterfront sites and make them more attractive, creative and vibrant for public enjoyment by better planning and
design and vesting of sites in a dedicated agency through an open and transparent public engagement process?

HC believes that the establishment of a dedicated Harbourfront Authority to take forward harbourfront enhancement from planning, design and
construction to operation and management will be the key to achieving the shared vision of an attractive, vibrant, accessible and sustainable harbourfront
for public enjoyment. Taking into account the availability and conditions of these harbourfront sites, it will be more prudent and realistic for a new
Harbourfront Authority to start with the most readily available opportunities in the new Central harbourfront and expand incrementally when its experience
accumulates.

FIRFEFNFEERN  THBRTFESTIERERME THRKRRE - BE [TRINVEPBWTRITAR] SR2011FK - BRENRIIZ2HA
BEL  RAEZREMMERMEREH TE2EE [KEAE] W2EREL - RABRSEZERE  SOHEENHBAEER  EUFENRE
MRst > WEBRFBERNARZEERE  BYGLEESERMNE )  FELAMEERS ) EARERAREY  HTRFMA ?
BEEBEEGMERG K —EAZENEEERR  {RE - Rt BEINLENEBHTHBETELEENTHE  BEKLE—EZRN - HARE
P BEMAFENEE BTRAZEEXFRMBSOER - ZRIELSEMMATHEROKBENAR  RARERENMERENNINSEE
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Having regard to the common public aspirations for the harbourfront, we believe
that the proposed Harbourfront Authority should be an independent, dedicated

body which is able to -
ZEIABEBENHEHRE

AR ARZNEEEEREZE — @

BYESHHE  WeeES TREK -

facilitate

inter-departmental and

combine advocacy
and execution

FEEEREYTHNAR

strike a good balance N
between social objectives
and commercial principles

Tt s B ARsER
RAZ RS EE T

subject to public scrutiny

F RN REER

promote community

cross-sectoral
coordination

(RSP
BERAFE

plan, design, develop,
operate and manage
harbourfront sites
holistically

2EBRE - RE - BE -
EENEEEAL

~

accommodate innovative
ideas and designs

BINRIFT R SRRt
Harbourfront Authority
BEEER
’ ' " adopt a place-making
,' \ approach and manage
' ' the sites with flexibility
/ 5T PO TR
’ ' BRA Mg Mg
4 LT At

reduce bureaucratic

involvement red-tape
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Mode
Governance and X

Management
Functions
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Range of Possible Approaches A 1T 77 7%

HA to have a governing board with broad-based representation to perform statutory governance and management functions, such as (i) oversee the development and management of the vested sites; (ii)
manage the resources and finances; (iii) draw up a corporate plan (iv) set key performance indicators and evaluate performance of the executives; and (v) implement public accountability measures.
/g/:é B E)%*’; 1§E%§§EE’JE$§ CTEEERNERMEIRREE - flIn() BB TERRN DM BERMEL () ERETRME (i) BEERBE(v) FIFREFEMTZTRARR
B, R(v) FERARAREEAREE

This new setup facilitates the adoption of a one-stop holistic approach in the planning, development and management of the harbourfront sites. The statutory status allows HA to maintain a balance
between social objectives and commercial principles but with greater flexibility than government operation.

EMRBAY AR EMRE  FRNEDSERL - ERRWEEHAAFELEBEMARRE - ERBFEERE

Disband HC. HA takes on the advisory and advocacy roles. Retain HC. HC continues its current advisory and advocacy roles.
BESESEKESE - HEAERERBEEANEEAE REGESKEES - BEEHZEUEHARNLANEEAE -

HA to have an independent executive arm by hiring its own staff to plan, develop and manage HA to be served by a dedicated multi-disciplinary Government office through internal
the vested harbourfront sites, either on its own or in collaboration with others. | | deployment of experienced civil servants.

EERREARINTEREMN - AMERET - BITsEEMERAERE - BRNE /E}/E B Bi OB BB AR B AR AT B s B R ERRE R M
BieTERRNSERM -

Note: The above arrangements listed are not the only possible options and not exhaustive. These are possible approaches distilled from HC’s experiences in past nine years on
harbourfront enhancement to facilitate a more focused discussion.
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Which is your preferred model?

UR{E2 AR B = AVIE S ?

Disband Harbourfront
Commission. Harbourfront
Authority to take up its
advisory and advocacy roles?
MAEEEBREES  HBE
EERREEHZAREES

& ? Retain Harbourfront

Commission?

REBEEBEES?

A statutory Harbourfront
Authority served by a
dedicated Government
office?

—EHBRFEEREE
BEEEBEEER?

A statutory Harbourfront

Authority with its own Other Models?
executive arm? .
e H g ?

— BB T B }

EEEEEER?

Status Quo -

maintain Government
build-and-operate model
with Harbourfront

Commission as advisory
body?
zﬁ?%IE;U( - II%IIEEEIE&}HL

hﬁ  MEBEEBE
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Public Engagement and Way Forward

N RS BN AR IR O]

The Development Bureau and HC will undertake a 2-phase Public Engagement
Exercise to listen to your views on the best institutional setup to develop and

manage the new harbourfront sites in a holistic manner.
We are particularly interested in knowing your views on:

e Do you agree with the common aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront on
page 6? What else?

e Could the existing harbourfront development and management model meet

the public aspiration?

e Do you agree that we need a Harbourfront Authority to overcome the

constraints of the existing model and develop and manage the new
harbourfront areas in a more holistic manner? Which of the possible
approaches on pages 17 - 18 is more suitable for Hong Kong? And why? Any
other suggestions?

We look forward to receiving your views. Please send us your views through
the channels below on or before 4 January 2014.

Website: www.hfc.org.hk/hape
Email: hape@hfc.org.hk
Phone: 3509 8809

Fax: 2110 0841

Post: 17/F, West Wing, Central Government Offices, 2 Tim Mei Avenue, Tamar,

Hong Kong
Facebook: www.facebook.com/harbourfrontauthority

Focus groups and public forums will be organized to collect views. For
details, please visit our website or call 3509 8809 from 9am to 5pm, Monday
to Friday (except public holidays) for enquiry.

Your views will be duly considered in working out a mainstream model and
detailed framework for further discussion in the Phase 2 Public Engagement
Exercise.

HRANSEEHZESHETMERNAR
REHERLEENSEREENAGSRBNE

BRI FETRIEE TAEENER ¢
MEBRAFBCEMBL BB ENHEHE ? REFHEHE ?
REMBERRNMEEEALSNAARAL?
cMEBRERMBEXNLEEERR  URnRIRBERANTE - BREME
REEEIGBMI ? E17 - 18EMEMN A TENAF - BESESEE 7 R
RS0 ? BEE M
BAIBFUEFNER - 55

%Eﬁi AE)  RIBAREEES

BATREE2014F1 BARRZ B ER TN ER
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www.hfc.org.hk/hape

B H : hape@hfc.org.hk

&5 © 3509 8809

EH : 2110 0841

iR EARNEREE _FBNEART 28
HZ : www.facebook.com/harbourfrontauthority
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Executive Summary

Quantitative feedback

A total of 304 usable feedback questionnaires were received, excluding a duplicate
questionnaire sent by fax and mail. All responses are included unless excluded as a

duplicate.

Qualitative analysis of the open-ended comments from the feedback
guestionnaires and all the other feedback received

All open-ended comments received during the engagement process were divided into
eight channels: Public Fora (PF), which are distinguished from other events because
they were widely advertised as open to all participants, whereas some of the other
events were not open to everyone or not broadly advertised; Public consultative
platforms (PCP), such as LegCo or District Council meetings; Event (E): events
including conferences, round tables, seminars and briefings other than PFs or PCPs;
Written submissions (WSL): written submissions including either by soft or hard
copies with an organization or company letterhead, sent by letters, fax or email to the
Government with explicit corporate or association identification; Written submissions
(WSNL): written submissions including either by soft or hard copies without an
organization or company letterhead. All these written submissions were sent by letters,
fax or email to the Government without any explicit corporate or association
identification; Feedback questionnaires (Q): written comments in the feedback
questionnaires; Media (M): comments from summaries from printed media and
broadcasting; Internet and Social Media (W): comments from webpages - included if

they are covered by WiseNews during the consultation period.

The qualitative analysis used the nVivo software and is based on a framework that
was developed by the SSRC to reflect all the issues covered in the public engagement
digest, and then extended to cover all the other issues raised in the qualitative

materials collected during the consultation.

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 4



Last Visit

Slightly over half of the respondents reported that their last visit to any part of the
Victoria Harbourfront (including waterfront parks and promenades) was within the
last month, followed by a third within the last year. A tiny proportion of them

reported that they had never visited before.

Whether the design and operation of the existing promenades and the facilities

met respondents’ aspirations for the Harbourfront

Less than 10% of the respondents reported that the design and operation of the
existing promenades and the facilities therein fully met their aspirations for the
Harbourfront. Similar proportions of the respondents reported that the design and
operation somewhat met or only partially met their aspirations for the Harbourfront.
A small proportion reported that the design and operation did not meet their

aspirations at all.

Shared aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

A strong majority of respondents reported that they somewhat or completely shared
the following seven aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront:

() People-oriented public open space

(i) Sustainable

(iii)  Easily accessible

(iv)  Harbourfront for the people

(v)  Aquality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of

(vi)  Creative and innovative in design and operations

(vii)  Vibrant with diversified activities and events

Respondents who live in harbourfront districts were more likely to
completely/somewhat share aspiration of “vibrant with diversified activities and
events” for the Victoria Harbourfront than the respondents who are living in
non-harbourfront districts. For “Vibrant with diversified activities and events”, there
were 35 comments in agreement and 2 comments that disagreed. For “Creative and
innovative in design and operations”, there were 10 comments, all in agreement. For

“Easily accessible”, there were 26 comments, all in agreement. For “Sustainable”,

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 5



there were 14 comments, all in agreement. For “Harbourfront for the people”, there
were 20 comments, all in agreement. For “People-oriented public open space”, there
were 15 comments, all in agreement. For “A quality destination that Hong Kong can

be proud of”, there were 19 comments, all in agreement.

Other aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

There were 34 comments about inclusion in the Harbourfront of commercial elements,
with 18 comments supporting that these elements should be included or increased and
16 comments supporting they should be excluded or decreased. There were 32
comments about positioning the Harbourfront as a tourist spot, with 19 comments in
support and 13 comments against. There were 27 comments about the Harbourfront as
a clean and green zone, all of which were in support. There were 22 comments about
cycling facilities on the Harbourfront, 21 in support and one opposed. There were 22
comments about connecting up the Harbourfront, 20 in support and two opposed.
There were 20 comments about catering on the Harbourfront, 19 in support and one
opposed. There were 15 comments water sports and leisure facilities on the
Harbourfront, all in favour. There were 12 comments about space for entertainment
and performing arts along the Harbourfront, all in favour. There were 11 comments
about having open-space or track for leisure walking and jogging, all in support.
There were 10 comments about more public participation in the planning process for
the Harbourfront, all in favour. There were 10 comments about allowing pets along
the Harbourfront, all in support.

Awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission

Only one fifth of the respondents reported that they were fully aware of the existence
and roles of the Harbourfront Commission, while over half of them had generally
heard of the Commission. The remaining one-fifth of them were not aware of it at
all. Individual respondents were less likely to be aware of the existence and roles of
the Harbourfront Commission than the respondents who responded to the
questionnaire using an organization or a company identity. Older individual
respondents (i.e. aged 40 or above) were more likely to be aware of the existence and
roles of the Harbourfront Commission than younger individual respondents (i.e. aged
39 or below).

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 6



Existing Harbourfront development and management model

Of the 63 comments that related to the existing Harbourfront development and
management model, 60 were negative and only 3 were positive. Of the 60 negative
comments, 34 related to problems with the existing Government build-and-operate
model, 11 of which stated that the existing management model is bureaucratic and 11
were concerned about “lack of inter-departmental and cross-sectoral coordination.

Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three advantages

A strong majority of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that a dedicated
agency would yield the following three advantages that were identified by the
Harbourfront Commission:
e Avoid civil service-wide fiscal and human resources constraints, allowing the
development to be expedited to better meet public demand;
e Promote creativity and diversity in designing the Harbourfront; and
e Allow more flexible, tailor-made management rules, allowing facilities like
restaurants and cafés to be more widely promoted on the waterfront, thus
breeding greater diversity, attracting more people and making them more

vibrant and attractive.

Only a small proportion of them disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Necessity for Hong Kong to establish the Harbourfront Authority

Of 171 comments that related to the necessity for Hong Kong to establish the
Harbourfront Authority, 137 were supportive and 34 were not supportive. Amongst
the 137 comments that support, 25 identified the need to “plan, design, develop,
operate and manage harbourfront sites holistically”, 24 identified the need to “Reduce
bureaucratic red-tape”, 13 wanted to “facilitate inter-departmental and cross-sectorial
coordination”, 13 wanted to “promote community involvement”, 12 wanted to
“accommodate innovative ideas and designs”, 11 wanted to “improve efficiency by
having a dedicated authority with clear and specified organizational goal” and 11
wished to “adopt a place-making approach and manage the sites with flexibility”. Of
the 34 comments with reasons not to support, 18 were that they were “skeptical about
the effectiveness of the proposed Harbourfront Authority”.

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 7



Level of agreement that a dedicated body should be the way forward

A strong majority of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that a dedicated body
should be the way forward, while very few disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the roles of the Harbourfront
Commission

Over three quarters of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that a dedicated body
should take over the roles of the Harbourfront Commission, while 13 respondents
respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed. Further, the remaining respondents
neither agreed nor disagreed with a dedicated body. Older individual respondents
were more likely to agree or strongly agree that a dedicated body should take over the
roles of the Harbourfront Commission, a dedicated agency would yield the three
advantages and that a dedicated body should be the way forward than younger

individual respondents.

Model for the Harbourfront Authority

Of the 214 comments that related to preferences for the model for the Harbourfront
Authority, for maintaining the status quo, there were 2 submissions and one reason in
favour and no submissions opposed, while for disbanding the existing Harbourfront
Commission, there were 8 submissions that preferred disbandment and one did not
prefer. The 8 submissions that preferred this approach provided a total of 7 reasons.
The one submission that did not prefer this approach gave 3 reasons. For retaining the
existing Harbourfront Commission, there were 3 submissions in favour of retaining
and none opposed. The 3 submissions in favour provided 2 reasons. For the proposed
Harbourfront Authority to be a statutory body with an independent executive arm,
there were 9 submissions and a total of 6 reasons in support and no submissions
against. For the proposed Harbourfront Authority to be a statutory body served by a
dedicated multi-disciplinary Government Office, there was one submission in favour
that provided one reason and no submissions opposed. There were 59 comments
about the accountability of the proposed HA, including 21 comments that “The
proposed HA should be subject to public scrutiny and must be accountable to the

public, 13 comments that “A check and balance mechanism is needed” and 10

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 8



comments that “the proposed HA should prevented from having excessive power and
being unregulated”. For the scope of the proposed HA, there were 53 comments, of
which 42 were about coordination, including 18 comments about “proposed HA
granted adequate power to coordinate the harbourfront development” and 12
comments about the need to “avoid overlap with the Town Planning Board and other
statutory bodies”. For the composition of the proposed Harbourfront authority, there
were 47 comments including 37 comments about the composition of the governing
board, of which there were 11 submissions in favour of following the principle of
broad-based representation and 10 comments in favour of including District
Councillors. There were 35 comments about the financial model of the proposed HA,
of which 17 were that “The funding for HA should be sustainable and sufficient to
handle its daily tasks”.

Other aspects of the Harbourfront Authority

Of the 78 comments that related to other aspects of the proposed Harbourfront
Authority, 22 comments were about concerns over meeting the set objectives, 18
comments were about concerns over proper management and 10 were about concerns
over progress of establishing the proposed Harbourfront authority. Among the 22
comments about meeting the set objectives, 10 were about striking a balance between
social objectives and commercial principles and 10 were that the proposed authority

should not become profit-oriented.

Public engagement process

Of the 90 comments related to the public engagement process, 80 were concerns
about “Insufficient information on the detailed arrangements of the proposed
Harbourfront Authority”, including 18 comments about “lack of detail on the role and
power of the proposed HA”, 12 comments that “some terms and concepts in the Phase
I PE digest are not defined in detail”, and 11 comments were “lack of detail in

financial model of the proposed HA”.

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 9



Consensus

There was a clear consensus:

1.

That the existing design and operation of the existing promenades and the
facilities did not fully meet their aspirations for the Harbourfront

Supporting the seven shared aspirations for the Harbourfront

Identifying problems with the existing Harbourfront development and
management model

The necessity for Hong Kong to establish the Harbourfront Authority

That a dedicated agency would yield the three advantages that were identified
by the Harbourfront Commission and was the preferred way forward

The consultation provided insufficient information on the detailed

arrangements for the proposed Harbourfront Authority

Overall

Overall, this makes clear that there is public support for the second stage of the

consultation, to discuss the detailed arrangements for the proposed Harbourfront

Authority, which needs to address those who are still skeptical about the effectiveness

of the proposed Harbourfront Authority.

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 10



Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Background

The Development Bureau (DEVB) of the Government of the Hong Kong Special
Administrative Region has launched a public engagement exercise for establishing a
Harbourfront Authority in Hong Kong. The Public Engagement consists of two
phases. The Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong
(“HKUSSRC”), an analysis and reporting consultant with strong experience in
research and public survey has been appointed to collect, compile, analyse and report
views of various stakeholder groups, including those of the general public, expressed

during the Public Engagement.

1.2 Research Team

The team is led by Professor John Bacon-Shone, with assistance from Ms. Linda Cho,
processing and analysis by Mr. Kelvin Ng, Mr. Thomas Lo, Mr. Dicky Yip, Ms. Lee
Hiu Ling, Ms. Rachel Lui, Mr. Danny Chan and Mr. Benjamin Li and logistics
support from all the staff of HKUSSRC.

1.3 Engagement Process

The Phase | Engagement Process started on 4™ October 2013, with all feedback
collected before the closing date 4™ January 2014 included in the analysis’. During
the Phase | Engagement Process, 4 public forums, 10 meetings with Legislative
Council and District Councils and 14 meetings or workshops with the stakeholders.

were organized (Please refer to Annex A: List of Events).

1.4 Types of Feedback Received

The HKUSSRC assisted the DEVB in designing a bilingual feedback questionnaire
for wide distribution in the community. It was designed to be simple enough to be
understood by anyone with secondary education. The form was also made available as

! One submission received from the Society for Protection of the Harbour before the

start of the PE process has been included, at the request of DEVB
Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 11




a PDF version for download to facilitate widespread use. In addition, the public was
encouraged to make written submissions, and feedback questionnaires, on-line forum
and printed media.  Lastly, the HKUSSRC was invited to attend 26 events during
the Engagement Process and those events were recorded and summarized by the
HKUSSRC as an important source of feedback during the Engagement Process by
stakeholders. The 26 events included 4 public fora, 10 District Council meetings, the
Development Panel of the Legislative Council meeting and 12 conferences/round
tables/seminars/briefings. HKUSSRC was not invited to attend the briefing for the
Business and Professional Federation of Hong Kong, so a brief summary was
provided by the DEVB. Lastly, all participation in the engagement events during the
engagement process was recorded and summarized as an important source of

feedback by stakeholders.

1.5 Analysis of Feedback

The feedback provided using the feedback questionnaire (other than open-ended
comments) was processed and analyzed using quantitative methods and the results
can be found in Chapter 2 with the feedback questionnaire in Annex H. All other
feedback was analyzed using qualitative methods based on the framework and can be

found in Chapter 3 with the framework found in Annex G.

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 12



Chapter 2: Results of the Feedback Questionnaire

A total of 304 usable feedback questionnaires were received as at 4™ January 2014,

excluding a duplicate questionnaire sent by fax and mail.

It is important to note that the feedback forms are not a random sample of any
population, so statistical tests, which assume random samples, are not appropriate. All

responses are included unless excluded for the reasons mentioned above?.

The feedback questionnaire consists of seven main questions. Firstly, respondents
were asked when they last visited the Victoria Harbourfront. Secondly they were
asked to rate the design and operation of the existing promenades and whether the
facilities met the level of their aspirations for the Harbourfront. Following this,
respondents were asked to rate their degree of sharing for each of the following
aspirations of the Victoria Harbourfront identified by the Harbourfront Commission:

(i) Vibrant with diversified activities and events;

(if) Creative and innovative in design and operations;

(iii) Easily accessible;

(iv) Sustainable;

(v) Harbourfront for the people;

(vi) People-oriented public open space; and

(vii) A quality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of.

Respondents were also encouraged to provide additional aspirations for Victoria

Harbourfront, which are analyzed in Chapter 3.

The public engagement digest (“digest” thereafter) states that the Harbourfront
Commission believes that the establishment of a dedicated Harbourfront Authority to

take forward harbourfront enhancement from planning, design and construction to

 Some percentages in this chapter might not add up to the total or 100 because of
rounding. The results are based on the responses to each question and those
questions without a valid response are considered “missing data” and excluded from
the analysis. Therefore, the number of responses and missing data for each question

are shown in the “Base” under each table.
Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 13




operation and management, will achieve the following advantages:
e Avoid civil service-wide fiscal and human resources constraints, allowing the
development to be expedited to better meet public demand.
e Promote creativity and diversity in designing the Harbourfront.
e Allow more flexible, tailor-made management rules, allowing facilities like
restaurants and cafés to be more widely promoted on the waterfront, thus
breeding greater diversity, attracting more people and making them more

vibrant and attractive.

Respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement that a dedicated agency
would yield the above-mentioned advantages and that a dedicated body should be the
way forward.  If respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed, they were encouraged
to provide further feedback on their reason and/or concerns, which are analyzed in
Chapter 3.

The digest further mentioned that one key element to be decided about the proposed
dedicated body is whether it should take over the existing advisory and advocacy
roles of the Harbourfront Commission. Respondents were asked to rate their
awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission. Then
respondents were asked to rate their agreement that a dedicated body should take over
the roles of the Harbourfront Commission. If respondents disagreed or strongly
disagreed, they were encouraged to provide further feedback on their reason and/or

concerns, which are analyzed in Chapter 3.

Respondents were also encouraged to provide further feedback or additional
comments on the roles of the proposed dedicated body, such as their reasons for
preferring a particular model or approach or other suggested models or approaches,

which are analyzed in Chapter 3.

Lastly, respondents were asked to provide their personal particulars including their
identity used for responding to the questionnaire, and their age group and residential

district for those responding as individuals.

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 14



2.1 Last visit to the Victoria Harbourfront

Figure 2.1 shows that slightly over half of the respondents reported that their last visit

to any part of the Victoria Harbourfront (including waterfront parks and promenades)

was within the last month, followed by a third (34.2%) within the last year. A tiny

proportion of them (3.6%) reported that they had never visited before.

Figure 2.1  Last visited the Harbourfront

Within the
Moer: rtI;arc‘: a lastyear
y ar s 02 34.2%
Never
3.6%

Within the
last month
52.0%

(Base: 304 feedback questionnaires)
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2.2 Whether the design and operation of the existing promenades and the

facilities met respondents’ aspirations for the Harbourfront

Figure 2.2 shows that less than 10% of the respondents (9.0%) reported that the

design and operation of the existing promenades and the facilities therein fully met

their aspirations for the Harbourfront. Similar proportions of the respondents

reported that the design and operation somewhat met (43.5%) or only partially met

(41.5%) their aspirations for the Harbourfront. A small proportion (6.0%) reported

that the design and operation did not meet their aspirations at all.

Figure 2.2  Whether the promenades and facilities met respondents’

aspirations for the Harbourfront

Somewhat
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43.5%

Fully met
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| Not met all
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(Base: 301 feedback questionnaires excluding 3 missing data)
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2.3 Shared aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

Among 304 respondents, Figure 2.3 shows that a strong majority of them reported

that they somewhat or completely shared the following seven aspirations for the

Victoria Harbourfront:
(viii)  People-oriented public open space (Completely or somewhat share:
94.9% vs weakly share or not share at all: 5.1%)
(ix)  Sustainable (94.5% vs 5.5%)
(x) Easily accessible (92.2% vs 7.8%)
(xi)  Harbourfront for the people (91.8% vs 8.2%)

(xii)  Aquality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of (91.2% vs 8.8%)

(xiii)  Creative and innovative in design and operations (87.8% vs 12.2%)
(xiv)  Vibrant with diversified activities and events (87.1% vs 12.9%)

Figure 2.3  Sharing of seven aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

_ Base
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People-oriented public open 22 4% 0.30, (294)
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2.4 Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three advantages

Figure 2.4 shows that a strong majority of the respondents (85.7%) agreed or strongly
agreed that a dedicated agency would yield the following three advantages that were
identified by the Harbourfront Commission:
¢ Avoid civil service-wide fiscal and human resources constraints, allowing the
development to be expedited to better meet public demand;
e Promote creativity and diversity in designing the Harbourfront; and
e Allow more flexible, tailor-made management rules, allowing facilities like
restaurants and cafés to be more widely promoted on the waterfront, thus
breeding greater diversity, attracting more people and making them more

vibrant and attractive.

Only a small proportion of them (4.3%) disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Figure 2.4  Level of agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three

advantages
0 100.0%
0% 95.7% 97.7%
80% -
60% -
40% -
20% -
- 2.0% 2.3%
0% - T T - T M— T E— 1
Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
agree nor disagree disagree

(Base: 301 feedback questionnaires excluding 3 missing data)
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2.5 Level of agreement that a dedicated body should be the way forward
Figure 2.5 shows that a strong majority of the respondents (84.7%) agreed or strongly
agreed that a dedicated body should be the way forward, while only 4% disagreed or

strongly disagreed.

Figure 2.5  Level of agreement that a dedicated body should be the way

forward
98.3% 100.0%
100% -
80% -
60% -
40% -
20% -
. 2.3% 1.7%
0% T T T — T f— 1
Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
agree nor disagree disagree

(Base: 301 feedback questionnaires excluding 3 missing data)
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2.6 Awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission

Figure 2.6 shows that only one fifth of the respondents (20.7%) reported that they
were fully aware of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission, while
over half of them (59.0%) had generally heard of the Commission. The remaining

one-fifth of them (20.3%) were not aware of it at all.

Figure 2.6  Awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront

Commission

Not aware of
at all
20.3%

Fully aware of
20.7%

(Base: 295 feedback questionnaires excluding 9 missing data)
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2.7 Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the roles of the

Harbourfront Commission

Figure 2.7 shows that over three quarters of the respondents (79.9%) agreed or
strongly agreed that a dedicated body should take over the roles of the Harbourfront
Commission, while 13 respondents (4.4%) respondents disagreed or strongly
disagreed. Further, the remaining (15.6%) respondents neither agreed nor disagreed
with a dedicated body.

Figure 2.7  Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the roles of the

Harbourfront Commission

0 100.0%
100% 95.6% 99.0%
80% -
60% -
40% -
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. 3.4% 1.0%
0% T T T _ T 1
Strongly Agree Neither agree Disagree Strongly
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(Base: 294 feedback questionnaires excluding 10 missing data)

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 21



2.8 Demographics
Figure 2.8 shows that three quarters of the respondents (75.3%) responded to this
questionnaire as individuals, while the rest were using an organization (14.6%) or a

company (10.2%) identity to respond.

Figure 2.8 Identity to respond to the questionnaire

Company

Individual 10.2%

75.3%

Organisation
14.6%

(Base: 295 feedback questionnaires excluding 9 missing data)
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For the following analysis by age group, those respondents who responded to this

questionnaire using an organization or a company identity were excluded.
Among those individual respondents, Figure 2.9 shows that about a third of them
(32.9%) were aged between 18 and 29, followed by over one-fifth of them (22.5%)

aged between 50 and 59.

Figure 2.9  Age group

60 or above —‘_ 15.0%
o5 | -
40-49 [N 131%

30-39 N 16.0%
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0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

(Base: 213 feedback questionnaires excluding 73 company or organization and 18

missing data)
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For the following analysis by residential district, those respondents who responded to

this questionnaire using an organization or a company identity were excluded.

Among those individual respondents, Figure 2.10 shows that over a quarter of them

(28.0%) were living in Central and Western or Eastern Hong Kong Island.

Figure 2.10 Residential district
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.
Islands [l 1.4%
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(Base: 218 feedback questionnaires excluding 73 company or organization and 13

missing data)
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Figure 2.11 shows the individual respondents who were living in the following nine
districts that have some shoreline within the Victoria Harbour and are labelled as

“harbourfront districts”:

Q) Central and Western; (i) Kowloon City;
(iii)  Eastern Hong Kong Island; (iv)  Sham Shui Po;
(V) Wan Chai; (vi)  Yau Tsim Mong;
(vii)  Kwun Tong; (viii) Kwai Tsing; and

(ix)  Tsuen Wan.

The following other eight districts were labelled as “non-harbourfront districts”:

(1) Wong Tai Sin; (i) Islands;
(iii) ~ ShaTin; (iv)  Yuen Long;
(v) Tuen Mun; (vi)  Southern;
(vii)  Sai Kung; and (viii) Tai Po.

Figure 2.11 Proportion of the respondents who were living in harbourfront

and non-harbourfront districts

Non-
Harpou_rfront harbourfront
districts districts
0,
72.0% 28.0%

(Base: 218 feedback questionnaires excluding 73 company or organization and 13

missing data)
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2.9 Comparisons across the three types of respondent

Table 2.1 shows that the individual respondents were less likely to be aware of the
existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission than the respondents who

responded to the questionnaire using an organization or a company identity.

Table 2.1 Awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront

Commission
Identity Awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront
responding to Commission
this

questionnaire| Base | Fully aware of | Generally heard of | Not aware of at all
Company 29 34.5% 62.1% 3.4%
Organisation 43 20.9% 65.1% 14.0%
Individual 216 19.0% 57.4% 23.6%

Tables 2.2 to 2.13 show that there are no important differences across the three

identities for the following domains.

Table 2.2 Last visited the Victoria Harbourfront

Last visited the Victoria Harbourfront
Identity Never /
responding to this More than a year ago /
questionnaire Base Within the last year Within the last month
Company 30 33.3% 66.7%
Organisation 43 44.2% 55.8%
Individual 222 49.5% 50.5%
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Table 2.3

aspirations for the Harbourfront

Whether the promenades and the facilities met respondents’

Identity
responding to this

Whether the promenades and the facilities met

respondents’ aspirations for the Harbourfront

Fully met / Somewhat

Only partially met / Not

guestionnaire Base met met all
Company 30 50.0% 50.0%
Organisation 43 58.1% 41.9%
Individual 219 52.1% 47.9%
Table 2.4 Vibrant with diversified activities and events as a common
aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
Vibrant with diversified activities and events as a
Identity common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
responding to this Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
questionnaire Base share share at all
Company 28 82.1% 17.9%
Organisation 43 81.4% 18.6%
Individual 215 88.4% 11.6%
Table 2.5 Creative and innovative in design and operations as a common
aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
Creative and innovative in design and operations
as a common aspiration for the Victoria
Identity Harbourfront
responding to this Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
guestionnaire Base share share at all
Company 28 85.7% 14.3%
Organisation 43 83.7% 16.3%
Individual 215 88.8% 11.2%
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Table 2.6 Easily accessible as a common aspiration for the Victoria

Harbourfront
Easily accessible as a common aspiration for the
Identity Victoria Harbourfront
responding to this Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
guestionnaire Base share share at all
Company 27 85.2% 14.8%
Organisation 43 81.4% 18.6%
Individual 217 95.4% 4.6%
Table 2.7 Sustainable as a common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
Sustainable as a common aspiration for the
Identity Victoria Harbourfront
responding to this Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
guestionnaire Base share share at all
Company 27 88.9% 11.1%
Organisation 42 95.2% 4.8%
Individual 214 95.3% 4.7%
Table 2.8 Harbourfront for the people as a common aspiration for the
Victoria Harbourfront
Harbourfront for the people as a common
Identity aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
responding to this Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
guestionnaire Base share share at all
Company 26 88.5% 11.5%
Organisation 41 85.4% 14.6%
Individual 215 93.0% 7.0%
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Table 2.9 People-oriented public open space as a common aspiration for the
Victoria Harbourfront
People-oriented public open space as a common
Identity aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
responding to this Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
guestionnaire Base share share at all
Company 28 92.9% 7.1%
Organisation 41 97.6% 2.4%
Individual 215 94.9% 5.1%
Table 2.10 A quality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of as a
common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
A quality destination that Hong Kong can be
proud of as a common aspiration for the Victoria
Identity Harbourfront

responding to this

Completely / Somewhat

Weakly share / Do not

guestionnaire Base share share at all
Company 28 89.3% 10.7%
Organisation 42 90.5% 9.5%
Individual 216 91.7% 8.3%
Table 2.11  Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three

advantages

Identity Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three

responding to advantages
this Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /

questionnaire| Base Agree disagree Disagree
Company 29 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Organisation 43 83.7% 7.0% 9.3%
Individual 220 84.5% 11.4% 4.1%
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Table 2.12 Agreement that a dedicated body should be the way forward
Identity Agreement that a dedicated body should be the way
responding to forward
this Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
questionnaire| Base Agree disagree Disagree
Company 29 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Organisation 43 83.7% 7.0% 9.3%
Individual 220 83.2% 13.2% 3.6%
Table 2.13 Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the roles
of the Harbourfront Commission
Identity Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the
responding to roles of the Harbourfront Commission
this Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
guestionnaire| Base Agree disagree Disagree
Company 29 96.6% 3.4% 0.0%
Organisation 42 76.2% 14.3% 9.5%
Individual 216 79.2% 16.7% 4.2%
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2.10 Comparisons across age groups

Table 2.14 shows that older individual respondents (i.e. aged 40 or above) were more
likely to be aware of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission than

younger individual respondents (i.e. aged 39 or below).

Table 2.14 Age group of individual respondents by awareness of the

existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission

Awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront

Commission
Age group | Base | Fully aware of | Generally heard of | Not aware of at all
29 or below 70 1.4% 58.6% 40.0%
30-39 34 14.7% 41.2% 44.1%
40-49 27 33.3% 59.3% 7.4%
50-59 46 32.6% 58.7% 8.7%
l6o orabove | 31 32.3% 61.3% 6.5%

Tables 2.15, 2.16 and 2.17 shows that older individual respondents were more likely
to agree or strongly agree that a dedicated body should take over the roles of the
Harbourfront Commission, a dedicated agency would yield the three advantages and

that a dedicated body should be the way forward than younger individual respondents.

Table 2.15  Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the roles of the

Harbourfront Commission

Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the
roles of the Harbourfront Commission
Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
Age group | Base Agree disagree Disagree
29 or below 69 71.0% 20.3% 8.7%
30-39 34 70.6% 26.5% 2.9%
40-49 27 77.8% 22.2% 0.0%
50-59 46 91.3% 6.5% 2.2%
60 or above 32 87.5% 9.4% 3.1%
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Table2.16  Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three

advantages
Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three
advantages
Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
Age group | Base Agree disagree Disagree
29 or below 71 78.9% 15.5% 5.6%
30-39 34 79.4% 17.6% 2.9%
40-49 28 89.3% 10.7% 0.0%
50-59 47 89.4% 6.4% 4.3%
60 or above 31 90.3% 6.5% 3.2%
Table 2.17 Agreement that a dedicated body should be the way forward
Agreement that a dedicated body should be the way
forward
Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
Age group | Base Agree disagree Disagree

29 or below 71 80.3% 15.5% 4.2%
30-39 34 79.4% 17.6% 2.9%
40-49 28 89.3% 10.7% 0.0%
50-59 47 85.1% 10.6% 4.3%
60 or above 31 87.1% 9.7% 3.2%
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Tables 2.18 to 2.28 show that there are no important differences across the age groups

for the following domains.

Table 2.18 Last visited the Victoria Harbourfront
Last visited the Victoria Harbourfront
Never /
More than a year ago /

Age group Base Within the last year Within the last month
29 or below 71 42.3% 57.7%
30-39 34 55.9% 44.1%
40-49 28 42.9% 57.1%
50-59 48 52.1% 47.9%
60 or above 32 50.0% 50.0%
Table 2.19  Whether the promenades and the facilities met respondents’

aspirations for the Harbourfront
Whether the promenades and the facilities met
respondents’ aspirations for the Harbourfront
Fully met / Somewhat | Only partially met / Not

Age group Base met met all
29 or below 71 54.9% 45.1%
30-39 34 52.9% 47.1%
40-49 28 32.1% 67.9%
50-59 46 50.0% 50.0%
60 or above 31 51.6% 48.4%
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Table 2.20 Vibrant with diversified activities and events as a common

aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

Vibrant with diversified activities and events as a
common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
Age group Base share share at all
29 or below 70 85.7% 14.3%
30-39 34 85.3% 14.7%
40-49 27 96.3% 3.7%
50-59 45 88.9% 11.1%
60 or above 30 90.0% 10.0%

Table 2.21  Creative and innovative in design and operations as a common

aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

Creative and innovative in design and operations
as a common aspiration for the Victoria

Harbourfront
Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
Age group Base share share at all
29 or below 70 87.1% 12.9%
30-39 34 85.3% 14.7%
40-49 27 92.6% 7.4%
50-59 45 88.9% 11.1%
60 or above 30 93.3% 6.7%
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Table 2.22  Easily accessible as a common aspiration for the Victoria

Harbourfront
Easily accessible as a common aspiration for the
Victoria Harbourfront
Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
Age group Base share share at all
29 or below 71 95.8% 4.2%
30-39 34 94.1% 5.9%
40-49 27 96.3% 3.7%
50-59 46 93.5% 6.5%
60 or above 30 96.7% 3.3%

Table 2.23  Sustainable as a common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

Sustainable as a common aspiration for the
Victoria Harbourfront
Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
Age group Base share share at all
29 or below 69 95.7% 4.3%
30-39 34 91.2% 8.8%
40-49 27 96.3% 3.7%
50-59 44 93.2% 6.8%
60 or above 31 100.0% 0.0%
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Table 2.24  Harbourfront for the people as a common aspiration for the

Victoria Harbourfront

Harbourfront for the people as a common
aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
Age group Base share share at all
29 or below 71 88.7% 11.3%
30-39 34 94.1% 5.9%
40-49 27 96.3% 3.7%
50-59 45 93.3% 6.7%
60 or above 30 96.7% 3.3%

Table 2.25  People-oriented public open space as a common aspiration for the

Victoria Harbourfront

People-oriented public open space as a common
aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
Age group Base share share at all
29 or below 70 95.7% 4.3%
30-39 34 97.1% 2.9%
40-49 27 92.6% 7.4%
50-59 45 91.1% 8.9%
60 or above 30 96.7% 3.3%
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Table 2.26 A quality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of as a
common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

A quality destination that Hong Kong can be
proud of as a common aspiration for the Victoria

Harbourfront
Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
Age group Base share share at all
29 or below 70 90.0% 10.0%
30-39 33 90.9% 9.1%
40-49 27 88.9% 11.1%
50-59 46 91.3% 8.7%
60 or above 31 96.8% 3.2%
Table 2.27 Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three
advantages
Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three
advantages
Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
Age group | Base Agree disagree Disagree

29 or below 71 78.9% 15.5% 5.6%
30-39 34 79.4% 17.6% 2.9%
40-49 28 89.3% 10.7% 0.0%
50-59 47 89.4% 6.4% 4.3%
60 or above 31 90.3% 6.5% 3.2%
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Table 2.28 Agreement that a dedicated body should be the way forward
Agreement that a dedicated body should be the way
forward
Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
Age group | Base Agree disagree Disagree
29 or below 71 80.3% 15.5% 4.2%
30-39 34 79.4% 17.6% 2.9%
40-49 28 89.3% 10.7% 0.0%
50-59 47 85.1% 10.6% 4.3%
60 or above 31 87.1% 9.7% 3.2%
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2.11 Comparisons between harbourfront districts and non-harbourfront
districts

As noted in 2.8, harbourfront districts refer to the nine districts that have some
shoreline within the Victoria Harbour, while non-harbourfront districts refer to the

other eight districts.

Table 2.29 shows that the respondents who live in harbourfront districts are more
likely to completely/somewhat share aspiration of “vibrant with diversified activities
and events” for the Victoria Harbourfront than the respondents who are living in

non-harbourfront districts.

Table 2.29  Vibrant with diversified activities and events as a common
aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

Vibrant with diversified activities and events as a
common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront

Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
Residential districts Base share share at all

Harbourfront districts 151 92.1% 7.9%

Non-harbourfront

. 60 80.0% 20.0%
districts

Tables 2.30 to 2.41 show that there are no major differences between harbourfront
districts and non-harbourfront districts on the following domains.

Table 2.30 Last visited the Victoria Harbourfront

Last visited the Victoria Harbourfront
Never /
More than a year ago / Within the last
Residential districts Base | W.ithin the last year month
Harbourfront districts 157 51.6% 48.4%
Non-harbourfront districts 61 44.3% 55.7%
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Table 2.31  Whether the promenades and the facilities met respondents’
aspirations for the Harbourfront
Whether the promenades and the facilities met
respondents’ aspirations for the Harbourfront
Residential Fully met / Somewhat | Only partially met / Not
districts Base met met all
Harbourfront
. 154 53.2% 46.8%
districts
Non-harbourfront
. 61 53.2% 46.8%
districts
Table 2.32  Creative and innovative in design and operations as a common
aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
Creative and innovative in design and operations
as a common aspiration for the Victoria
Harbourfront
Residential Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
districts Base share share at all
Harbourfront
- 151 90.1% 9.9%
districts
Non-harbourfront
. 60 86.7% 13.3%
districts
Table 2.33  Easily accessible as a common aspiration for the Victoria
Harbourfront
Easily accessible as a common aspiration for the
Victoria Harbourfront
Residential Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
districts Base share share at all
Harbourfront
. 2153 96.1% 3.9%
districts
Non-harbourfront
- 60 93.3% 6.7%
districts
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Table 2.34  Sustainable as a common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
Sustainable as a common aspiration for the
Victoria Harbourfront

Residential Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
districts Base share share at all
Harbourfront

. 151 96.0% 4.0%
districts
Non-harbourfront

59 93.2% 6.8%

districts

Table 2.35 Harbourfront for the people as a common aspiration for the
Victoria Harbourfront
Harbourfront for the people as a common
aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
Residential Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
districts Base share share at all
Harbourfront
- 152 94.7% 5.3%
districts
Non-harbourfront
59 88.1% 11.9%

districts

Table 2.36  People-oriented public open space as a common aspiration for the
Victoria Harbourfront
People-oriented public open space as a common
aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
Residential Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
districts Base share share at all
Harbourfront
. 2152 96.7% 3.3%
districts
Non-harbourfront
59 89.8% 10.2%

districts
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Table 2.37 A quality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of as a
common aspiration for the Victoria Harbourfront
A quality destination that Hong Kong can be
proud of as a common aspiration for the Victoria
Harbourfront

Residential Completely / Somewhat| Weakly share / Do not
districts Base share share at all
Harbourfront

. 152 92.1% 7.9%
districts
Non-harbourfront

- 60 90.0% 10.0%
districts
Table 2.38  Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three
advantages

Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three
advantages

Residential Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
districts Base Agree disagree Disagree
Harbourfront

. 156 84.0% 14.1% 1.9%
districts
Non-harbourfront

61 86.9% 4.9% 8.2%

districts

Table 2.39  Agreement that a dedicated body should be the way forward
Agreement that a dedicated body should be the way
forward

Residential Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
districts Base Agree disagree Disagree
Harbourfront

- 156 84.6% 14.1% 1.3%
districts
Non-harbourfront

261 80.3% 11.5% 8.2%

districts
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Table 2.40

Awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront

Commission
Awareness of the existence and roles of the
Harbourfront Commission
Residential
districts Base | Fully aware of | Generally heard of| Not aware of at all
Harbourfront
. 153 19.6% 58.8% 21.6%
districts
Non-harbourfront
. 59 18.6% 50.8% 30.5%
districts
Table 2.41 Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the roles of
the Harbourfront Commission
Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the
roles of the Harbourfront Commission
Residential Strongly agree /| Neither agree nor | Strongly disagree /
districts Base Agree disagree Disagree
Harbourfront
L 153 79.7% 17.0% 3.3%
districts
Non-harbourfront
- 59 76.3% 16.9% 6.8%
districts
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Chapter 3: Results of the Qualitative Analysis
3.1 Introduction

In this chapter we analyze the open-ended comments from the feedback
questionnaires and all the other feedback received during the Phase | Public

Engagement Exercise between 4™ October 2013 and 4™ January, 2014°

All comments received during the engagement process were divided into eight

channels as described below:

1. Public Fora (PF): 4 Public Fora - public fora are distinguished from other events
because they were widely advertised as open to all participants, whereas some of
the other events were not open to everyone or not broadly advertised: 122
comments were received from the participants of public forums (Annex A);

2. Public consultative platforms (PCP): 1 summary of a Legislative Council panel
meeting and 9 summaries from District Councils: 233 comments were received
through public consultative platforms;

3. Event (E): 12 summaries from events including conferences, round tables,
seminars and briefings other than PFs or PCPs (Annex B): 158 comments were
received from these events;

4. Written submission (WSL): 20 written submissions including either by soft or
hard copies with an organization or company letterhead. All these written
submissions were sent by letters, fax or email to the Government with explicit
corporate or association identification (Annex C): 159 comments were received in
this manner;

5. Written submission (WSNL): 18 written submissions including either by soft or
hard copies without an organization or company letterhead. All these written
submissions were sent by letters, fax or email to the Government without any
explicit corporate or association identification (Annex D): 81 comments were

received in this manner;

* As noted in 1.3, one submission received from the Society for Protection of the

Harbour before the start of the PE process has been included, at the request of DEVB
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6. Feedback questionnaire (Q): written comments in the 304 feedback questionnaires:
237 comments were received in this manner (note that only the open-ended
comments are reported here, the rest of the results are reported in Chapter 2);

7. Media (M): comments from 58 summaries from printed media and broadcasting
(Annex E): 55 comments were reviewed in this manner and only 10 summaries
were usable in the analysis as the other summaries contained only factual reports
and no public views;

8. Internet and Social Media (W): comments from webpages - comments are
included if they are covered by WiseNews during the consultation period as this is
a reputable indexing method for Internet activity in Hong Kong: 30 comments
were reviewed in this manner and only 8 comments were usable in this analysis as
the other summaries contained only factual reports and no public views;

The qualitative analysis used the nVivo software and is based on a framework in
Annex G that was developed by the SSRC to reflect all the issues covered in the
public engagement digest, and then extended to cover all the other issues raised in the

qualitative materials collected during the consultation.

The overall table of counts for issues for which qualitative comments were given is
provided for each section in this chapter, broken down by the eight channels.
Comments submitted by different people are counted each time, even if the comments
were identical, regardless of the channel of submission, on the grounds that this
reflects the number of people or organizations who wish to make that specific
comment. No distinction, other than for written submissions with and without
letterhead, is made between people and organizations, as it is often unclear whether a
comment represents a personal or institutional perspective. All counts are

comment-based unless marked as submission-based in brackets

As individual identities were not cross-referenced across channels, comments

submitted through multiple channels are counted separately through each channel.

Discussion is provided for any issue with at least ten comments provided, including a
quote from a typical comment submitted and where appropriate the numbers of
comments that agree and disagree are highlighted. The discussion highlights

whenever at least half of the comments about an issue came through a single channel.
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3.2 Harbourfront Commission aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

Table Al.1 shows the breakdown of the 141 comments that related to the seven
aspirations for the harbourfront stated by the Harbourfront Commission in the public

engagement digest.

Table A1.1  Seven aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

Divided by Channels
Node Total
IRE PCP 18 WSL WSNL QO M W
A.1.1. Within the stated common
aspirations for the Victoria
Harbourfront 18 30 22 37 18 n.a. 11 5 141
A.1.1.1. Vibrant with
diversified activities and events 6 4 9 12 3 n.a. 3 0 37
A1.1.1.1. Agree 6 4 7 12 3 n.a. 3 0 35
A.1.1.1.2. Disagree 0 0 2 0 0 n.a. 0 0 2
A.1.1.2. Creative and
innovative in design and
operations 2 4 1 1 1 n.a. 0 1 10
A1.1.2.1. Agree 2 4 1 1 1 n.a. 0 1 10
A.1.1.2.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 n.a. 0 0 0
A.1.1.3. Easily Accessible 5 2 7 8 3 n.a. 1 0 26
A1.1.3.1. Agree 5 2 7 8 3 n.a. 1 0 26
A.1.1.3.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 n.a. 0 0 0
A.1.1.4. Sustainable 0 1 1 7 3 n.a. 1 1 14
A.1.1.4.1. Agree 0 1 1 7 3 n.a. 1 1 14
A.1.1.4.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 n.a. 0 0 0
A.1.1.5. Harbourfront for the
people 8 2 4 3 n.a. 1 1 20
A1.1.5.1. Agree 1 8 2 n.a. 1 1 20
A.1.1.5.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 n.a. 0 0 0
A.1.1.6. People-oriented Public
Open Space 2 6 1 2 2 n.a. 1 1 15
A1.1.6.1. Agree 2 6 1 2 2 n.a. 1 1 15
A.1.1.6.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 n.a. 0 0 0
A.1.1.7. A quality Destination
that Hong Kong can be proud of 2 5 1 3 3 n.a. 4 1 19
A1.1.71. Agree 2 5 1 3 3 n.a. 4 1 19
A.1.1.7.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 n.a. 0 0 0
Notes:

(1) For feedback questionnaires, only the open-ended answers are coded as qualitative comments.

# The nodes are comment-based unless marked as "submission-based" in brackets.

* The reference count is of a submission-based node and is not added to an upper-level node

unless the upper level node is also a submission-based.

n.a. Similar questions have been asked in the feedback questionnaires and the answers have been
counted in the quantitative analysis.
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For “Vibrant with diversified activities and events”, there were 35 comments in
agreement (“building a vibrant harbour would be in line with citizens’ expectations™)

and 2 comments that disagreed.

For “Creative and innovative in design and operations”, there were 10 comments, all

in agreement (“importance of innovation for harbourfront development”).

For “Easily accessible”, there were 26 comments, all in agreement (“accessibility to

the harbour is very important”).

For “Sustainable”, there were 14 comments, all in agreement (“vision of the public to
create an attractive, vibrant, accessible and sustainable harbourfront for public

enjoyment”).

For “Harbourfront for the people”, there were 20 comments, all in agreement (“the

harbor should be available for citizens to use and enjoy”).

For “People-oriented public open space”, there were 15 comments, all in agreement
(“a human scale implies considering the experience of people on the street, on the
waterfront, and in open spaces when designing adjacent development”).

For “A quality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of”, there were 19 comments,
all in agreement (“we have to make Hong Kong environment and harbourfront a top

quality and world class location™).
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3.3 Other aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

Table Al1.2 shows the breakdown of the 318 comments that related to other

aspirations not mentioned in the public engagement digest.

Table A1l.2 Respondents' other aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront
Divided by Channels
Node Total
IRE PCP 18 WSL WSNL QO M W
A.1.2. Other Aspirations for the
Victoria Harbourfront 44 28 32 22 24 148 4 16 318
A.1.2.1. Inclusion of commercial
elements 1 5 12 2 34
A1.2.1.1. Include OR Increase 0 4 1 1 18
A.1.2.1.1.1. Include
commercial elements 4 0 4 0 0 11
A12.1.1.2. Add 1 0 0 1 1 7
A.1.2.1.2. Exclude OR decrease 0 1 11 16
A1.2.1.2.1. Exclude
commercial elements 0 1 0 0 2 5 0 0 8
A1.2.1.2.2. Toomuch
commercial elements is
undesirable 0 0 1 0 0 4 1 0 6
A.1.2.1.2.3. Less commercial
elements is preferred 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
A.1.2.2. Victoria Harbourfront
should be positioned as a tourist
spot 2 4 2 2 5 14 1 2 32
A1.2.2.1. Agree 1 3 1 2 4 5 1 2 19
A.1.2.2.2. Disagree 1 1 1 0 1 9 0 0 13
A.1.2.3. Clean & green zone 3 1 1 0 3 17 0 2 27
A1.23.1. Agree 3 1 1 0 3 17 0 2 27
A.1.2.3.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.4. Having cycling tracks and
other related facilities 4 2 1 1 1 13 0 0 22
A124.1. Agree 3 2 1 1 1 13 0 0 21
A1.2.42. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.1.2.5. Waterfronts should be
connected to each other 5 2 7 0 0 22
A1.2.5.1. Agree 3 2 7 0 0 20
A.1.2.5.2. Disagree 2 0 0 0 0 2
A.1.2.6. Catering services should
be available along the waterfront 2 0 3 9 0 20
A1.2.6.1. Agree 2 0 3 8 0 19
A.1.2.6.2. Disagree 0 0 0 1 0 1
A.1.2.7. Having water sports and
water leisure activities alongside
the water-body of the waterfront 3 1 3 6 0 0 15
A1.2.7.1 Agree 3 1 3 6 0 0 15
A.1.2.7.2 Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Divided by Channels
Node Total
PF | PCP E WSL | WSNL | QO M W

A.1.2.8. Harbourfront should
provide space for entertainment

and performing arts 2 1 0 0 1 6 0 2 12
A1.2.8.1 Agree 2 1 0 0 1 6 0 2 12
A.1.2.8.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.9. Having open-space or
track for leisure walking and

jogging 1 0 0 1 1 8 0 0 11
A1.29.1. Agree 1 0 0 1 1 8 0 0 11
A.1.29.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.10. More public
participation in planning the

harbourfront 1 1 2 2 1 3 0 0 10
A.1.2.10.1 A Agree 1 1 2 2 1 3 0 0 10
A.1.2.10.2 A Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.11. Having open-space for

pets 3 0 1 1 0 5 0 0 10
A1.2.11.1. Agree 3 0 1 1 0 5 0 0 10
A.1.2.11.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.12. Different functions and
activities would not interfere with

each other 0 2 0 2 1 4 0 1 10
A1.2.12.1. Agree 0 2 0 2 1 4 0 1 10
A.1.2.12.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.13. Better water-land

interfaces 1 0 0 1 0 6 1 0 9
A.1.2.13.1. Agree 1 0 0 1 0 6 1 0 9
A.1.2.13.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.14. Waterfronts to be

connected by water transports 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3
A1.2.14.1. Agree 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 3
A.1.2.14.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.15. District characters

should be seen in the harbourfront 1 3 0 1 0 3 0 0 8
A.1.2.15.1 Agree 1 3 0 1 0 3 0 0 8
A.1.2.15.2 Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.16. Cancel or minimize

military uses 2 1 0 0 0 5 0 0 8
A1.2.16.1. Agree 0 1 0 0 0 5 0 0
A.1.2.16.2. Disagree 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

A.1.2.17. Space for Arts and

Cultural activities 3 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 7
A1.2.17.1 Agree 3 0 1 0 0 3 0 0 7
A.1.2.17.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.18. Victoria Harbourfront
should be infused with Hong Kong

Culture 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 6
A.1.2.18.1. Agree 2 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 6
A.1.2.18.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.1.2.19. International events to

be held along the waterfront 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 1 5
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Divided by Channels
Node Total
IRR IROE E WSL WSNL QM M W
A1.2.19.1 Agree 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 1 5
A.1.2.19.2 Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.20. Having fishing areas 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 5
A1.2.20.1. Agree 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 5
A.1.2.20.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.21. Reduce reclamation 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
A1.2.21.1 Agree 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
A.1.2.21.2 Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.22. Enough open spaces 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 4
A1.2.22.1. Agree 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 4
A.1.2.22.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.23. Space or facilities for
sports in the harbourfront areas 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 4
A1.2.23.1. Agree 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 4
A.1.2.23.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.24. For both the local
residents and tourists 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3
A1.2.24.1 Agree 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 3
A.1.2.24.2 Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.25. Benches 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3
A.1.2.25.1 Agree 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3
A.1.2.25.2 Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.26. Cooperation with NGOs 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3
A1.2.26.1. Agree 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 3
A.1.2.26.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.27. Include children
playgrounds 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3
A.1.2.27.1. Agree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.27.2. Disagree 0 0 0
A.1.2.28. Facilities along the
waterfronts to be shared by
different users in a reasonable way 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
A.1.2.28.1. Agree 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
A.1.2.28.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.29. Building marina 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
A1.2.29.1. Agree 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.1.2.29.2. Disagree 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.1.2.30. Having places to show
the history of nearby places and the
harbourfront 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
A.1.2.30.1. Agree 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
A.1.2.30.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.31. Having iconic structure 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
A1.2.31.1. Agree 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
A.1.2.31.2 Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.32. The harbourfront should
be well-connected to the outer
islands 0 0 0
A.1.2.32.1. Agree 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.32.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Divided by Channels
Node Total
IRR RO E WSL WSNL QM M W

A.1.2.33. Transportation
Information should be provided at
the harbourfront areas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
A.1.2.33.1. Agree 0 0 0 0 1
A.1.2.33.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.34. Accessible by disabled
people 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A1.2.34.1. Agree 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.1.2.34.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.35. No noises 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.1.2.35.1. Agree 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.1.2.35.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.36. Reallocate the loading
area 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A1.2.36.1. Agree 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.1.2.36.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.37. Reduce Water Pollution 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.1.2.37.1. Agree 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.1.2.37.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.38. Can attract people to
stay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.1.2.38.1. Agree 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.1.2.38.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.39. Have beaches 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.1.2.39.1. Agree 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.1.2.39.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.40. Grounds for
educational-purposed activities 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
A1.2.40.1. Agree 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
A.1.2.40.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.1.2.41. Avoid over-development 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
A1.2.41.1. Agree 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.1.2.41.2. Disagree 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

There were 34 comments about inclusion in the Harbourfront of commercial elements,
with 18 comments supporting that these elements should be included or increased
(“To create a more vibrant harbourfront with unique features, there should be some
commercial element such that the harbourfront will be more appealing to the citizens”)
and 16 comments supporting they should be excluded or decreased (“a business

approach, causing citizens not being able to enjoy the harbourfront environment™).

There were 32 comments about positioning the Harbourfront as a tourist spot, with 19
comments in support (“it would be a good idea for developing the waterfront areas of

Tsuen Wan, Tsing Yi and Ma Wan as a connected tourism attraction for cruise or
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shopping”) and 13 comments against (“do not want the Harbourfront to be a place for
tourists”).

There were 27 comments about The Harbourfront as a clean and green zone, all of
which were in support (“hoped that more vegetation would be planted as it would be

relaxing for people™).

There were 22 comments about cycling facilities on the Harbourfront, 21 in support
(“could construct a cycling track to connect Cheung Sha Wan and the present cycle
tracks in the New Territories to make a curricular route which allowed people to

travel around Hong Kong by bicycles”) and one opposed.

There were 22 comments about connecting up the Harbourfront, 20 in support
(“hoped that the harbourfront from the Shau Kei Wan to Sai Wan would be linked up”)
and two opposed.

There were 20 comments about catering on the Harbourfront, 19 in support (“different
types of leisure sites such as bars and refreshment kiosks could be built along the

harbourfront) and one opposed.

There were 15 comments water sports and leisure facilities on the Harbourfront, all in
favour (“open areas could be developed into yachting or sailing activities for the

public, not only for the well-off”).

There were 12 comments about space for entertainment and performing arts along the
Harbourfront, all in favour (“provide some places where people can perform to attract

visitors and bring vibrancy™).

There were 11 comments about having open-space or track for leisure walking and
jogging (“hope that we can enjoy walking alongside the Victoria harbor front”), all in

support.
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There were 10 comments about more public participation in the planning process for
the Harbourfront, all in favour (“every citizen should engage in the planning

process”).

There were 10 comments about allowing pets along the Harbourfront, all in support

(“an area for use by pets where appropriate™).

34 Existing Harbourfront development and management model

Table A2 shows the breakdown of the 63 comments that related to the existing
Harbourfront development and management model, of which 60 were negative and

only 3 were positive.

Table A.2. Comments on the existing harbourfront development and
management model

Divided by Channels
Node

PF PCP E WSL | WSNL | Q® M W

Total

A.2. Comments on the existing
harbourfront development and
management model 8 10 23 8 2 3 7 2

63

A.2.1. Positive Comments 1 1 1 0

A.2.1.1 The existing
arrangement in managing the
harbourfront areas is doing
well 1 1 1 0

A.2.2. Negative Comments 7 9 22

60

A.2.2.1. Problems
associated with bureaucratic
process of the existing
Government
build-and-operate model 6 5 12 2 1 1 5 2

34

A.2.2.1.1. The
management style is
bureaucratic 3 2 2 0 0 1 2 1

11

A.2.2.1.2. Lackof
Inter-departmental and
cross-sectoral
coordination 1 1 5 0 1 0 3 0

11

A.2.2.1.3. Constraints to
achieve a vibrant and
diversified waterfront due
to regulations 0 1 4 1 0 0 0 1
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Divided by Channels
Node Total
PIF PCP E WSL | WSNL | QO M W

A.2.2.1.4. Development
cycle takes more time and
resources under usual
Government planning 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 4

A.2.2.1.5. Civil servants
tend to maintain the status
quo 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

A.2.2.2. HC only takes on
the advisory and advocacy
roles and fails on improving
the planning of harbourfront 0 0 1 2 1 2 2 0 8

A.2.2.3. Lack of creativity,
diversity and vibrancy in the
waterfront areas 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 5

A.2.2.4. The waterfront
facilities are not well designed
and managed 0 1 2 2 0 0 0 0 5

A.2.2.5. Users of the
waterfront were not
encouraged to access the
water body near the

waterfront 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
A.2.2.6. The harbourfront
cannot be easily accessed 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2

A.2.2.7. Lack of public
involvement in decision
making 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

A.2.2.8. Non-governmental
organizations were not
allowed to operate facilities in
the waterfront 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

A.2.29. Lackof
environmental protection and
sustainability considerations 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

A.2.2.10. Lackof
representative of non-Chinese
residents in the current
Harbourfront Commission 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Of the 60 negative comments, 34 related to problems with the existing Government
build-and-operate model, 11 of which stated that the existing management model is
bureaucratic (“the problem was that Hong Kong had red tape - people could not get
things done”) and 11 were concerned about “lack of inter-departmental and
cross-sectoral coordination” (“this kind of governance structure will lead each

government department shirk its responsibility to other departments”).
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3.5 Necessity for Hong Kong to establish the Harbourfront Authority

Table A3.1 shows the breakdown of 171 comments that related to the necessity for
Hong Kong to establish the Harbourfront Authority, from 136 submissions of which

115 were supportive and gave a total of 137 comments giving reasons to support.

Table A3.1  Necessity of the proposed Harbourfront Authority

Divided by Channels

Node Total
I2H PCP E WSL WSNL QO M W
A.3.1. Opinions on the
establishment of a statutory
Harbourfront Authority 23 37 18 33 14 28 16 2 171
A.3.1.1. Support
(Submission-based) 16* | 41* | 23* 16* 8* n.a. 9* 2% 115*
A.3.1.1.1. Support without
reasons (Submission-based) 3* 16* | 10* 1* 3* n.a. 1* 2% 36*
A.3.1.1.2. Support with
reasons (Submission-based) 13* | 25*% | 13* 15* 5% n.a. 8* 0* 79%*

A.3.1.1.3. Reasons for
supporting the proposed
establishment of a
Harbourfront Authority 19 27 14 33 13 15 16 0 137

A3.1.1.3.1 Plan, design,
develop, operate and
manage harbourfront sites

holistically 3 5 1 8 3 3 2 0 25
A3.1.1.3.2. Reduce
bureaucratic red-tape 4 4 6 2 2 2 4 0 24

A.3.1.1.3.3. Facilitate
inter-departmental and

cross-sectoral coordination 1 4 1 2 1 2 2 0 13
A.3.1.1.3.4. Promote
community involvement 1 4 2 5 0 0 1 0 13

A.3.1.1.3.5. Accommodate
innovative ideas and
designs, encourage
creativity and boost
vibrancy 3 3 1 3 1 0 1 0 12

A.3.1.1.3.6. Improve
efficiency by having a
dedicated authority with
clear and specified
organizational goal 1 2 1 3 0 4 0 0 11

A3.1.1.3.7. Adopta
place-making approach and
manage the sites with
flexibility 2 0 0 4 1 2 2 0 11

A3.1.1.3.8. Itisatrend to
establish an authority to

manage waterfront in other
overseas countries 2 3 0 1 0 0 2 0 8
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
IRR RO E WSL WSNL QM M W
A3.1.1.3.10. Combine
advocacy and execution 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 0 6
A3.1.1.3.11. Shorten
development cycle 1 0 1 1 0 0 2 0 5

A.3.1.1.3.12. The future
waterfront would be closer
to the needs of the public
by the establishment of the
proposed HA 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 4

A.3.1.1.3.13. Strike a good
balance between social
objectives and commercial

principles 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 3
A.3.1.1.3.14. Subjectto
public scrutiny 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2
A.3.1.2. Not support
(Submission-based) 3% 10* 4* 0* 2% n.a. 0* 2% 21*
A.3.1.2.1. Notsupport
without reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 1* 0* 0* 1* n.a. 0* 0* 2%
A.3.1.2.2. Not support with
reasons (Submission-based) 3* 9* 4* 0* 1* n.a. 0* 2% 19*

A.3.1.2.3. Reasons for Not
supporting the proposed
establishment of a

Harbourfront Authority 4 10 4 0 1 13 0 2 34
A.3.1.2.3.1. Skeptical about
the effectiveness of HA 3 3 3 0 1 6 0 2 18

A.3.1.2.3.2. The current
development and
management model is
well-enough 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 5

A.3.1.2.3.3. Inadequate
check and balance
mechanism OR Power over
the Harbourfront would be
(too concentrated into one
single entity 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3

A3.1.2.34. The
responsibilities of the
proposed HA and other
governmental department
and statuary bodies are
overlapped 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

A.3.1.2.3.5. The
government officials are
more accountable than
members from a statutory
body 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 2

A.3.1.2.3.6. The decision
of the proposed HA will be
biased to the private

sectors 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
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Divided by Channels
Node

PF PCP E WSL | WSNL | Q® M W

Total

A.3.1.2.3.7. The planning
of the harbourfront will not
be consistent with other
areas under planning of the
Planning Department 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

A.3.1.2.3.8. Financial
arrangement of HA is
uncertain 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0

Amongst the 137 comments that support, 25 identified the need to “plan, design,
develop, operate and manage harbourfront sites holistically” (“so as to plan, manage
and co-ordinate the harbourfront projects in a holistic manner”), 24 identified the need
to “Reduce bureaucratic red-tape” (“current procedures for the government to develop
a new project was bureaucratic and it took longer time to process, i.e. about ten years
for a project”), 13 wanted to “facilitate inter-departmental and cross-sectorial
coordination” (“to coordinate all the relevant departments with power and jurisdiction
of the harbourfront given over to the Authority so efforts are not duplicated and inter
departmental coordination becomes seamless”), 13 wanted to “promote community
involvement” (“in agreement that the functions/benefits (including “promote
community involvement” ) in the Public Engagement Digest should be targeted by a
properly structured and resourced HA”), 12 wanted to “accommodate innovative
ideas and designs” (“expected them to be innovative that could include some unique
features of Hong Kong”), 11 wanted to “improve efficiency by having a dedicated
authority with clear and specified organizational goal” (“‘can work more efficiently
with a more distinct goal”) and 11 wished to “adopt a place-making approach and
manage the sites with flexibility” (“a significant step forward in promoting flexibility,
consistency, and transparency, while emphasizing a people-centred approach with
regard to the harbour and its environs™).

The 21 submissions not in support provided 34 comments with reasons not to support,
of which 18 were that they were “skeptical about the effectiveness of the proposed
Harbourfront Authority” (“doubted whether the establishment of the Harbourfront
Authority could really bring an impact but not a burden to the city”).
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3.6 Model for the Harbourfront Authority

Table A3.2 shows the breakdown of the 214 comments that related to preferences for
the model for the Harbourfront Authority.

Table A3.2  Preference for the proposed Harbourfront Authority model

Divided by Channels

Node Total
IRE PCP E WSL WSNL QO M W
A.3.2. Preference for model of the
proposed Harbourfront Authority 11 64 30 45 16 34 9 5 214
A.3.2.1. Structure 1 1 4 6 4 4 0 0 20

A.3.2.1.1. Disband HC (HA
takes on the advisory and

advocacy roles) 1 1 0 4 2 2 0 0 10
A.3.2.1.1.1. Preferred
(Submission-based) 0* 1* 0* 5* 2% n.a. 0* 0* 8*

A.3.2.1.1.1.1. Preferred
without reasons

(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 1* 0* n.a. 0* 0* 1*
A.3.2.1.1.1.2. Preferred with

reasons (Submission-based) 0* 1* 0* 4* 2% n.a. 0* 0* 7*
A.3.2.1.1.1.3. Reasons 0 1 0 4 2 0 0 0 7

A3.2.1.1.1.3.1. Easily
recognized by the public
as a single entity 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 4

A.3.2.1.1.1.3.2. Facilitating
a more integrated

approach 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 3
A.3.2.1.1.2. Not Preferred
(Submission-based) 1* 0* 0* 0* 0* n.a. 0* 0* 1*

A.3.2.1.1.2.1. Not Preferred
without reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* n.a. 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.1.2.2. Not Preferred
with reasons
(Submission-based) 1* 0* 0* 0* 0* n.a. 0* 0* 1*

A.3.2.1.1.2.3. Reasons 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 3

A.3.2.1.1.2.3.1. Perceived
conflict of interest by the

public 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2
A.3.2.1.1.2.3.2. Too many

incompetent advisory

boards 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

A.3.2.1.2. Retain HC (HC
continues its current advisory

and advocacy roles) 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
A.3.2.1.2.1. Preferred
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 1* 0* 2% n.a. 0* 0* 3%

A.3.2.1.2.1.1. Preferred
without reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 2% n.a. 0* 0* 2%
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
IRR IROE E WSL WSNL QM M W
A.3.2.1.2.1.2. Preferred with
reasons (Submission-based) 0* 0* 1* 0* 0* n.a. 0* 0* 1*
A.3.2.1.2.1.3. Reasons 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

A.3.2.1.2.1.3.1. Preserving
the neutrality of HC's
existing advisory and

advocacy roles 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2
A.3.2.1.2.2. Not Preferred
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* n.a. 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.2.2.1. Not Preferred
without reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* n.a. 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.2.2.2. Not Preferred
with reasons

(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* n.a. 0* 0* 0*
A.3.2.1.2.2.3. Reasons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.3.2.1.3. A statutory HA with its
own executive arm 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 0 6
A.3.2.1.3.1. Preferred
(Submission-based) 1* 0* 1* 5* 1* 1* 0* 0* 9*

A.3.2.1.3.1.1. Preferred
without reasons

(Submission-based) 1* 0* 0* 3* 0* 1* 0* 0* 5*
A.3.2.1.3.1.2. Preferred with
reasons (Submission-based) 0* 0* 1* 2% 1* 0* 0* 0* 4*
A.3.2.1.3.1.3. Reasons 0 0 1 2 2 1 0 0 6
A.3.2.1.3.1.3.1. Better
efficiency 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3
A.3.2.1.3.1.3.2. Promote
Community Involvement 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
A3.2.1.3.1.3.3. May
reducing
inter-departmental
red-tape 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

A.3.2.1.3.1.3.4. Easier to
attract talent from both

local and overseas 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.3.2.1.3.2. Not Preferred
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.3.2.1. Not Preferred
without reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.3.2.2. Not Preferred
with reasons

(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*
A.3.2.1.3.2.3. Reasons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.3.2.1.4. A statutory HA served
by a dedicated Government Office 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.3.2.1.4.1. Preferred
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 1* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 1*

A.3.2.1.4.1.1. Preferred
without reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
IRR IROE E WSL WSNL QM M W
A.3.2.1.4.1.2. Preferred with
reasons (Submission-based) 0* 0* 1* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 1*
A.3.2.1.4.1.3. Reasons 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

A.3.2.1.4.1.3.1. Better
Interaction and liaison
with government

departments 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.3.2.1.4.2. Not Preferred
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.4.2.1. Not Preferred
without reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.4.2.2. Not Preferred
with reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.4.2.3. Reasons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

A.3.2.1.5. Maintain the Status Quo
(HC as advisory body and the

Government as executive body) 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.3.2.1.5.1. Preferred
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 1* 0* 1* 0* 0* 0* 2%

A.3.2.1.5.1.1. Preferred
without reasons

(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 1* 0* 0* 0* 1*
A.3.2.1.5.1.2. Preferred with

reasons (Submission-based) 0* 0* 1* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 1*
A.3.2.1.5.1.3. Reasons 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

A3.2.1.5.1.3.1. The
existing model were

effective enough 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.3.2.1.5.2. Not Preferred
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.5.2.1. Not Preferred
without reasons
(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*

A.3.2.1.5.2.2. Not Preferred
with reasons

(Submission-based) 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0* 0*
A.3.2.1.5.2.3. Reasons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
A.3.2.2. Composition 1 14 3 11 6 5 2 5 47
A.3.2.2.1. Governing board
members 1 12 3 8 6 3 0 4 37

A.3.2.2.1.1. Broad-based
representation in the proposed
HA 1 1 1 3 1 1 0 3 11

A.3.2.2.1.2. The governing
board should include District
Councilors 0 6 0 1 2 1 0 0 10

A.3.2.2.1.3. The governing
board should include civil
servants 0 3 1 0 1 1 0 0 6
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Divided by Channels
Node Total
PIF PCP E WSL | WSNL | QO M W

A.3.2.2.1.4. The governing
board should include
professionals 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2

A.3.2.2.1.5. The governing
board should include
representatives from Green
Groups 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2

A.3.2.2.1.6. The governing
board should include
Legislative Councilors 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

A.3.2.2.1.7. The governing
board should include
representatives from the
Environmental Department 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

A.3.2.2.1.8. The governing
board should include members
from representation of water
sports organizations 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

A.3.2.2.1.9. The governing
board should include people
with global vision 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

A.3.2.2.1.10. The number of

advisory posts the government
board members hold should be
restricted 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

A.3.2.2.1.11. The governing
board should include
representatives from Arts

Groups 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.3.2.2.2. Leadership of the
proposed HA 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 3

A.3.2.2.2.1. The proposed HA
should be led by high-level
government officials 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

A.3.2.2.2.2. The proposed HA
should not be dominated by

government officials 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
A.3.2.2.3. Supporting staff of the
proposed HA 0 0 0 3 0 2 1 1 7
A.3.2.2.3.1. The proposed HA
should be supported by

multi-disciplinary
administrative and
professional staff 0 0 0 3 0 2 1 1 7

A.3.2.3. Scope of the proposed HA 3 17 7 11 1 12 2 0 53

A.3.2.3.1. Physical harbourfront
areas under management of the

proposed HA 1 2 0 3 0 1 0 0 7
A.3.2.3.1.1. Includes waterfront
areas in the Victoria Harbour 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 3

A.3.2.3.1.2. Includes other
waterfront areas outside
Victoria Harbour 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
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Divided by Channels
Node Total
PF | PCP E WSL | WSNL | QO M W

A.3.2.3.1.3. Includes all inland
within certain distance from
the coastline 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

A.3.2.3.1.4. Includes all
waterfront areas currently
managed by LCSD 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

A.3.2.3.2. Coordination 2 14 6 7 1 10 2 0 42

A.3.2.3.2.1. The proposed HA
should be granted adequate
power to coordinate the

harbourfront development 1 6 1 2 1 6 1 0 18
A.3.2.3.2.2. Avoid overlap with
Town Planning Board 0 2 4 4 0 2 0 0 12

A.3.2.3.2.3. Communication
channels between HA and the
District Councils need to be
established 1 5 1 0 0 1 0 0 8

A.3.2.3.2.4. The proposed HA
should be in a position to
negotiate with private sectors
on developing an unimpeded
promenade 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 3

A.3.2.3.3. Harbourfront Planning 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 3

A.3.2.3.3.1. The proposed HA
will be responsible for all
harbourfront planning and
does not need the approval
from Town Planning Board 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

A.3.2.3.3.2. The proposed HA
will be responsible for drafting
the development plan and
submit to Town Planning
Board for approval 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

A.3.2.3.4. Promotion 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

A.3.2.3.4.1. The proposed HA
should promote Victoria

Harbour as UNESCO world

heritage status 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.3.2.4. Financial Model of the
proposed HA 2 12 9 5 1 3 3 0 35

A.3.2.4.1. The funding for HA
should be sustainable and
sufficient to handling its daily
tasks 1 7 2 4 1 1 1 0 17

A.3.2.4.2. The proposed HA

should have certain degree of
freedom and responsibility in
financial arrangement 0 3 4 0 0 1 1 0 9

A.3.2.4.3. The proposed HA
should be funded by a dedicated
fund 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 0 5
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Divided by Channels

Node
PF PCP E WSL | WSNL Qo M W

Total

A.3.2.4.4. The proposed HA can
obtain itself income by collecting
rents 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0

A.3.2.4.5. Part of the funding of
the proposed HA should be
obtained from the private sectors 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

A.3.2.5. Accountability of the
proposed HA 4 20 7 12 4 10 2 0

59

A.3.2.5.1. The proposed HA
should be subject to public
scrutiny with high-level of
transparency and accountability 1 10 2 6 0 2 0 0

21

A.3.2.5.2. A check and balance
mechanism is needed 1 2 2 3 1 3 1 0

13

A.3.2.5.3. The proposed HA
should prevented from having
excessive power and being
unregulated 1 4 0 0 0 5 0 0

10

A.3.2.5.4. The voices of the public
should be incorporated in
decision-making 1 1 2 1 1 0 0 0

A.3.2.5.5. The proposed HA
should keep independent from
the government 0 1 0 2 1 0 0 0

A.3.2.5.6. The proposed HA
should prevent from turning into
a organization to fulfil governing
board members' private agenda
or interests 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0

A.3.2.5.7. The work of the
proposed HA should be
monitored by the Legislative
Council 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0

For maintaining the status quo, there were 2 submissions and one reason in favour and

no submissions opposed.

For disbanding the existing Harbourfront Commission, there were 8 submissions that
preferred disbandment and one did not prefer. The 8 submissions that preferred this
approach provided a total of 7 reasons. The one submission that did not prefer this

approach gave 3 reasons.
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For retaining the existing Harbourfront Commission, there were 3 submissions in
favour of retaining and none opposed. The 3 submissions in favour provided 2

reasons.

For the proposed Harbourfront Authority to be a statutory body with an independent
executive arm, there were 9 submissions and a total of 6 reasons in support and no

submissions against.

For the proposed Harbourfront Authority to be a statutory body served by a dedicated
multi-disciplinary Government Office, there was one submission in favour that

provided one reason and no submissions opposed.

There were 59 comments about the accountability of the proposed HA, including 21
comments that “The proposed HA should be subject to public scrutiny and must be
accountable to the public” (“the public engagement on the harbour managing matters
is very important and the degree of public engagement after the establishment of the
council should be investigated”), 13 comments that “A check and balance mechanism
is needed” (“HA should take on both advisory and advocacy roles, subject to adequate
checks and balances are in place”) and 10 comments that “the proposed HA should
prevented from having excessive power and being unregulated” (“afraid that the

Harbourfront Authority would have excessive power”).

For the scope of the proposed HA, there were 53 comments, of which 42 were about
coordination, including 18 comments about “proposed HA granted adequate power to
coordinate the harbourfront development” (“urged legal power to the Authority to
maximize its effectiveness and avoid lack of coordination of departments”) and 12
comments about the need to “avoid overlap with the Town Planning Board and other
statutory bodies” (“how the Authority would avoid the overlapping of functions and

power with other official departments”).

For the composition of the proposed Harbourfront authority, there were 47 comments
including 37 comments about the composition of the governing board, of which there

were 11 submissions in favour of following the principle of broad-based

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong 64



representation (“Participation is the key concept ... a system to have actual
participation through meetings and membership so that the Authority retains in
contact with the grassroots origins and independent thinking of the original
Harbourfront Commission”) and 10 comments in favour of including District
Councilors (“hoped that, as the project had to consult the public, the setup of the
Authority would be comprised of members in the District Councils from different
districts”).

There were 35 comments about the financial model of the proposed HA, of which 17
were that “The funding for HA should be sustainable and sufficient to handle its daily
tasks” (“believe that the proposed harbourfront authority should have ... a sustainable
financial base”).

3.7 Other aspects of the Harbourfront Authority

Table A4 shows the breakdown of the 78 comments that related to other aspects of the
proposed Harbourfront Authority, of which 22 comments were about concerns over
meeting the set objectives, 18 comments were about concerns over proper
management and 10 were about concerns over progress of establishing the proposed

Harbourfront authority.

Among the 22 comments about meeting the set objectives, 10 were about striking a
balance between social objectives and commercial principles (“should strike a balance
between commercial development and public use”) and 10 were that the proposed
authority should not become profit-oriented (“worried that the development would be
commercially inclined and the harbourfront would be turned to a commercial use area

when it suffered from loss”).
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Table A.4. Other opinions related to the proposed HA

Divided by Channels

Node Total
RR PCP E WSL | WSNL | QO M W
A.4. Other opinions related to the
proposed HA 7 24 14 11 4 14 4 0 78
A.4.1 Concerns over meeting the set
objectives 3 10 4 1 0 4 0 0 22

A.4.1.1. The proposed HA should
strike a balance between social
objectives and commercial

principles 0 7 1 1 0 1 0 0 10
A.4.1.2. The proposed HA should
not become profit-oriented 2 3 2 0 0 3 0 0 10

A.4.1.3. The proposed HA should
stay away from the present

operation model of LCSD facilities 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2
A.4.2. Concerns over proper
management 1 7 4 2 0 3 1 0 18

A.4.2.1. The proposed HA should
ensure benefit outweighing cost
and targets met 0 7 0 0 0 2 1 0 10

A.4.2.2. The proposed HA should
prevent from becoming
bureaucratic itself 1 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 6

A.4.2.3. The proposed HA should
make judgment based on

professionalism 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
A4.2.4.
The performance of the proposed
HA should be regularly checked 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.4.3. Concerns over progress of
establishing HA 1 1 2 4 1 1 0 0 10

A.4.3.1. There should be measures
to ensure smooth transition to the
proposed HA 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 6

A.4.3.2. The government should
expedite the establishment of the

proposed HA 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 4
A.4.4 Concerns over role in
sustainable development 0 4 0 1 1 3 0 0 9

A.4.4.1. The proposed HA should
also deal with marine pollution and
other environmental issues 0 4 0 1 1 2 0 0 8

A.4.4.2. The proposed HA has the
responsibility to preserve the
history and culture related to the

waterfront 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.4.5. Concerns over reclamation and
Harbour Protection 1 0 1 1 1 2 2 0 8

A.4.5.1. The proposed HA has the
duty to protect the harbour and
implement the Protection of the
Harbour Ordinance 1 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 5
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
IRR IROE E WSL WSNL QO
A.4.5.2. The ordinance for setting of
the proposed HA should define
clearly on legal terms related to
reclamation 0 0
A.4.6. Approach for vesting sites 0 1 2 2 0 0
A.4.6.1. In a phased approach 0
A.4.6.2. The government land on the
waterfront should be developed
first before acquiring private lands 0 0 1 0 0 1
A.4.7. Other power and privileges 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
A.4.7.1. Facilities on the waterfront
could be owned by the proposed
HA 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
A.4.7.2. The proposed HA should be
responsible for approving funding
for activities held at harbourfront
areas 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
A.4.8. Alternative name for the
proposed HA 1 0 0 0 1 0 2
A.4.9. The harbourfront development
will be delayed if the previous
consultation is to be redone after the
establishment of HA 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
3.8 Public engagement process
Table A5 shows the breakdown of the 90 comments related to the public engagement
process, which included 80 concerns about “Insufficient information on the detailed
arrangements of the proposed Harbourfront Authority .
Table A.5. Comments on the public engagement process
Divided by Channels
Node Total
IRE RER E WSL WSNL QO
A.5. Comments on the public
engagement process 11 40 19 3 3 10 90
A5.1. Insufficient information on
the detailed arrangement of the
proposed Harbourfront Authority 7 38 18 3 1 9 80
A5.1.1. Lackof detail on the
role and power of the proposed
HA 1 11 1 1 0 4 18
A5.1.2. Some terms and
concepts in consultation
materials are not defined in
detail 2 3 4 0 1 1 12

Social Sciences Research Centre of The University of Hong Kong

67




Divided by Channels
Node Total
RE PCP E WSL | WSNL | QO M W

A.5.1.3. Lackof detail in
financial model of the proposed
HA 0 9 0 0 0 1 1 0 11

A.5.1.4. The areasto be
managed by the proposed HA are
not shown in detail 2 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 8

A.5.1.5. How the proposed HA
can achieve its goals are not
explained in detail 0 1 3 0 0 1 1 0 6

A.5.1.6. Lack of detailed
redevelopment plans of
harbourfront 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 5

A5.1.7. Lack of detail in
structure and composition of the
proposed HA 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 5

A.5.1.8. Lack of detail in how to
achieve sustainability and
environmental protection 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 4

A.5.1.9. More examples of
waterfront development outside

Hong Kong should be provided 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3
A.5.1.10. Insufficient
information in general 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 3

A.5.1.11. Lack of the timetable
for establishment of the
proposed HA 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

A.5.2.12. Lack of detail in
implementation of the Protection

of The Harbour Ordinance 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
A.5.2.13. Lack of detail in how
to facilitate water sports 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

A.5.2.14. Lack of detail in how
to balance the interest among

sectors 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
A.5.2. Stakeholders who should be
included in future consultation 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 4
A.5.3. Lack of publicity for the
consultation 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4

A.5.4. The government should not
express their preference on
different approaches of the
proposed HA during consultation 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

A.5.5. The government should
have its own stance during
consultation 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Of the 80 comments about “Insufficient information on the detailed arrangements of
the proposed Harbourfront Authority” in Phase | PE, 18 comments were about “lack
of detail on the role and power of the proposed HA” (“was also confused about its

power structure and its source of power”), 12 comments were that “some terms and
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concepts in the Phase | PE digest are not defined in detail” (“the Commission was
using some terms very loosely, like vibrancy, diversity, connectivity and so on”), and
11 comments were “lack of detail in financial model of the proposed HA” (“hoped
that the government could shortly come up with the detailed financial arrangements to

avoid troublesome situations™).
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Chapter 4 Conclusion

Quantitative feedback

A total of 304 usable feedback questionnaires were received, excluding a duplicate
questionnaire sent by fax and mail. All responses are included unless excluded as a

duplicate.

Qualitative analysis of the open-ended comments from the feedback
guestionnaires and all the other feedback received

All open-ended comments received during the engagement process were divided into
eight channels: Public Fora (PF), which are distinguished from other events because
they were widely advertised as open to all participants, whereas some of the other
events were not open to everyone or not broadly advertised; Public consultative
platforms (PCP), such as LegCo or District Council meetings; Event (E): events
including conferences, round tables, seminars and briefings other than PFs or PCPs;
Written submissions (WSL): written submissions including either by soft or hard
copies with an organization or company letterhead, sent by letters, fax or email to the
Government with explicit corporate or association identification; Written submissions
(WSNL): written submissions including either by soft or hard copies without an
organization or company letterhead. All these written submissions were sent by letters,
fax or email to the Government without any explicit corporate or association
identification; Feedback questionnaires (Q): written comments in the feedback
questionnaires; Media (M): comments from summaries from printed media and
broadcasting; Internet and Social Media (W): comments from webpages - included if

they are covered by WiseNews during the consultation period.

The qualitative analysis used the nVivo software and is based on a framework that
was developed by the SSRC to reflect all the issues covered in the public engagement
digest, and then extended to cover all the other issues raised in the qualitative

materials collected during the consultation.
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Last Visit

Slightly over half of the respondents reported that their last visit to any part of the
Victoria Harbourfront (including waterfront parks and promenades) was within the
last month, followed by a third within the last year. A tiny proportion of them

reported that they had never visited before.

Whether the design and operation of the existing promenades and the facilities

met respondents’ aspirations for the Harbourfront

Less than 10% of the respondents reported that the design and operation of the
existing promenades and the facilities therein fully met their aspirations for the
Harbourfront. Similar proportions of the respondents reported that the design and
operation somewhat met or only partially met their aspirations for the Harbourfront.
A small proportion reported that the design and operation did not meet their

aspirations at all.

Shared aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

A strong majority of respondents reported that they somewhat or completely shared
the following seven aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront:

() People-oriented public open space

(i) Sustainable

(iii)  Easily accessible

(iv)  Harbourfront for the people

(v)  Aquality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of

(vi)  Creative and innovative in design and operations

(vii)  Vibrant with diversified activities and events

Respondents who live in harbourfront districts were more likely to
completely/somewhat share aspiration of “vibrant with diversified activities and
events” for the Victoria Harbourfront than the respondents who are living in
non-harbourfront districts. For “Vibrant with diversified activities and events”, there
were 35 comments in agreement and 2 comments that disagreed. For “Creative and
innovative in design and operations”, there were 10 comments, all in agreement. For

“Easily accessible”, there were 26 comments, all in agreement. For “Sustainable”,
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there were 14 comments, all in agreement. For “Harbourfront for the people”, there
were 20 comments, all in agreement. For “People-oriented public open space”, there
were 15 comments, all in agreement. For “A quality destination that Hong Kong can

be proud of”, there were 19 comments, all in agreement.

Other aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

There were 34 comments about inclusion in the Harbourfront of commercial elements,
with 18 comments supporting that these elements should be included or increased and
16 comments supporting they should be excluded or decreased. There were 32
comments about positioning the Harbourfront as a tourist spot, with 19 comments in
support and 13 comments against. There were 27 comments about the Harbourfront as
a clean and green zone, all of which were in support. There were 22 comments about
cycling facilities on the Harbourfront, 21 in support and one opposed. There were 22
comments about connecting up the Harbourfront, 20 in support and two opposed.
There were 20 comments about catering on the Harbourfront, 19 in support and one
opposed. There were 15 comments water sports and leisure facilities on the
Harbourfront, all in favour. There were 12 comments about space for entertainment
and performing arts along the Harbourfront, all in favour. There were 11 comments
about having open-space or track for leisure walking and jogging, all in support.
There were 10 comments about more public participation in the planning process for
the Harbourfront, all in favour. There were 10 comments about allowing pets along
the Harbourfront, all in support.

Awareness of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission

Only one fifth of the respondents reported that they were fully aware of the existence
and roles of the Harbourfront Commission, while over half of them had generally
heard of the Commission. The remaining one-fifth of them were not aware of it at
all. Individual respondents were less likely to be aware of the existence and roles of
the Harbourfront Commission than the respondents who responded to the
questionnaire using an organization or a company identity. Older individual
respondents (i.e. aged 40 or above) were more likely to be aware of the existence and
roles of the Harbourfront Commission than younger individual respondents (i.e. aged
39 or below).
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Existing Harbourfront development and management model

Of the 63 comments that related to the existing Harbourfront development and
management model, 60 were negative and only 3 were positive. Of the 60 negative
comments, 34 related to problems with the existing Government build-and-operate
model, 11 of which stated that the existing management model is bureaucratic and 11
were concerned about “lack of inter-departmental and cross-sectoral coordination.

Agreement that a dedicated agency would yield the three advantages

A strong majority of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that a dedicated
agency would yield the following three advantages that were identified by the
Harbourfront Commission:
e Auvoid civil service-wide fiscal and human resources constraints, allowing the
development to be expedited to better meet public demand;
e Promote creativity and diversity in designing the Harbourfront; and
e Allow more flexible, tailor-made management rules, allowing facilities like
restaurants and cafés to be more widely promoted on the waterfront, thus
breeding greater diversity, attracting more people and making them more
vibrant and attractive.

Only a small proportion of them disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Necessity for Hong Kong to establish the Harbourfront Authority

Of 171 comments that related to the necessity for Hong Kong to establish the
Harbourfront Authority, 137 were supportive and 34 were not supportive. Amongst
the 137 comments that support, 25 identified the need to “plan, design, develop,
operate and manage harbourfront sites holistically”, 24 identified the need to “Reduce
bureaucratic red-tape”, 13 wanted to “facilitate inter-departmental and cross-sectorial
coordination”, 13 wanted to “promote community involvement”, 12 wanted to
“accommodate innovative ideas and designs”, 11 wanted to “improve efficiency by
having a dedicated authority with clear and specified organizational goal” and 11
wished to “adopt a place-making approach and manage the sites with flexibility”. Of
the 34 comments with reasons not to support, 18 were that they were “skeptical about

the effectiveness of the proposed Harbourfront Authority”.
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Level of agreement that a dedicated body should be the way forward

A strong majority of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that a dedicated body

should be the way forward, while very few disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Agreement that a dedicated body should take over the roles of the Harbourfront
Commission

Over three quarters of the respondents agreed or strongly agreed that a dedicated body
should take over the roles of the Harbourfront Commission, while 13 respondents
respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed. Further, the remaining respondents
neither agreed nor disagreed with a dedicated body. Older individual respondents
were more likely to agree or strongly agree that a dedicated body should take over the
roles of the Harbourfront Commission, a dedicated agency would yield the three
advantages and that a dedicated body should be the way forward than younger

individual respondents.

Model for the Harbourfront Authority

Of the 214 comments that related to preferences for the model for the Harbourfront
Authority, for maintaining the status quo, there were 2 submissions and one reason in
favour and no submissions opposed, while for disbanding the existing Harbourfront
Commission, there were 8 submissions that preferred disbandment and one did not
prefer. The 8 submissions that preferred this approach provided a total of 7 reasons.
The one submission that did not prefer this approach gave 3 reasons. For retaining the
existing Harbourfront Commission, there were 3 submissions in favour of retaining
and none opposed. The 3 submissions in favour provided 2 reasons. For the proposed
Harbourfront Authority to be a statutory body with an independent executive arm,
there were 9 submissions and a total of 6 reasons in support and no submissions
against. For the proposed Harbourfront Authority to be a statutory body served by a
dedicated multi-disciplinary Government Office, there was one submission in favour
that provided one reason and no submissions opposed. There were 59 comments
about the accountability of the proposed HA, including 21 comments that “The
proposed HA should be subject to public scrutiny and must be accountable to the

public, 13 comments that “A check and balance mechanism is needed” and 10
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comments that “the proposed HA should prevented from having excessive power and
being unregulated”. For the scope of the proposed HA, there were 53 comments, of
which 42 were about coordination, including 18 comments about “proposed HA
granted adequate power to coordinate the harbourfront development” and 12
comments about the need to “avoid overlap with the Town Planning Board and other
statutory bodies”. For the composition of the proposed Harbourfront authority, there
were 47 comments including 37 comments about the composition of the governing
board, of which there were 11 submissions in favour of following the principle of
broad-based representation and 10 comments in favour of including District
Councillors. There were 35 comments about the financial model of the proposed HA,
of which 17 were that “The funding for HA should be sustainable and sufficient to
handle its daily tasks”.

Other aspects of the Harbourfront Authority

Of the 78 comments that related to other aspects of the proposed Harbourfront
Authority, 22 comments were about concerns over meeting the set objectives, 18
comments were about concerns over proper management and 10 were about concerns
over progress of establishing the proposed Harbourfront authority. Among the 22
comments about meeting the set objectives, 10 were about striking a balance between
social objectives and commercial principles and 10 were that the proposed authority

should not become profit-oriented.

Public engagement process

Of the 90 comments related to the public engagement process, 80 were concerns
about “Insufficient information on the detailed arrangements of the proposed
Harbourfront Authority”, including 18 comments about “lack of detail on the role and
power of the proposed HA”, 12 comments that “some terms and concepts in the Phase
I PE digest are not defined in detail”, and 11 comments were “lack of detail in

financial model of the proposed HA”.
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Consensus

There was a clear consensus:

1.

That the existing design and operation of the existing promenades and the
facilities did not fully meet their aspirations for the Harbourfront

Supporting the seven shared aspirations for the Harbourfront

Identifying problems with the existing Harbourfront development and
management model

The necessity for Hong Kong to establish the Harbourfront Authority

That a dedicated agency would yield the three advantages that were identified
by the Harbourfront Commission and was the preferred way forward

The consultation provided insufficient information on the detailed

arrangements for the proposed Harbourfront Authority

Overall

Overall, this makes clear that there is public support for the second stage of the

consultation, to discuss the detailed arrangements for the proposed Harbourfront

Authority, which needs to address those who are still skeptical about the effectiveness

of the proposed Harbourfront Authority.
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Annex A  List of public fora

All concerns and views from 4 regional fora (4 summaries) were included in the
qualitative analysis.

Table A.1: List of regional fora

Item |Date Details
1 26 Oct 2013 1st Public Forum
2 09 Nov 2013 2nd Public Forum
3 23 Nov 2013 3rd Public Forum
4 28 Dec 2013 4th Public Forum




Annex B List of public consultative platforms
All concerns and views from Development Panel on Legislative Council (1 summary)
and District Councils (9 summaries) were collected and included in the qualitative

analysis.

Table B.1: List of public consultative platforms (Legislative Council)

Item |Date Details

1 |22 0Oct 2013 Development Panel on Legislative Council

Table B.2: List of public consultative platforms (District Councils)

Item |Date Details
1 |310ct2013 Briefing for Yau Tsim Mong District Council
2 |12 Nov 2013 Briefing for Wan Chai District Council
3 |14 Nov 2013 Briefing for Central and Western District Council
4 |14 Nov 2013 Briefing for Kwun Tong District Council
5 |21 Nov 2013 Briefing for Sham Shui Po District Council
6 |02 Dec 2013 Briefing for Tsuen Wan District Council
7 |06 Dec 2013 Briefing for Kwai Tsing District Council
8 |12 Dec 2013 Briefing for Kowloon City District Council
9 |19 Dec 2013 Briefing for Eastern District Council




Annex C

List of events conducted with stakeholders

All concerns and views from 12 events conducted with stakeholders were collected

and included in the qualitative analysis.

The HKUSSRC was invited to attend all events except the briefing for Business and
Professionals Federation of Hong Kong on 05 December 2013 and The Hong Kong
Institute of Surveyors on 09 December 2013.

Table C: List of events conducted with stakeholders

Item |Date Details
1 06 Nov 2013 Briefing for The Hong Kong Institute of Planners
2 15 Nov 2013 Briefing for The Chinese General Chamber of Commerce
3 23 Nov 2013 Briefing for Hong Kong Water Sports Council
Briefing for Faculty of Construction and Environment, The
4 |27 Nov 2013 i .
Hong Kong Polytechnic University
5 29 Nov 2013 Briefing for The Hong Kong University Students” Union
Luncheon briefing for The Hong Kong General Chamber of
6 |02 Dec 2013
Commerce
7 05 Dec 2013 Business and Professionals Federation of Hong Kong
8 09 Dec 2013 Briefing for Overseas chambers of commerce in Hong Kong
Briefing for The Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport
9 |09 Dec 2013 }
in Hong Kong
10 |09 Dec 2013 The Hong Kong Institute of Surveyors
Briefing for The Real Estate Developers Association of Hong
11 |10 Dec 2013
Kong
12 |12 Dec 2013 Briefing for The Hong Kong Institute of Architects
Briefing for The Chinese Manufacturers’ Association of Hong
13 |19 Dec 2013
Kong
Briefing for The American Chamber of Commerce in Hong
14 |20 Dec 2013

Kong




Annex D

List of written submission

20 written submissions including either by soft or hard copies with an organization or
company letterhead were collected and included in the qualitative analysis.

Table D.1: List of written submission with an organization or company

letterhead
Item |Date Details Submitted by
Views on Proposed Establishment of a o
) . |The Hong Kong Institution of
1 02 Jan 2014 |Harboutfront Authority (Phase I Public )
. engineers
Engagement Consultation)
Submission on the proposed
) New Zealand Chamber of Commerce
2 02 Jan 2014 |establishment of a Harbourfront )
L in Hong Kong
Authority in Hong Kong
EEZF ??Eﬁfjﬁ "ERYAFER
3 03Jan 2014 |A @ % - FFE o B2 | 3k R e |Clean Air Network
ey , R Mr. Albert Chan Wai Yip
4 03Jan2014 |22 Eux 42 2 Fivia gL h L .
(Legislative Councillor)
Phase 1 Public Engagement on the
5 03 Jan 2014 |Proposed Establishment of a Business Environment Council
Harbourfront Authority
Proposed Establishment of a
6 03 Jan 2014 . HK Land
Harbourfront Authority
Phase 1 Public Engagement on the
7 03 Jan 2014 |Proposed Establishment of a Harbour Business Forum
Harbourfront Authority
Proposed Establishment of a )
8 03 Jan 2014 ] Australian Chamber of Commerce
Harbourfront Authority
Proposed Establishment of a The Real Estate Developers
9 03 Jan 2014 . L
Harbourfront Authority Association of Hong Kong
Proposed Establishment of a
10 03 Jan 2014 |Harbourfront Authority - Phase 1 Public |Swire Properties
Engagement Consultation
HKIUD’s Response on the setting up of {The Hong Kong Institute Of Urban
11 03 Jan 2014 i )
the Harbourfront Authority Design
12 03 Jan 2014 |Proposed Establishment of a West Kowloon Cultural District




Item |Date Details Submitted by
Harbourfront authority Phase 1 Public  |Authority
Engagement
HKIP’s Comments on Phase 2 Public
Engagement of the Proposed The Hong Kong Institute of Planners
13 03 Jan 2014 .
Establishment of the Harbourfront (HKIP)
Authority
Phase 1 Public Engagement Exercise for
. Hong Kong General Chamber of
14 03 Jan 2014 |the Proposed Establishment of a
) Commerce
Harbourfront Authority
Proposed Establishment of a )
. . |Hong Kong Institute of Surveyors
15 04 Jan 2014 |Harbourfront Authority Phase 1 Public
i (HKIS)
Engagement Consultation
Phase 1 Public Engagement Exercise For
16 04 Jan 2014 |the proposed Establishment or a Society for Protection of the Harbour
Harbourfront Authority
. . Mr. CHAN Chit Kwai, BBS, JP
17 04Jan 2014 |[HAR A FEE A
(Central and Western DC Members)
18 | 04Jan2014 |/ % % B HR41- gL 2 ER S B U BN
Phase 1 Public Engagement Exercise for )
. The Hong Kong Institute of
19 04 Jan 2014 |the Proposed Establishment of a .
) Architects
Harbourfront Authority
Proposed Establishment of a
20 08 Jan 2014 |Harbourfront authority Phase 1 Public  |The Urban Land Institute (ULI)

Engagement




18 written submissions including either by soft or hard copies without an organization
or company letterhead were collected and included in the qualitative analysis.

Table D.2: List of written submission without an organization or company

letterhead
Item |Date Details Submitted by
1 06 0ct2013 |3 F E®RA, 24 F 1 A member of public
2 130ct2013 |7 B "HR > A F 1k | guE&k  |A member of public
3 13 Nov 2013 |Harbour Front Authority A member of public
4 20 Nov 2013 |5 B /% % & Aok 35 £ 2 | Bk
Proposed Establishment of Harbourfront .
5 20 Nov 2013 ] A member of public
Authority
WA AREREAY-HEREER
6 03 Dec 2013 | [ ’ 77" A member of public
AV
7 12 Dec 2013 |35 /& /& & R A member of public
fj.% THRN 2B FERAH DY - IR
Boggrigd B2 L2 P RBH- 4
8 03Jan 2014 | . . ‘ o Peng Chau News
BEAE QT2 e rEARYES AR
]
9 03 Jan 2014 |/ %33 A member of public
2 ong e N The Chinese Manufacturers’
10 03Jan 2014 |7 Biia F3 BiEik % .
Association of Hong Kong
The Proposed Establishment of the )
11 03 Jan 2014 . Dr. Ng ka chui, Isaac (CITY U)
Harbourfront Authority
12 03 Jan 2014 |Some views about Harbourfront Authority |Ms. Pauline Tan
Re: Proposed establishment of a Harbour
13 03 Jan 2014 . Ruy Barretto S.C.
Front Authority
14 03 Jan 2014 |No subject A member of public: Pauline
15 04 Jan 2014 |/ % 2k A member of public
Submission on establishment of a ]
16 04 Jan 2014 . Friends of the Earth (HK)
Harbourfront Authority
. Paul Zimmerman from
17 04 Jan 2014 |Harbourfront Authority o
Designing Hong Kong
Proposed establishment of Harbourfront |Mary (form TST Residents
18 04 Jan 2014 ]
Authority Concern Group)




Annex E  List of Media

A total of 54 articles (including 2 editorials, 16 column articles and 36 news articles)

from 18 newspapers were included as printed media in the qualitative analysis.

Table E.1 List of Printed Media

Item | Name of the printed media No. of | No. of No. of | Total
news | column | editorials
articles | articles
1 am730 1 0 0 1
2 Apple Daliy (% % p 3%) 2 0 0 2
3 China Daily Hong Kong Edition (¥ & p 3F % 1 0 0 1
B
4 Headline Daily (2f % p 3F) 3 1 1 5
5 Hong Kong Economic Journal (13 38 p4 55 #7# ) 1 3 0 4
6 Hong Kong Economic Times (4 % 573 p 48) 3 0 0 3
7 Hong Kong Commercial Daily (4 i 7 %) 1 1 0 2
8 Hong Kong Daily News (#738) 2 0 0 2
9 Ming Pao Daily News Canada Eastern Edition 1 0 0 1
(P 3R 4e L 5%)
10 Ming Pao Daily News Canada Western Edition 1 0 0 1
(7 47 4o & 4%)
11 Ming Pao Daily News (HK Edition) 2 0 0 2
(P 3% 4 B k)
12 | Oriental Daily News (X = p 3F) 1 1 0 2
13 | South China Morning Post (& # % 3R) 4 2 0 6
14 | Sing Pao daily news (= 3%) 1 0 0 1
15 | Sing Tao Daily (% § P 3F) 1 7 0 8
16 | Tai Kung Pao (< =-3F) 6 0 0 6
17 | The Sun (+ I 3F) 1 1 0 2
18 | Wen Wei Pao (* ®3F) 4 0 1 5
Total 36 16 2 54




A total of 3 TV programmes and 1 radio programmes were included in the qualitative
analysis.

Table E.2 List of Broadcasting (TV)

Item Date Station Name of TV Programme
1 ]100ct2013 |NOW News Magazine (FF % 2 = i)
2 |130ct2013 |TVB & & 7 4R On the Record (i 3#-%)
3 |250ct2013 |Phoenix TV K & % it o (¥ < Lz

Table E.3 List of Broadcasting (Radio)

Item Date Station Name of Radio Programme

1 |70ct2013 |[RTHK % & %® & The Backchat




Annex F

Internet and Social Media

A total of 13 topics (including 3 topics from government web forum, 1 topic from

blog and 2 topics from Facebook webpage, 7 online news articles) were included as

internet and social media in the qualitative analysis.

Table F.1: List of government web forum (HAB’s Public Affairs Forum)

Item | Topics

1 | ems et ganainn

2| s g

3 | MG AFHEEZ PR AR B EEHRAF YL

Table F.2: List of government official Facebook

Item |Date Sources Topic
4 Oct 2013 to PE Exercise for a Harbourfront Authority
1 Facebook o
4 Jan 2014 (Official Facebook Page)

Table F.3: List of non-government social media (Blog and Facebook)

Item |Date Sources Topic
1 |14 Nov 2013  |Facebook AEE R THR
2 |13 Dec 2013 A HEADLINE AEERRERRE
BLOG CITY
Table F.3: List of Online news article
Item |Name of the online media No. of news | No. of No. of Total
articles column | editorial
article
1 |Apple Daliy (¥ % p 3%) 1 0 0 1
Hong Kong China News Agency (3 i#
2 |RTR i) 1 0 0 1
3 |Oriental Daily News (4 = p 3F) 1 0 0 1
4  |Tai Kung Pao (+ =-3R) 2 0 0 2
5 |Yahoo News (& 7. #7 &) 2 0 0 2
Total 7 0 0 7




Annex G Public View Analytical Framework

Public View Analytical Framework for the Public Engagement Process on Proposed
Establishment of a Harbourfront Authority and opinions concerning questions
covered in the consultation materials.

A.1. Seven aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront

A.1.1. Within the stated common aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront
A.1.1.1. Vibrant with diversified activities and events
A.1.1.1.1. Agree
A.1.1.1.2. Disagree
A.1.1.2. Creative and innovative in design and operations
A.1.1.2.1. Agree
A.1.1.2.2. Disagree
A.1.1.3. Easily Accessible
A.1.1.3.1. Agree
A.1.1.3.2. Disagree
A.1.1.4. Sustainable
A.1.1.4.1. Agree
A.1.1.4.2. Disagree
A.1.1.5. Harbourfront for the people
A.1.15.1. Agree
A.1.1.5.2. Disagree
A.1.1.6. People-oriented Public Open Space
A.1.1.6.1. Agree
A.1.1.6.2. Disagree
A.1.1.7. A quality Destination that Hong Kong can be proud of
A.1.1.7.1. Agree
A.1.1.7.2. Disagree
A.1.2. Other Aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront
A.1.2.01. Inclusion commercial elements
A.1.2.1.1. Include OR Increase
A.1.2.1.1.1. Include commercial elements
A.1.2.1.1.2. Add
A.1.2.1.2. Exclude OR decrease
A.1.2.1.2.1. Exclude commercial elements
A.1.2.1.2.2. Too much commercial elements is undesirable
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A.1.2.1.2.3. Less commercial elements is preferred
A.1.2.02. Victoria Harbourfront should be positioned as a tourist spot
A.1.2.2.1. Agree
A.1.2.2.2. Disagree
A.1.2.03. Clean and Green Zones
A.1.2.3.1. Agree
A.1.2.3.2. Disagree
A.1.2.04. Having cycling tracks and other related facilities
A.1.2.4.1. Agree
A.1.2.4.2. Disagree
A.1.2.05. Waterfronts should be connected to each other
A.1.25.1. Agree
A.1.2.5.2. Disagree
A.1.2.06. Catering services should be available along the waterfront
A.1.2.6.1. Agree
A.1.2.6.2. Disagree
A.1.2.07. Having water sports and water leisure activities alongside the
water-body of the waterfront
A.1.2.7.1 Agree
A.1.2.7.2 Disagree
A.1.2.08. Harbourfront should provide space for entertainment and performing
arts
A.1.2.8.1 Agree
A.1.2.8.2. Disagree
A.1.2.09. Having open-space or track for leisure walking and jogging
A.1.2.9.1. Agree
A.1.2.9.2. Disagree
A.1.2.10. More public participation in planning the harbourfront
A.1.2.10.1 Agree
A.1.2.10.2 Disagree
A.1.2.11. Having open-space for pets
A.1.2.11.1. Agree
A.1.2.11.2. Disagree
A.1.2.12. Different functions and activities would not interfere with each other
A.1.2.12.1. Agree
A.1.2.12.2. Disagree
A.1.2.13. Better water-land interfaces
A.1.2.13.1. Agree
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A.1.2.13.2. Disagree
A.1.2.14. Waterfronts to be connected by water transports
A.1.2.14.1. Agree
A.1.2.14.2. Disagree
A.1.2.15. District characters should be seen in the harbourfront
A.1.2.15.1 Agree
A.1.2.15.2 Disagree
A.1.2.16. Cancel or minimize military uses
A.1.2.16.1. Agree
A.1.2.16.2. Disagree
A.1.2.17. Space for Arts and Cultural activities
A.1.2.17.1 Agree
A.1.2.17.2. Disagree
A.1.2.18. Victoria Harbourfront should be infused with Hong Kong Culture
A.1.2.18.1. Agree
A.1.2.18.2. Disagree
A.1.2.19. International events to be held along the waterfront
A.1.2.19.1 Agree
A.1.2.19.2 Disagree
A.1.2.20. Having fishing areas
A.1.2.20.1. Agree
A.1.2.20.2. Disagree
A.1.2.21. Reduce reclamation
A.1.2.21.1 Agree
A.1.2.21.2 Disagree
A.1.2.22. Enough open spaces
A.1.2.22.1. Agree
A.1.2.22.2. Disagree
A.1.2.23. Space or facilities for sports in the harbourfront areas
A.1.2.23.1. Agree
A.1.2.23.2. Disagree
A.1.2.24. For both the local residents and tourists
A.1.2.24.1 Agree
A.1.2.24.2 Disagree
A.1.2.25. Benches
A.1.2.25.1 Agree
A.1.2.25.2 Disagree
A.1.2.26. Cooperation with NGOs
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A.1.2.26.1. Agree
A.1.2.26.2. Disagree
A.1.2.27. Include children playgrounds
A.1.2.27.1. Agree
A.1.2.27.2. Disagree
A.1.2.28. Facilities along the waterfronts to be shared by different users in a
reasonable way
A.1.2.28.1. Agree
A.1.2.28.2. Disagree
A.1.2.29. Building marina
A.1.2.29.1. Agree
A.1.2.29.2. Disagree
A.1.2.30. Having places to show the history of nearby places and the harbourfront
A.1.2.30.1. Agree
A.1.2.30.2. Disagree
A.1.2.31. Having iconic structure
A.1.2.31.1. Agree
A.1.2.31.2 Disagree
A.1.2.32. The harbourfront should be well-connected to the outer islands
A.1.2.32.1. Agree
A.1.2.32.2. Disagree
A.1.2.33. Transportation Information should be provided at the harbourfront areas
A.1.2.33.1. Agree
A.1.2.33.2. Disagree
A.1.2.34. Accessible by disabled people
A.1.2.34.1. Agree
A.1.2.34.2. Disagree
A.1.2.35. No noises
A.1.2.35.1. Agree
A.1.2.35.2. Disagree
A.1.2.36. Reallocate the loading area
A.1.2.36.1. Agree
A.1.2.36.2. Disagree
A.1.2.37. Reduce Water Pollution
A.1.2.37.1. Agree
A.1.2.37.2. Disagree
A.1.2.38. Can attract people to stay
A.1.2.38.1. Agree
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A.1.2.38.2. Disagree
A.1.2.39. Have beaches
A.1.2.39.1. Agree
A.1.2.39.2. Disagree
A.1.2.40. Grounds for educational-purposed activities
A.1.2.40.1. Agree
A.1.2.40.2. Disagree
A.1.2.41. Avoid over-development
A.1.2.41.1. Agree
A.1.2.41.2. Disagree

A.2. Comments on the existing harbourfront development and
management model

A.2.1. Positive Comments
A.2.1.1 The existing arrangement in managing the harbourfront areas is doing
well
A.2.2. Negative Comments
A.2.2.01. Problems associated with bureaucratic process of the existing
Government build-and-operate model
A.2.2.1.1. The management style is bureaucratic
A.2.2.1.2. Lack of Inter-departmental and cross-sectoral coordination
A.2.2.1.3. Constraints to achieve a vibrant and diversified waterfront due to
regulations
A.2.2.1.4. Development cycle takes more time and resources under usual
Government planning
A.2.2.1.5. Civil servants tend to maintain the status quo
A.2.2.02. HC only takes on the advisory and advocacy roles and fails on
improving the planning of harbourfront
A.2.2.03. Lack of creativity, diversity and vibrancy in the waterfront areas
A.2.2.04. The waterfront facilities are not well designed and managed
A.2.2.05. Users of the waterfront were not encouraged to access the water body
near the waterfront
A.2.2.06. The harbourfront cannot be easily accessed
A.2.2.07. Lack of public involvement in decision making
A.2.2.08. Non-governmental organizations were not allowed to operate facilities
in the waterfront
A.2.2.09. Lack of environmental protection and sustainability considerations
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A.2.2.10. Lack of representative of non-Chinese residents in the current
Harbourfront Commission

A.3. Opinions on the proposed Harbourfront Authority

A.3.1. Opinions on the establishment of a statutory Harbourfront Authority
A.3.1.1. Support (Submission-based)

A.3.1.1.1. Support without reasons (Submission-based)

A.3.1.1.2. Support with reasons (Submission-based)

A.3.1.1.3. Reasons for supporting the proposed establishment of a Harbourfront

Authority
A.3.1.1.3.01 Plan, design, develop, operate and manage harbourfront sites
holistically
A.3.1.1.3.02. Reduce bureaucratic red-tape
A.3.1.1.3.03. Facilitate inter-departmental and cross-sectoral coordination
A.3.1.1.3.04. Promote community involvement
A.3.1.1.3.05. Accommodate innovative ideas and designs, encourage
creativity and boost vibrancy
A.3.1.1.3.06. Improve efficiency by having a dedicated authority with clear
and specified organizational goal
A.3.1.1.3.07. Adopt a place-making approach and manage the sites with
flexibility
A.3.1.1.3.08. It is a trend to establish an authority to manage waterfront in
other overseas countries
A.3.1.1.3.10. Combine advocacy and execution
A.3.1.1.3.11. Shorten development cycle
A.3.1.1.3.12. The future waterfront would be closer to the needs of the public
by the establishment of the proposed HA
A.3.1.1.3.13. Strike a good balance between social objectives and
commercial principles
A.3.1.1.3.14. Subject to public scrutiny

A.3.1.2. Not support (Submission-based)

A.3.1.2.1. Not support without reasons (Submission-based)

A.3.1.2.2. Not support with reasons (Submission-based)

A.3.1.2.3. Reasons for Not supporting the proposed establishment of a

Harbourfront Authority
A.3.1.2.3.1. Skeptical about the effectiveness of HA
A.3.1.2.3.2. The current development and management model is well-enough
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A.3.1.2.3.3. Inadequate check and balance mechanism OR Power over the
Harbourfront would be (too concentrated into one single entity
A.3.1.2.3.4. The responsibilities of the proposed HA and other governmental
department and statuary bodies are overlapped

A.3.1.2.3.5. The government officials are more accountable than members
from a statutory body

A.3.1.2.3.6. The decision of the proposed HA will be biased to the private
sectors

A.3.1.2.3.7. The planning of the harbourfront will not be consistent with
other areas under planning of the Planning Department

A.3.1.2.3.8. Financial arrangement of HA is uncertain

A.3.2. Preference for model of the proposed Harbourfront Authority

A.3.2.1. Structure
A.3.2.1.1. Disband HC (HA takes on the advisory and advocacy roles)
A.3.2.1.1.1. Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.1.1.1. Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.1.1.2. Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.1.1.3. Reasons
A.3.2.1.1.1.3.1. Easily recognized by the public as a single entity
A.3.2.1.1.1.3.2. Facilitating a more integrated approach
A.3.2.1.1.2. Not Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.1.2.1. Not Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.1.2.2. Not Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.1.2.3. Reasons
A.3.2.1.1.2.3.1. Perceived conflict of interest by the public
A.3.2.1.1.2.3.2. Too many incompetent advisory boards
A.3.2.1.2. Retain HC (HC continues its current advisory and advocacy roles)
A.3.2.1.2.1. Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.2.1.1. Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.2.1.2. Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.2.1.3. Reasons
A.3.2.1.2.1.3.1. Preserving the neutrality of HC's existing advisory and
advocacy roles
A.3.2.1.2.2. Not Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.2.2.1. Not Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.2.2.2. Not Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
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A.3.2.1.2.2.3. Reasons
A.3.2.1.3. A statutory HA with its own executive arm
A.3.2.1.3.1. Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.3.1.1. Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.3.1.2. Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.3.1.3. Reasons
A.3.2.1.3.1.3.1. Better efficiency
A.3.2.1.3.1.3.2. Promote Community Involvement
A.3.2.1.3.1.3.3. May reducing inter-departmental red-tape
A.3.2.1.3.1.3.4. Easier to attract talent from both local and overseas
A.3.2.1.3.2. Not Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.3.2.1. Not Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.3.2.2. Not Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.3.2.3. Reasons
A.3.2.1.4. A statutory HA served by a dedicated Government Office
A.3.2.1.4.1. Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.4.1.1. Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.4.1.2. Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.4.1.3. Reasons
A.3.2.1.4.1.3.1. Better Interaction and liaison with government
departments
A.3.2.1.4.2. Not Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.4.2.1. Not Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.4.2.2. Not Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.4.2.3. Reasons

A.3.2.1.5. Maintain the Status Quo (HC as advisory body and the Government

as executive body)
A.3.2.1.5.1. Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.5.1.1. Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.5.1.2. Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.5.1.3. Reasons
A.3.2.1.5.1.3.1. The existing model were effective enough
A.3.2.1.5.2. Not Preferred (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.5.2.1. Not Preferred without reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.5.2.2. Not Preferred with reasons (Submission-based)
A.3.2.1.5.2.3. Reasons
A.3.2.2. Composition
A.3.2.2.1. Governing board members
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A.3.2.2.1.01. Broad-based representation in the proposed HA
A.3.2.2.1.02. The governing board should include District Councilors
A.3.2.2.1.03. The governing board should include civil servants
A.3.2.2.1.04. The governing board should include professionals
A.3.2.2.1.05. The governing board should include representatives from
Green Groups
A.3.2.2.1.06. The governing board should include Legislative Councilors
A.3.2.2.1.07. The governing board should include representatives from the
Environmental Department
A.3.2.2.1.08. The governing board should include members from
representation of water sports organizations
A.3.2.2.1.09. The governing board should include people with global vision
A.3.2.2.1.10. The number of advisory posts the government board members
hold should be restricted
A.3.2.2.1.11. The governing board should include representatives from Arts
Groups

A.3.2.2.2. Leadership of the proposed HA
A.3.2.2.2.1. The proposed HA should be led by high-level government
officials
A.3.2.2.2.2. The proposed HA should not be dominated by government
officials

A.3.2.2.3. Supporting staff of the proposed HA
A.3.2.2.3.1. The proposed HA should be supported by multi-disciplinary
administrative and professional staff

A.3.2.3. Scope of the proposed HA

A.3.2.3.1. Physical harbourfront areas under management of the proposed HA
A.3.2.3.1.1. Includes waterfront areas in the Victoria Harbour
A.3.2.3.1.2. Includes other waterfront areas outside Victoria Harbour
A.3.2.3.1.3. Includes all inland within certain distance from the coastline
A.3.2.3.1.4. Includes all waterfront areas currently managed by LCSD

A.3.2.3.2. Coordination
A.3.2.3.2.1. The proposed HA should be granted adequate power to
coordinate for the harbourfront development
A.3.2.3.2.2. Avoid overlapping responsibilities with Town Planning Board
A.3.2.3.2.3. Communication channels between HA and the District Councils
need to be established
A.3.2.3.2.4. The proposed HA should be in a position to negotiate with
private sectors on developing an unimpeded promenade
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A.3.2.3.3. Harbourfront Planning
A.3.2.3.3.1. The proposed HA will be responsible for all harbourfront
planning and does not need the approval from Town Planning Board
A.3.2.3.3.2. The proposed HA will be responsible for drafting the
development plan and submit to Town Planning Board for approval
A.3.2.3.4. Promotion
A.3.2.3.4.1. The proposed HA should promote Victoria Harbour as
UNESCO world heritage status
A.3.2.4. Financial Model of the proposed HA
A.3.2.4.1. The funding for HA should be sustainable and sufficient to handling
its daily tasks
A.3.2.4.2. The proposed HA should have certain degree of freedom and
responsibility in financial arrangement
A.3.2.4.3. The proposed HA should be funded by a dedicated fund
A.3.2.4.4. The proposed HA can obtain itself income by collecting rents
A.3.2.4.5. Part of the funding of the proposed HA should be obtained from the
private sectors
A.3.2.5. Accountability of the proposed HA
A.3.2.5.1. The proposed HA should be subject to public scrutiny with
high-level of transparency and accountability
A.3.2.5.2. A check and balance mechanism is needed
A.3.2.5.3. The proposed HA should prevent from having excessive power and
being unregulated
A.3.2.5.4. The voices of the public should be incorporated in decision-making
A.3.2.5.5. The proposed HA should keep independent from the government
A.3.2.5.6. The proposed HA should prevent from turning into an organization
to fulfil governing board members' private agenda or interests
A.3.2.5.7. The work of the proposed HA should be monitored by the Legislative
Council

A.4. Other opinions related to the proposed HA

A.4.1. Concerns over meeting the set objectives
A.4.1.1. The proposed HA should strike a balance between social objectives and
commercial principles
A.4.1.2. The proposed HA should not become profit-oriented
A.4.1.3. The proposed HA should stay away from the present operation model of
LCSD facilities
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A.4.2. Concerns over proper management
A.4.2.1. The proposed HA should ensure benefit outweighing cost and targets met
A.4.2.2. The proposed HA should prevent from becoming bureaucratic itself
A.4.2.3. The proposed HA should make judgment based on professionalism
A.4.2.4. The performance of the proposed HA should be regularly checked
A.4.3. Concerns over progress of establishing HA
A.4.3.1. There should be measures to ensure smooth transition to the proposed HA
A.4.3.2. The government should expedite the establishment of the proposed HA
A.4.4. Concerns over role in sustainable development
A.4.4.1. The proposed HA should also deal with marine pollution and other
environmental issues
A.4.4.2. The proposed HA has the responsibility to preserve the history and
culture related to the waterfront
A.4.5 Concerns over reclamation and Harbour Protection
A.4.5.1. The proposed HA has the duty to protect the harbour and implement the
Protection of the Harbour Ordinance
A.4.5.2. The ordinance for setting of the proposed HA should define clearly on
legal terms related to reclamation
A.4.6. Approach for vesting sites
A.4.6.1. In a phased approach
A.4.6.2. The government land on the waterfront should be developed first before
acquiring private lands
A.4.7. Other power and privileges
A.4.7.1. Facilities on the waterfront could be owned by the proposed HA
A.4.7.2. The proposed HA should be responsible for approving funding for
activities held at harbourfront areas
A.4.8. Alternative name for the proposed HA
A.4.9. The harbourfront development will be delayed if the previous
consultation is to be redone after the establishment of HA

A.5. Comments on the consultation process

A.5.1. Insufficient information on the detailed arrangement of the proposed
Harbourfront Authority

A.5.1.01. Lack of detail on the role and power of the proposed HA
A.5.1.02. Some terms and concepts in consultation materials are not defined in
detail
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A.5.1.03. Lack of detail in financial model of the proposed HA

A.5.1.04. The areas to be managed by the proposed HA are not shown in detail
A.5.1.05. How the proposed HA can achieve its goals are not explained in detail
A.5.1.06. Lack of detailed redevelopment plans of harbourfront

A.5.1.07. Lack of detail in structure and composition of the proposed HA
A.5.1.08. Lack of detail in how to achieve sustainability and environmental
protection

A.5.1.09. More examples of waterfront development outside Hong Kong should
be provided

A.5.1.10. Insufficient information in general

A.5.1.11. Lack of the timetable for establishment of the proposed HA

A.5.2.12. Lack of detail in implementation of the Protection of The Harbour
Ordinance

A.5.2.13. Lack of detail in how to facilitate water sports

A.5.2.14. Lack of detail in how to balance the interest among sectors

A.5.2. Stakeholders who should be included in future consultation

A.5.3. Lack of publicity for the consultation

A.5.4. The government should not express their preference on different
approaches of the proposed HA during consultation

A.5.5. The government should have its own stance during consultation
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Public Engagement Form for the
Proposed Establishment of a Harbourfront Authority

BRpOISEEER - ARBHEME

This form is intended to collect anonymous public feedback from Hong Kong residents and
organisations on the proposed establishment of a Harbourfront Authority. By providing
comments and views you will be assumed to have given consent to the Development Bureau and
the Harbourfront Commission to use or publish (including posting onto an appropriate website)
those comments and views in anonymous format for the purpose of this public engagement
exercise.

Please leave blank any questions that you do not wish or feel unable to answer.

HERIS R LR A AR TS E R K E M SRR IS E TR E R « EATREHE
BREES  HeHRERARRRRISEEEREEEHARTIE (R ElE RN
EETTANERRER - (EREXAORBEEIZH -

WA ER AR HIRRE - a2 E -

Please fill in (m ) one appropriate box or circle in each question to indicate your views.

TR R E SRS B e 2 (m) DIRERIVER -

When did you last visit any part of the Victoria Harbourfront (including waterfront parks and promenades)?

EHRAE K AR GERIEN LTS - AR AR AR 2 TR EE?

[] Never HeEEE
[] More than a year ago — ARG
[] Within the last year EEEN—EN

[] Within the last month  7ESEZA9—(@ 5 A

To what extent does the design and operation of the existing promenades and the facilities therein meet your
agpirations for the Harbourfront?

R R A R EL A AR T BORAE - 7EME R LR S e I 7

[] Fully met TR E

[] Somewhat met pegiaey sy

[] Only partially met HESBSHE
[] Notmetall AN

Public Engagement Form AR2EIR& 1




The Harbourfront Commission considers that the following are the common aspirations for the Victoria
Harbourfront , please indicate to what extent you share each of these aspirations:

BERBZ RGBT EHHEEN L - FEMRE SREL T E SR -

The common aspirations for the Victoria Completely Somewhat Weakly Do not share
Harbourfront share share share at all
HtrETsEr L EHE SERTEA FEFER AR SRR

Vibrant with diversified activities and
events =1 ] ] )
HRET) - B TALREEI R ETR

Creative and innovative in design and

s oo oo
gl%ily accessible - - - =
%}l %@gg% O] O O O
gaél%l;gmnt for the people . : = i
BB a o0 o

A quality destination that Hong Kong
can be proud of [ L] LY []
RS HET AT | IR B B E Hy it

What other aspirations do you have for the Harbourfront?

{RETHE A (TR HIE 7

Public Engagement Form A RSHEE



The Harbourfront Commission believes that the establishment of a dedicated Harbourfront
Authority to take forward harbourfront enhancement from planning, design and construction to
operation and management, will achieve the following advantages:

WSEERZEEHE RO EEEEEEER - 58 - 35T BEREENEE G EHE
BYE LS ERY TIF - IFEBLATRIESES |

e Avoid civil service-wide fiscal and human resources constraints, allowing the development
to be expedited to better meet public demand.

B ZE N BN BRI B A TTERRR - fEiIiRSR - EREMEARTR

e Promote creativity and diversity in designing the harbourfront.
RtEER T ERAIE RS Tk -

e Allow more flexible, tailor-made management rules, allowing facilities like restaurants and

cafés to be more widely promoted on the waterfront, thus breeding greater diversity,
attracting more people and making them more vibrant and attractive.

SN RBRERESRENEERR] » EEZHIES AN R S RS (st - PUAneRt
MRS > SWEESTL > WEIESEA - RREHIRE IR RS [yt -

Please indicate the extent to which you agree that a dedicated agency would yield the above advantages.

sz EWEE EERE R R RERE T 2R [ EE -

[] Strongly agree JEHRE [] Agree [EJ=8
[] Neither agree nor disagree RE-AR[RIE AT ENEE
[] Disagree EN =% [] Strongly disagree FEETEE

Please indicate the extent to which you agree that a dedicated body should be the way forward.

A NERR B LA ] — (B AR PR TR i AT

[T] Strongly agree FEHEE ] Agree A=
[7] Neither agree nor disagree FEAN B A BN A=
[] Disagree AEE [] Strongly disagree JEHET[EE

If you disagree or strongly disagree, please indicate your reasons and/or concerns.

IR EEEIE R AEE - FeaE s R -

Public Engagement Form ARZEHRE



One key element to be decided about the proposed dedicated body is whether it should take over the
existing advisory and advocacy roles of the Harbourfront Commission.

R EENEREREN—FEELR - RETHERARESRZE g5 RNZAEES
& -

Please indicate the extent to which you are aware of the existence and roles of the Harbourfront Commission.

RN SRR EE R E R SRS -

[] Fully aware of SEATlak [] Generally heard of —fiHE2555
[] Not aware of at all SEAE R

Please indicate the extent to which you agree that a dedicated body should take over the roles of the
Harbourfront Commission.

REFONEE S AR R T RS R SR E B S R R e A A

[] Strongly agree A [] Agree )3
[ ] Neither agree nor disagree EE AR EE
[] Disagree FRE [] Strongly disagree  JEE FE/E

If you disagree or strongly disagree, please indicate your reasons and/or concerns.

WRENFAEEGEE ARE - AR RN/EGEES -

Please indicate any other views you have about the roles of the proposed dedicated body, such as your
reasons for preferring a particular model or other suggested models.

WSERE EE R O A EM AR - IR R - SIS EmnR e - s
RN A -

Public Engagement Form g8 p9 4



Which of the following identity you are using to respond to this questionnaire?

SRR A T AR B O BRI FEE (A 7

[ ] Company (Please specify your type of business):
AT (R ) ¢

)
[] Organisation (Please specify the nature of your organisation):
A (FEEEHTEATEAE AR ) ¢
)

[1 Individual {& A
Which age group do you belong to? FEiEE B A — (M sk A1
O 18 FELL T below 18 0 18-29 0 30-39
O 40-49 0 50-59 0 60 FELLL | 60 or above

Which district are you living in?  E5RTE S Il 2
O Central and Western HIpH |

O Eastern Hong Kong Island i O Southern FHER

O Wan Chai #{F O Kowloon City J1iESE
O Kwun Tong #RI O Shan Shui Po ¥

O Wong Tai Sin XAl O Yau Tsim Mong jiZIF
O TIslands Bt s O Kwai Tsing 28

O North JEI&E O Sai Kung 5

O Sha Tin M O Tai Po K

O Tsuen Wan =7 O Tuen Mun iif§

O Yuen Long JCEA O Tourist FZE

We look forward to receiving your views. Please send us your views through the channels below
on or before 4 January 2014:

LFIAREENRRIER - FERLL FERAE 20144F1 HAH B BPRAC/RIIE R, |

Email B : hape@hfc.org.hk
Fax{8E : 21100841
Post: 17/F, West Wing, Central Government Offices, 2 Tim Mei Avenue, Tamar, Hong Kong

ik | TERBRSE BN RS R

Thank you very much for your participation!

FEE RS2 |

Public Engagement Form AR Z2HRE
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Victoria Harbouris the icon of the city and the most
precious public asset of Hong Kong. Itis ourvision
to enhance Victoria Harbour and its harbourfront
areas to become an attractive, vibrant, accessible
and sustainable world-class asset: a harbour for
the people and a harbour of vitality.
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In the past decade, the Harbourfront Commission ("HC”) and its
predecessor, the Harbour-front Enhancement Committee, have
worked closely with the Government to enhance the harbourfront area
of Victoria Harbour (“Victoria Harbourfront”) for public enjoyment.
There has been noticeable progress, from the planning and delivery
of harbourfront enhancement projects to exploring sustainable
harbourfront management models.
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While the Government has made strenuous efforts to open up more harbourfront
areas with promenades for public enjoyment, experience over the past ten years
has shown that the conventional Government build-and-operate model, while
acceptable, is not the most desirable model for harbourfront development and
management. For example, the current approach under which the harbourfront
sites are developed and managed by the Government and operated within civil
service-wide fiscal and human resources constraints results in long development
cycles and cannot meet growing public aspirations for a harbourfront for public
enjoyment. The existing division of responsibilities within Government in developing
and managing harbourfront sites and the rule-based management framework are
not conducive to creative designs and pose constraints in achieving a truly vibrant
waterfront with diversified activities.
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Upon the completion of the last reclamation works in Victoria Harbour, new land
will be available in the prominent waterfront areas of Central from 2016-17 and
Wan Chai between 2018 and 2020. There are also other harbourfront sites, mainly
zoned as open space, with the potential to become more vibrant places, such as the
Kwun Tong Promenade, the Quarry Bay harbourfront area, the proposed boardwalk
underneath the Island Eastern Corridor as well as the Hung Hom harbourfront area.

EXREBRE HNESIER  RERANEFIESESEENEEMFEMN2016-
17FEEFM2018FZ 2020 F HiRE M DRI BT L b AR o o - TEFEZE|
ERE At e ERE BN RERAEREINMS > AUBESERLE -
flECHEEE A - MBEREER T EENITARE » URAEISERAH o

Background &£

In January 2013, the Chief Executive ("CE”) welcomed HC's proposal to establish
a Harbourfront Authority ("HFA") in his Policy Address, and undertook that the
Development Bureau ("“DEVB”) would collaborate with HC in conducting public
consultation on the proposal and, if the proposal is supported by the public,
the Government would take forward the legislative work and provide the
financial support.

THRREE2013F1AEENCREIRE) PRT BB ESBEESSHEK
VBEEERNER  URTEREESHEBSESKEES  BABEERET
NREH o MEREXE - BIFSMRIETF - WEMBK EFEHES -
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Background &£

Against the above background, HC and DEVB
jointly launched a 2-phase Public Engagement
("PE”) Exercise. Phase | PE was conducted from
October 2013 to January 2014 to seek public views
on their aspirations for the harbourfront; whether
the existing model could meet their aspirations;
whether an HFA should be established; and if so,
which model or approach they thought would be
more suitable.

ELABRT  BESBEESSVRRF/RER T MERN
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During the 3-month Phase | PE, a total of 27 briefings were held for various
stakeholders, including the Legislative Council (“LegCo”) Panel on Development,
nine District Councils ("“DCs”) with shoreline on Victoria Harbour, professional bodies,
local and overseas chambers of commerce, think tanks, and universities as well as
four public forums. Questionnaires were also distributed and views were collected
on an anonymous basis. A dedicated website and a Facebook page were also launched
to facilitate information dissemination and collection of views. The Social Sciences
Research Centre of the University of Hong Kong was engaged as our consultant to
provide independent analysis and reporting services for the PE exercise.

EAB=ZEANE-—BRAFRSEETHHE ERRZFTHEHERT
27 5BNE  ETERILEIEREEREES  NEEREBEEENESR
T BREXER  FAHREINEE EREMTNABETEHN - ERBERT
S A RwiE - RATPIRERBS - UARENHRAEEER < 1t RMRT
TEBEMAVEMFacebookEH - UERKEMKREEER - RMPAZHEBAE
HENEMEDOLHER - RARSEFHREBI ST RIBERS -

Background &£

Based on the feedback from Phase | PE, there was general support for the
establishment of an HFA with dedicated resources and sole priority to pursue
integrated planning of the harbourfront areas and the design, construction,
operation and management of harbourfront projects in a holistic manner. Taking into
account the public and stakeholders’ views received, we have drawn up a proposal
to establish a dedicated body to take up the holistic planning, design, operation
and management of proposed harbourfront sites and the detailed framework for
further discussion in Phase Il PE.

REF-ERAVSEITPAEEINER  TREEXFRI-—EEEEE
BME—EaiEEEER - IFRSHREEET - EMRKRG - B& - &
EREEFEEE - ZEREAKENABNENENZR - RMEZIRIL —E
EEHRBEEARL - R EEVNEERZBZEAML - WRILLEFTFAAE
B EFERBRARSEEHFE S -




The four key questions stated in the PE Digest were widely discussed during
Phase | PE exercise. The majority views showed that the public:
EE-—BRARZSEZHHE - ARPAARESANNEEEZEEE
TTEZNW - BREMEBHNARIBERBETRTHR !

agreed that the
establishment of an HFA could
overcome the constraints

generally shared our vision of the existing Government

to create an attractive, vibrant, development and expressed different views
accessible and sustainable management model on the exact model or approach
harbourfront RREKISEEERF AU to be adopted
for public enjoyment REBERABNRRREEHEN HEEFERMNVENSR
ZRZRARMMEE —EBERIH considered the current model H9 R 5] BAEBTRAER
BRED BENTEHE inadequate in delivering public
BRIEE aspirations and the agreed vision
HTREZANES for the harbourfront
ARRTEXTREUER
ARESENHER KAKFRAE
K e =

Details of public comments received during Phase | PE were compiled in a report
prepared by the Social Sciences Research Centre of the University of Hong Kong
and linked to the following website:
ERRBULENBEMRPUERE—RRARZETHREFENARERS
BREREE  BEECLEETIIHEEELS !

www.hfc.org.hk/hape
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During the open discussions in Phase | PE, public views were also gauged on various key aspects of the proposed HFA and are summarised below:
EE—HBRARZEFZHAMNREPE  EMTFAZET AREERRLUNWESEEERRTEZTEZEHZRNER @ RigFEWT !

Public Aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront NBEHEEBENIE
The Victoria harbourfront should be: HEEEERE

vibrant with diversified activities and events creative and innovative in its design and operation easily accessible and have better water-land interfaces

EHREY  AST HEBREHE EREtANEELEARAZT AR ERENAEENKEERE

ﬁ._E'. !

- .
R
sustainable and environmentally-friendly ~ a people-oriented public open space a harbourfront for the people to enjoy

AFERRERTSRAKRR BUABENRRMARBZEE ARERERNEE

O o, e

N ‘__- . . § ; I"'-_'\_
jiW - FEne { A . . il 3 " p Y,
all-... f - 2 : we " h n " -. . : - K .x i
& AP SRR RN |y : ! =

. allowing pets and cycling at least along certain sections of the harbourfront,
a quality destination that Hong Kong can be proud of infused with Hong Kong culture and should not be over-commercialised or purely tourism-oriented

RABEBAIS| BHNESR i including its maritime heritage ELEWOBAEMEARKES > MATEBIBELRAEAE

EABBL  BREEHEEES hREEZE




Public expectations of the Harbourfront Authority
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Phase | Public Engagement: Summary of Public Views £ — B ARBEH | ARBRFE

The proposed HFA should be an independent and dedicated body that: BRI ESEREZE —

adopts a one-stop, holistic and place-

n making approach in its planning,
development and management of
the harbourfront

RS - REREESESERA

has adequate power and resources
to effectively carry out its functions
while not becoming an “independent
kingdom” or a “white

maintains a suitable balance between
social objectives /public enjoyment
and commercial principles / financial
return

reduces bureaucratic red-tape and
is people-oriented and flexible in

—ut - 2 — EdeRE / AR elephant”
RPN et e e nerchllnanes/ 7575 2 S0 K18 RS
: #E - BRREDEE = == » finang ) i 7 17 L B B B9 ) B
HYRE =0 / B By U 3% > RS g_ ; ﬂ X ﬂ: 1L 5 Hb; o v_r",
holistic place-making Hy ﬁ-"‘-z'zﬁl adequate power chg ksﬁ(bglce ;F%EZ?% B T
facilitates  inter-departmental,

cross-sectoral and public-private
collaboration and maintain close
liaison with Government departments
to ensure effective execution of

. - I promotes the concept of “sharing”
promotes public engagement at a to create an inclusive and diversified
stages of development

harbourfront with innovative designs
NS .
ERRSEEREDLRSR and flexible management

- g o proJeCts $EJ# /\?” IE% jté‘j:AﬁIJ¥ﬁ
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E recognises Victoria Harbour to
be both a working harbour and a

HEBSBEMEE

Geographically, there were views that “harbourfront” should be more clearly WBEE . ERERRREREE
defined, and a few suggested that the remit of HFA should include the waterbody

and / or waterfront outside Victoria Harbour.

BB ERBRIHEE - IFE

delivering its initiatives
MO EREHNR
A ~ I BABLA B AT

BE A TIER 0—

harbour for leisure
EREBIERE
EFBEMNNEE
BHENRL

working
harbour

(F 858

harbour
for leisure
VK 355 7

TETEBENER TELHEREH 8
EEER RS E R B E B UUNEETKE -

REFTHEH > KB ZERDGERETEB INEMbTET - BLEHR

Planning wise, the majority considered that the Town Planning Board (“TPB”) should
retain its planning authority over the territory as the waterfront should not be planned
in isolation, though some quarters suggested that the proposed HFA should have
the powers to draft plans for enhancing and developing harbourfront areas and
recommend water uses within the Harbour.

2J§E ("HRE") FEERISHERAEEH2 B I HETRIAN S SR
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Governance and Management Functions &8 & 2B 8L

Board composition EZE/FRIAARK

It was generally agreed that the governing board of the proposed HFA should have
broad-based representation to enable it to strike a good balance between social
objectives and commercial principles. It should comprise relevant professionals, ™
Government representatives (to ensure effective inter-departmental co-ordination) Myt
and District Councillors (to reflect local views). While recognising the established ™~ 3
ad personam appointment mechanism for statutory bodies, some suggested
retaining the present HC organisation membership system. Some considered it
important to have effective public representation within the HFA governing body.
ARERREHRZSEEERNESRHEAEZARYE  FHEAELS B REBH /R 2 BESE

L=
(==]

- EEREHEBEXAL AR (UHERERNVEIRFIHBE) NEZRE (URRBERR) AKX °
HMANDRRREEERBRENKS  MEESERETUEASIEET BRI ATERRES
BEBZESRTHNERBRESE - FTEAERRAARNABRKRLEEBEEERNERRBAESR
BE-

Land matters T #h=EE

It was generally agreed that the allocation of land
to HFA should be modest and conservative. It was
considered more appropriate for HFA to adopt an
incremental development strategy, e.g. to start with
the newly reclaimed sites in Central and Wan Chai
and to expand incrementally when it had accumulated
experience and reputation. Some also expressed that
the proposed HFA should not have the power to sell
vested land or resume private land.

AREBRE BT BEEERNLIHEREERE

Financial arrangement Bf#§ % 8f

EHH - ARRAHBEEER EBES BRIE 7R R % ZHHNERT— - AERRAABEEERTEAEBAEESHENR  MEEGTRH
R - Plan R P IRAEF B IS ERNAME BAN—FBRNR  CEHERBEREE - BREAREL WEERFEEMBE LB
FOUAERE-—ELRNBUBER  BESARE HoETREESHBHBERRXL  YRHEBSFEHZD SABRRRA - BANEE

Hs s o ltoh - THEERRAD  HRHEEER
TEAERHER TZRN TR EIFRA L -

EERFTENBERLEREE "KEZR" AR ILFRIFTEERLNVES -
RERGHUZEERBERUMEAS  BIFEALEFTEZRHEEEMEK -
EE - KB BRRHERE  HEERBRNBRHEZEIEERNERTE -

Public accountability 2R =

All agreed that the proposed HFA, to be allocated
with considerable public resources, must be
accountable to the public. There should be a proper
and sufficient checks and balance mechanism to
alleviate public concern that it may become an
over-powerful independent body that is ineffective
or causes further multi-layering.
E-RERAEEINZREER  BHRERZEE
BEEBERKBESABTLINAHER &4
AONAREE - EREAEEN R/ EI

Bl BUREARESEEERER TREKIELB
R-BEIXRRME RRBENBEIRBHN
SEpE °

Many considered that devising a satisfactory financial arrangement would be the key to success for the
proposed HFA. However, there were diverse views on the financial arrangement. Some opined that HFA
should be given a bigger upfront endowment and not rely on recurrent funding from the Government
so as to provide for greater independence and flexibility; but others worried that this might encourage
over-commercialization and compromise HFA's vision if it needed to be financially self-sustainable.
Some considered it necessary for the Government to provide recurrent funding as HFA was mainly
tasked to operate and manage “open space” which would be resource-draining and could hardly be
self-sustainable in the long term. If funding injections were to be provided, the majority agreed that the
amount and timing of injection should take into account the development plans of HFA.

PORNBRRB > T —ABEENMBELHERRESEEERRINERE - EQAREE
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Advisory and Advocacy Functions &30 #118 &5 &L

When asked whether HC should be disbanded or retained when the proposed
HFA is established, the majority view was that only a single entity should exist
to avoid confusion and multi-layering, and the current advisory and advocacy
functions of the HC to be taken over by HFA. Some suggested that working groups
or task forces be set up under the governing board with wider stakeholders and
community participation in advising on public and private harbourfront projects
or proposals.

EWEARKLRZENSEEER®E  BESBEESRTHRAERRE

ARBINBERRRERAREBEE B UBRRARBERRKEES - 3E
EREETRTVNZANEEREIRHEEEERFE - FEERED
EERCTERRIAREZEFENERARSEN T NMERES/NE > I
BAFRESEEAREZRRHER -

Executive Function 17 BBk &E

The proposed HFA should delineate its roles clearly to avoid overlapping with
other Government departments or organisations that are also responsible
for harbourfront areas, e.g. West Kowloon Cultural District Authority and
Energizing Kowloon East Office.

BRENESEEEREPHRATHAR  BREHME 5 E T HBUTE
PISkHERs - Pl Nt REERRMESHNERPISENBEEE -

There were diverse views on whether the proposed HFA should be supported by
an independent executive arm or a multi-disciplinary Government office. Some
supported the former for greater independence and flexibility, and considered
it easier to attract talents from the private sector, reduce bureaucratic red-tape
and adopt holistic and place-making approach in the planning and development
of harbourfront sites. Some preferred having a dedicated multi-disciplinary
Government office as it might be more accountable to the public. They also
considered it less costly to set up and more effective in project execution and
management with closer interface and liaison with Government departments.
BERENSEEERERBYNITHRIMERHBEEXNBANERREM
XE ABRNEBERT— - BAXEE  FEEREAERBEIRET
WRBERIRIIFAAEBIAL - B EFREHNRA  UREREIR
BRSERAMBRAZEMN M EE WX - BAAMEORZEBEZEN
EERRRER  AAEEUMEAARMEE - LR AR L EEMER
AREFERSER  EHTREEIER LEANER - BAEBFIPIREF
EERYINEEANEBE -

Phase | Public Engagement: Summary of Public Views £ —EBRARSH  ARZEARHE
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With general support for the proposed This model has taken into consideration the
establishment of an HFA during Phase | PE, views expressed during Phase | PE and whilst
HC and DEVB have drawn up a proposal it is appreciated that other possibilities exist, B Sy AT
setting out a broad framework of HFA for this approach is considered to be most likely to = ' —
more focused discussion by the public in succeed in delivering the key objectives set out ——
Phase Il PE. below. If the proposal receives general public Harbour lelt,:H:arbourfr?nﬁt Area a[
NBEE—HBRARSEZHHEEY support, the detailed framework for the proposed BARR - BRI
BEBERYBEEERRTIXT - B8ES HFA will then be formulated having regard to the =
BEEENERBEREB TENESEERE views received during Phase Il PE. _ |
BEREBHNESR  UEARTE M EFREERBTAREE—HBRARSETE Z
BARSEEEBREN® RENZR - HARBHMATHIR » RS |
REERHENSTERRARERNNERTESHE
TEEE  MRBEEGARLESS - BAY Jp—
BE_BRARSEFHMURIINER - HIE = H
BRESEEERAFFMEE - a
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JArea for HFA to perform advisory and advocacy function

EEERR B RREQIEH

Potential sites for immediate allocation to HFA
AEERRERIETEREN LT

Potential sites for allocation to HFA in due course
TEHE?EMEIE*!Q#E?'MEM:tH

Harbour Area |
R

Harbour llrmt

d Potential Sites for allocation to HFA
ERIETBEBIERMN LIt

Definition of “Victoria Harbourfront”

“Victoria Harbourfront” refers to the harbourfront
areas delineated by the Harbour Limit as defined
in Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance
(Cap. 1), and generally refers to the land area
between the shoreline and the first main road /
segregator that HC currently adopts as the
geographical remit for performing its advisory
function.

‘HEBE  RER(EERBAMRE) (B8
EBIENE) TR ENSBRREE RS E
e —RME  ZIESBFERERNEE —IREE
HE/ PREZBNEN > ETRRKEES
BEEERAFERABITHBRBERN T
gi[E -
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HEREET HER

It is proposed that HFA will continue to
perform HC'’s existing advisory role in respect
of the Victoria Harbourfront as a whole
while having an executive role to develop and
manage projects in specific harbourfront
sites allocated to HFA. Detailed functions are
set out below.
KMEREEEERBEBARESESKHE

SERFRBELBSENZALSE  LE
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Our Proposal iz

Key Objectives of the Harbourfront Authority SEEE B K B Z

Having regard to the common vision and public aspirations for the Victoria Harbourfront, we propose that HFA should perform its functions having regard to the

following key objectives to:

ERABEMHEEHENHEESINNE - RMEBEEEERBETIEEZBRETHERE :

protect, preserve and enhance Victoria Harbour, uphold
n and strengthen its position as the icon of Hong Kong, and

nurture the sense of belonging that Hong Kong people

have for Victoria Harbour and its harbourfront
RE RERE
1L#EE ; #HEF
o HAE &R &
KRB UL 5 L
RIEEBALGE
i BREBENE
B

facilitate and enhance partnership and collaboration
between HFA, Government, non-government organisation

and the private sector in pursuing harbourfront projects
from planning, design, construction, operation to
management with a view to achieving balance in
economic benefits, social objectives and environmental
well-being

RERMBDSBEEERR - BT - #Mﬁ%%ﬁﬁ“
BB ZENKFERREE  ERE - R
EBEUEE -
I E A
PARERIZS - 4
SERERMESR
IR 2 B ES
ST

promote and deliver an attractive, vibrant,
green, accessible and sustainable harbourfront
with diversified attractions and activities for
public enjoyment
HERTE—BERsIH - BRED - 42
1t BE  ASEZRRREHS TIENSEE
FEBHBEHAREH

promote public engagement at all stages
of project development and encourage wide
participation of the local community in designing
and managing public open space within the
sites allocated to HFA

EEIEE BHRNBEMR » HEBAR
WE Rt EEZ S HER TR EEE TS
& AR H A R EE 2= R

2
EEE

recognise Victoria Harbour as an efficient working
harbour and its harbourfront as a unique public urban
space for all people of Hong Kong to enjoy and maintain
this balance going forward
BREBRESRNEZREE > MEBEBERIRE
2ETRABZANESARHETER » LEHRE
B EIRFIE & 2 R4 P 1

promote the concept of sharing of public space and
create an inclusive and diversified harbourfront with
innovative designs and flexible management
HEHEARZEMNES  UESAIFRTRET
B LSE—ERBNZ T EREE
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In order to ensure delivery and implementation of successful harbourfront areas
and the above objectives, it is proposed that HFA will work with stakeholders
to identify public aspirations for uses and enhancement of harbourfront
areas. Within allocated sites, HFA will organise and oversee planning, design,
construction, operation and management. The proposed uses, structures, attractions
and management for harbourfront areas and sites will depend not only on the
overall vision for Victoria Harbour but also the site location on the harbourfront,
the views of stakeholders, other projects in the vicinity, availability of resources
as well as private sector input and operational expertise where and when
appropriate. HC has discussed the following as projects within allocated sites
which could be considered in the future:

¢ make places which people want to visit;

e promote a lively, interesting, accessible and sustainable harbourfront;

e extend links with and along the harbourfront;

e ensure consistent and informative signage;

¢ facilitate clusters of varying scale and levels of activity to meet needs of
harbourfront users and visitors;

e improve land-water interconnectivity;

e support both commercial and leisure maritime industries / facilities;

e rationalise under-utilised assets, e.g. piers;

e promote programmes, events and activities, both local and international, for
young and old;

o reflect local culture and characteristics;

e create destinations of distinctive character for both residents and visitors; and

e provide soft landscaping and quality greening.

REREHXNDERFIEEITERIAEBEUR LN EE - RPERBEE
HREFSEARET ARBEAREBLOSEETHHE - TR TFEERN L
WA EEFSARNEESEEARE - Rt - 2%  EENEENIF -6
NEZRE - 218 R URSEHRTFTNAMNER  STERFHEBD
ERERS  FEFTEGAEREBRFEEERALEEENTE S0 ENE
R #BAIAE - TEANER REMBHNSHEEEREEER - ZE8Y
YR TR IE  ERERAUERTERRN T AEZEAVIER -

o EETRIBEIENME ;

o HWE—AZMEL - Bl - BEMTIFENEE;
o JE(RIEER =AY E VR ER;

o MR —BARERFHZENISRE;

s BEFRBRERMENEREE FEBERABNFENTEE;
o NEIKFEFEE,

o I EMIKEIGEER/RIE;

o BEREZDFEAMNEE - HILIIEEE;

s AEREEAMK BREEE - SEBFERE;

o RBRA L AFN4FE;

s AR AERANSERAEERSENE it UK

s EUHIEAESMEEEZMNBRIIRE -

The above objectives and targets may also serve as yardsticks for evaluating the performance of HFA.

Lk HIEMENFIERFEBRATERRRAHER -
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Functions of the Harbourfront Authority &7& &2 5 #8888

The proposed HFA will perform three key functions, which are (i) Governance & Management, (ii) Advisory & Advocacy, and (iii) Executive.

BEAYSEEERSBITZEEIERR | () BRNEEREE (i) FHMNESREE ; LR (i) 17 BUREE -

Governance and Management Functions &6 & IR EE

It is proposed that a governing board of HFA (“the Board”) should be formed to perform
the statutory governance and management functions, including:

(i) draw up corporate and business plans;

(i) oversee the overall development and management of the sites allocated to HFA;
(iii) implement public accountability measures;

(iv] manage resources and finances; and

(v] set key performance indicators and evaluate performance of the executives.

HFA

BMEZEEEERERLEER  UBITEENE RN EIERE: 8% i"*"*’*‘f@%
(i) FmEXBMAENTE

(i) EEBRFEERNALMNRERRMEIETI/E
(i) ZEER A REEHEE

liv] BEEERMIE ; UK
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Board Composition

The Board should have broad-based representation. For efficient operation of
the Board, it should comprise not more than 20 members, with a Chairman
and a Vice-Chairman (one being a public official with the other being a non-
public official], some senior public official members from relevant bureaux
and departments, head of the HFA executive arm, a LegCo/DC member from
harbourfrontdistricts, and non-public official members with a mix of professional
expertise and experience, such as town planning, urban design, architecture,
landscape architecture, engineering, surveying, legal, finance, economics,
strategic planning, environmental and sustainability matters, property/venue
management, promotion/marketing, place-making, etc.

In line with the arrangement of similar statutory bodies, relevant organisations
(including professional bodies and relevant stakeholders) may submit their
recommendations of non-public official members for consideration of appointment by
CE at the beginning of each appointment cycle. Save for public official members,
all Board members will be appointed by CE on a personal basis.

To enable wider stakeholder and public participation in the process of harbourfront
planning, development and management, HFA would establish committees (such
as working groups or task forces) to involve or co-opt members other than the
appointed Board members.

Phase Il Public Engagement: The Proposal 58 —fKER AR B EE : 2R
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RYZEE (FIMTHENMIBEENA)  BESRREUIIALTREZER
BTAF - SIEEEHES -

Board
=5E=H

Committees
ZEE ]
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ES
Vice-Chairman
BlEFE
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Public Accountability

As HFA would be vested with considerable public resources, it is necessary to
assure the public that HFA would dutifully and properly discharge its functions and
deploy public resources in a prudent and transparent manner. With reference to the
arrangements of similar statutory bodies, it is proposed that the following statutory
requirements be included in the enabling legislation to safeguard public interest
and enhance public accountability of HFA:

mARBE

HRNSEEERERERANAHER  ERBEMLEQARREEEREE
ERZEHETHEHBE  YSURERAEZHRENAXNEAIHLER - 2EH
EREMBNZE  BRAZBEREEEAIDMATIAEEER » URELQR
MNEMESHBEEERNARBEM :

to submit a corporate plan covering its
programmes of activities and financial plans
in the coming three years, and a business
plan setting out the details of its activities
and projects to be conducted in the coming
year for approval by the Government with
suitable key performance indicators

RRXRRR=ZFHNHEBHEE  EhBEFHER
PEIE B R B RS R AN B AT &) - LA B BR

to submit a statement of
accounts and an annual
report, and an auditor’s
report to the Government,
and to be tabled in LegCo
BBARILEZERER
B - FERERE
HE &

to empower the Director of Audit
to conduct an examination into
the economy, efficiency and
effectiveness of HFA in expending
resources for performing its
functions
REBTEERTFEREEE
BREBRAERBITHBEERE
BN R ~ MERRK

the Chairman of the Board
and the Head of the executive
arm to attend LegCo meetings
and answer questions upon
LegCo’s request

EERETFEMTHIBMHEE
AR EEERHFELES
ERREEEN

to consult the public on
matters relating to the
overall development
and management of
the harbourfront related
facilities

FEDEBE R EE

REEEMNEER
HAR

AR —FETHEBFIEE FIEH
*%stE o HBUSER  EhAmAs

BEHEERRER

to conduct Board meetings
openly, except for discussions
of confidential or commercially
sensitive issues

R REEREEHRDN
BB BEEREREQNMN
ET

all members of the Board and
committees to disclose their
interests regularly for public
inspection and implementation
of appropriate withdrawal
measures

EERMNEESHEREY
AEHREBINIRER
ETREMN LEEBBEW
g

to include HFA and its
committees in Schedule 1
of the Prevention of Bribery
Ordinance (Cap.201)
EEEEERIREEZEER
A KB LEBERR AR ALY (BB
SEBIZE 201 ) Mtk 12

to make HFA accountable to a Principal
Official and include standard provisions
to empower the Government to give
directions in the public interest, obtain
information and make subsidiary
legislation

BEEERAR -—EBRNEEESES
B WAESEGIPRT A — RS R
EBFAESFARNBNER T4
FiE5l - ZEER REEME A

to establish committees to deal
with such matters as audit, staff
and finance, planning, marketing;
and set up a consultation panel
chaired by a non-board member
to systematically collect public
views on HFA's projects

R ZESUREERT - ADE
BRI - RERTSEESS
B IRIHAFEERFREERH
HHEAS  UEBRGHESED
RESEEEREENER
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Resources: Land Matters
R LHHEHT

While the shoreline of Victoria Harbourfront is some 73km long, it is not a blank canvas as parts of the harbourfront areas have been
developed over the years and are occupied by public facilities, roads and infrastructure, private residential, commercial and industrial
buildings. Some harbourfront sites are also required for port operation and other water-dependent uses. It is thus not feasible for
HFA to take up and manage the entire Victoria harbourfront, but rather to achieve its vision of creating an attractive, vibrant, green,
accessible and sustainable Victoria Harbourfront with diversified attractions and activities for public enjoyment through ongoing efforts
and collaboration with both the public and private sectors.

HBEFE2RATBAE  BXIAH KR - ZFR > TOBEAMERERE  LEHESEQAHARE - BREZE - RAEE
BERIHEAE - FEBEAMTAFEBOBFERAMMKREKEBETHAR Bt - EREGEEEREEREH B EEIL T A
7 EZBAEBFKENSHINALESE  BRAE—EZKE L - BBREY &t  BENTRHERRNEBEENE
B BHSTENSBENEBHARER -

Initial allocation should be ~ Having regard to the public views in Phase | PE, it is proposed that the initial allocation of land to

relatively modest HFA for development and management should be relatively modest. An incremental development

B ) 2 BTN R b 4R strategy should be adopted with priority given to those sites that are ready for development upon the
establishment of HFA and could immediately capitalise on its creativity and flexibility, with subsequent
gradual expansion to other suitable and available sites when it has accumulated adequate experience
and built its reputation and track record.
REFF-RRAFSEITPIMEFRINARER  RMZIRVOAIAEEHFEHE L 10T EERE
RERERKRER - EERERIEFFENERRRE  SEBEER 2HB N HEREER LS
FUBEYZERHEASREGYE  TE2BEAKE ZEUYBERETRHFTIER  BESHREH
& B AT Y At o
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Below are some possible harbourfront sites which can be considered for allocation. These are newly
reclaimed land and /or sites primarily zoned as open space, and are available for development in

phases over the next 5 to 10 years:

THAR—LAHEERTEERWAM - BLAMYRBINEESSRMWAMKR / REEEEKRBA
BHA > AIERKRAZ+FIRRER

New Central Harbourfront = B #8&

Sites 1and 2 158 K% 25% A it
Approximate Size AT 16,000m? F753%
Site availability FI#tERFH 2016-17FE

Sites 4 and 7 (western part) 45% 5 75% FAith (78 3B)
Approximate Size A#AERE 56,000m? F 753K
Site availability ATt EF 4 2017-18FE

Sites 6 and 7 (eastern part) 6355 & 755 F #th (3REB)
Approximate Size KAEME 43,500m? F 753K
Site availability RItERFEH 2018-19FE

Wanchai Development Phase Il (WDII) Sites -
Wanchai and Causeway Bay section
BBRRTEE AN — B R AR R
Approximate Size AKIEE 99,800m? F753kK
Site availability AItE R F 4 2018-20FE

WDII Sites — North Point section
BPRRIEE—HAM — AR
Approximate Size AHKERE 26,500m? F 753K
Site availability FI#t8RF4 2018FE

Proposed boardwalk underneath Island Eastern Corridor
BIEREERR T EENITARE

Approximate Size AKERE 2,200m? 53K

Site availability RI{E8 R F % To be Confirmed &

KEWLEERZ N\ 2, 7

W

Potential Sites for allc

ERETIBRAEE




R B A AR W A H AR !
Potential sites for immediate allocation to HFA X
AIEEREEERIETEERM LT

Potential sites for allocation to HFA in due course
AR S R T E R Lt '
Harbour Area

AEEE

ycation to HFA
IS ]: i
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Kwun Tong Harbourfront E#&&5&

Kwun Tong Promenade ##E/8& 1t &
Approximate Size A#IE®E 42,000m? 73K
Site availability AItERF 4 2015

Areas underneath Kwun Tong Bypass behind
Kwun Tong Promenade
BIESECEARBIERE TS
Approximate Size AMIE®&E 12,300m? F753K
Site availability "R FH 2020-215E

Hung Hom Harbourfront AL#)&&

Hung Hom Promenade #I#)#&E&%EE
Approximate Size AT 12,000m? F753%
Site availability AIftERFH Now IRIE

Open space site adjacent to Hung Hom Ferry Pier . A

after relocation of the public transport interchange

T  EREARTBIERRAEIREAS O ARA

Approximate Size AT 20,000m? F753%
Site availability FIEZRFEH 2018-19FE

Quarry Bay Harbourfront fifll & &8 &

Quarry Bay Promenade and adjacent sites

R £ 8 B 78 B 1% Bt 358 AR 1

Approximate Size AAEE 19,000m? F 753K
Site availability [ REF M Now IRTE

Quarry Bay Park Phase Il (Stages 2 and 3) site (after relocation &4 &

of Government facilities)

HIRCE AR (F=RE=[EER) Ath (TEREBBUTRIBE)
Approximate Size AT 24,000m? F753%K

Site availability AT{#EEF4 2019-20FE

1 9
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HFA may identify potential sites for
discussion and consideration by
the Government

EERAYERE DA
BB EHNRRE R

Waterfront parks or open spaces currently managed by the Leisure and Cultural Services
Department may also be potential sites for HFA to take up over time, after evaluation of
development potential and due public consultation, particularly with the DCs and relevant
stakeholders. HFA may also conduct studies on its own or consult DCs to identify such potential
sites for discussion and consideration by the Government.
RRHBRERXCEBEEENSELABERAREA  BRITEKEHBEEERE
FARREEBRERTMAERREIRETED ARGEH  HHRBHAERS RE
BENE - BEEERTITATETHRIABARES  WEREEIHNAMREBUTIEL
Nk EE -




Desirable for HFA to keep a
balanced portfolio of projects

EERBEERE —EHIEN

ERBEAS

Sites allocated to HFA should
not be “privatized”

BTEERN I RER

(=R

7

The proposed HFA will maintain a careful balance of commercial return and social objectives. While some
proposed sites may possibly be able to generate a stable stream of income over time for sustaining the
operation of HFA and buttress its future development, HFA is also expected to take up some innovative
harbourfront projects or public open space with minimal commercial elements which could be financially
draining. To achieve overall financial sustainability and independence in the long run, it is desirable for HFA to
keep a balanced portfolio of projects, subject to allocation of sites and facilities to be managed by HFA.

HERLWSEEERS/ NMVEBXO RS B R BES T - ERIDEE A AgeZ W+ RE
ERWA - BEREERNEFNXBFARARNBRNER  EERTRASEF LRARBLERHE
nE EESHEMINAFSEEEMARKEZME - A TEESEEEREIREERVREHKTE
o SFRTEERN T RAEENRE  SEREERE —ESEHNESEREAS -

conditions of each site, will be examined and worked out by the Government.

HEEEERBERNEENSEMAL  EEHARHAE  MTESE VAL - #HRAEER T
Lis Rt A E Bt 5 0 MR EE TFHMAS  RHEERERBAETRE  £ENE
B EBEZRTESHEABRMNEANNYE  BFEMARITERENERILZE - SESER

o BORFR ©

The harbourfront sites to be developed and managed by HFA are intended for public enjoyment and
should not be “privatised”. While HFA may sub-let or sub-lease the sites or properties therein to
other entities for development, operation and management over a certain period of time, it will not be
allowed to sell land or properties therein. The land allocation arrangements, including the terms and
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Finance Matters

M= Bk

Government to provide capital injection  The resources of HFA would include capital injection and land allocated by the Government at nominal or
and allocation of land as in-kind support  reduced premium (depending on the development parameters of such sites) as a major in-kind support to
B s ERBEEE XiF be provided to HFA.
BEEERNER  EFKEABFIERBAURKHEXIENHENIBERAZE CRFER LB
BRBEME) @ EREZBAELENEEXR -

Set aside a dedicated fund
within Government
EBRRAEBREEES

While a one-off capital injection upon establishment may provide financial certainty and independence for HFA,
having regard to the experience of other statutory bodies, such an arrangement could pose constraints on its
development resources if construction costs continue to surge disproportionately over the coming years. It is
intended that harbourfront sites of varying business potential will be allocated to HFA by phases (some sites
providing income stream and some relying on revenue generated from other sites to sustain/cross-subsidise
their operation). In addition, there will be different funding requirements under different development and
public-private collaboration models to reflect fluctuations of construction costs and economic cycles.

HAEBSEEERK LKA T FRIEVHEAREERNMBREMMB 1L - ERBEMEERBIE
B BHENZHT  WEEERAEEIRSFRFEABE LR SAEERTAFERRNEFRTRRH - FEM
HESRRESERLEBGEEERER MELAMSAETEBEE D (FLEMALASEFTREA - MELR
s B B Mk SE E At ARt A SR W a5 2R A3 / WIBE HEE) s M ETERRERAMRESHERR  DIRBBER AR
KERAPRBHEZERER  BETEANMKERIE -




Resources will be drawn
from the dedicated fund
when project is ready for
implementation (subject
to Legislative Council's

approval)
EREEHAUTEE > A
HEEESRINFNE (AR
SEEHAE)

Balanced portfolios of projects
to help achieve the long-term
financial sustainability
HEgERBAS  REAY
ENMHES

Financial consultancy study will be
conducted to assess the estimates
of funding requirements

ERRER

To address the issue of resource competition within the Government and to ensure certainty of funding
availability for timely development by HFA on the one hand, and to alleviate public concern over the allocation
of a large sum of one-off funding to a newly established body on the other, it is proposed that a dedicated fund
be set aside within the Government that is roughly sufficient to cover the capital costs of the designated sites /
projects, with further injection of capital funding to be considered having regard to the future development
plans of HFA. Instead of an upfront endowment, it is proposed that HFA will be provided with an initial funding
to cover, say, the first five years of operation, and resources will be drawn from the dedicated fund when its
project(s) is/are ready for implementation. Funding approval from LegCo will be required in a similar manner
to other public works projects. Subject to further deliberations within the Government on its feasibility, it is
also suggested that HFA reaches agreement with LegCo to allow minor capital works within a pre-established
level of delegated authority to proceed without attaining their prior approval.

EEBFASRZEERNER  AEARERENESXFEEEERFERER 5 —HHRELAREBUT
MR EBIEE —ERERBRNERE  RMEFEBNABEEE —FLBEABMEUZFIEEA M /18
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EZOESEEERREMYPES  UXBFENRERFNEEEN  ERXEBEANTERE  BEARFEESS
REVFIEAMRE - HEMTI K ITRIEEEE  FREARNESHNEBRBBER L ESHAE - ki FEEZER
HBEEEREYESIT YR WA EEREEFRYESSAMENERT » BRERTETTHESB
REFIK P NEIBIRE - EEZNAITHAFTBFRISIEE —DW -
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Itis anticipated that some of the sites allocated to HFA may be able to generate income over time and contribute towards
its future operation. If community consensus over a balanced portfolio of projects can be achieved, the income generated
could cover recurrent expenditure and help achieve overall financial sustainability over the long term.

FMEE - ERE T BEEERMN AT USEBEREBENWA - XHERFEREETRERM - MWRQ
FREER — A EMNEEASENNRE  FEATEROBATUIEHEEESNKEEMIH -  REFMER

Afinancial consultancy study will be conducted to assess the estimates of funding requirements for potential
sites listed earlier (under Land Matters) under various development and operational scenarios. This study
will also consider operational resource requirements for HFA. The study is expected to be completed in 2015
WEITH ISR - LUFEETE and will provide support for the way forward.
ERSETHEEBME  UEREAN (EXLtSEEHD) 5L > AR TFEERN L - £FE
BERREESFRTWHEERARER - EHEMARTISREETERELEELMENEIR - WHEFTN2015F %



Our Proposal M2
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Advisory and Advocacy Functions &
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M{SE R

Itis proposed that HC will be disbanded upon the establishment of HFA
to avoid confusion or the perception of multi-layering. HFA will take
over the current advisory and advocacy role of HC in relation to Victoria
Harbourfront as a whole, including:
RMEBRTEEEERRIEARBEEEHREES LR AREE
RMARARBENER - B EEERKERERNEESKE
SERE#ESEERNZEANEEL EVBEE 245

to advise the Government on the holistic and strategic development of the
harbourfront and its associated water-land interface, such as:

(i) devising astrategic framework on HFA's vision for future harbourfront
development including public engagement;

(ii) conducting topical planning and research studies that support its
advisory function and provide a context for further deliberation and
planning;

(iii) identifying potential sites within the harbourfront suitable for
development by HFA; and

(iv) acting as an opinion leader in commenting on works or development
projects that are conducive to enjoyment and enhancement of the
harbour

MEERHEBREKEEZENZEARERMBRRSEE  ABFREER

fian
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lii) EEEHEAYCEBEILESSEEERBRNVAL UK

(iv] EEZREH  FEAN=ZARBLUSENIERBRREBEEBRRIR



to play an advocacy role in the envisioning,
planning, urban design, marketing and branding,
development, management and operation of the
harbourfront areas and facilities in collaboration
with relevant stakeholders and DCs
HMEEROENEZSEBTF  £88 -8R
B R MBEERMEEY - 3
B EER g
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to facilitate and foster public-private
partnership in the development, management
and maintenance of the harbourfront (including
engagement of community, social enterprises
and non-governmental organisations)
EBHERRE EERRELTERERERQ
RESF(BEAR  HEEERIFBTHE
WS E)

to comment on plans and projects on Victoria
Harbourfront raised by private and public
proponents
BNENMAERE N BREBGERIIAN
HEARMHER

to promote, organise or sponsor recreational/
leisure activities that enhance the brand/image
of the Victoria Harbour and the harbourfront
HE ARNEYECEBRIEAEBEE
NI/ TR REE / SURSES
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to promote wider application of Harbour
Planning Principles and Harbour Planning
Guidelines, and to update them as necessary
HEBEEZRACOSBRIFEA)MCOSHBR
Zigsl) - WIRFEEHFEBERAMIES




Executive Function 17 ExES&E

It is proposed that HFA will be empowered with an executive function to develop and manage the designated harbourfront sites through land allocation:
KMEREEEEREER FTTHEE  ZRREERTFTEERNETSERM !

plan, design, construct, operate and manage
the allocated sites in accordance with the land
use and other requirements or conditions
specified in the statutory plans under the
Town Planning Ordinance (Cap. 131), and where
necessary propose amendments to the specified
land use for approval by TPB

RIE I R BURGD) (BBEBIE131E) TH
£ RE B Bl AR AT 4E B R L 3t R 2R R0 Bt 2SR {0k
o RE - RET - BE - EENEERRTH
At - MEFE BEEF/IRHEEEL A
BIEHIEET - SRR ST’

initiate and oversee relevant broad-based
public engagement exercises, topical planning
studies, social impact assessments and
other research and studies related to the

conduct project-level planning and prepare
plans, where appropriate, for approval
by TPB

ETHEEENAE - MEEER - 3
ESENERT RS EM

monitor progress of implementation and
management of allocated sites and projects
ERERTIHMANEENEEEENE
H I

design, construct, operate, and manage the
harbourfront related facilities (including
retail/dining/entertainment facilities) and
other ancillary facilities at the designated
sites on its own or with other parties
BITSREHEME TS » RET - BE -
EEREEIEEABNSEMERESE (8
EEE /B /RERB)REMEE
B3

foster temporary, quick-win or other
harbourfront enhancement projects
REERY - EHEMELEEIER

development of the allocated sites
BRENESHEERBTEERN I BERNK
BEARSETE EERIMR S E
PG A E A AR RE A 5T

In this connection, HFA should be empowered to do things that are necessary for, or incidental or conducive to, the performance of its functions.

Rt BEEEREEBEFHFEHHTHREBLE - MENEREBNEE -

To ensure that HFA fits in the system well with other existing Government departments and statutory bodies, it will not derogate from the existing powers and functions of
relevant Government bureaux and departments as well as statutory bodies, such as the Marine Department regarding the regulation of harbour activities and TPB regarding
the statutory planning process. Also, the establishment of HFA will not affect the scope of existing laws, such as the Protection of the Harbour Ordinance. (Cap. 531)
REBSEEEREEFEANEAEMREBFAIFFEERBHELRS  EERTEREBRBUTHBEEER - SMAEZEHRBNIREE DB » flAESEREEFLE
B URIHREREEZERERER - It RSB EERR T TIEHE (REFBIRAG) (BBEHELNE) FRITEIRVREEE -



Executive Office

There were diverse views expressed during the Phase | PE on whether the executive function of HFA
should be served by an independent executive team or a dedicated multi-disciplinary Government
team. As there is no perfect option, we should take into account the needs of HFA at different stages
of development, and initially focus on the needs during its establishment period.

The executive office of HFA will serve as the secretariat of the governing Board (and its committees
and task forces), which requires close liaison and coordination with both Government departments
and stakeholders in effectively carrying out its advisory function. It is expected that there will be
multifaceted interfaces with the Government during the initial setup and project planning and
design stages, in particular the complicated land allocation and financing matters.

Itis proposed therefore that a dedicated Government team with experienced civil servants from
relevant disciplines be seconded to HFA to support its operation and report to HFA's Board. This
will facilitate not only a rapid start-up but also foster closer liaison and collaboration between
HFA and Government departments especially during its initial establishment and operation. It
is expected that the initial setup of the Government team will be moderate and grow gradually
with an expanded portfolio of new projects and initiatives. While civil servants will form the
backbone of the team, suitable talents with business acumen and market operation experience
which are not readily available in the civil service would also be recruited by HFA to ensure
there is a well-rounded team in place for holistic planning and development of projects.

When the operation of HFA and its development of projects are on track with adequate
experience accumulated over time, HFA would start building its own independent executive
team and gradually phase out the Government officers and replace them with suitable talents
recruited from the private sector.

. Mainly supported by dedicated Government
: team with experienced cilvil servent from
. relevant disciplines, assisted by talents
. from private sector N

Executive Arm of HFA : gi f; é;ﬁﬂﬁki ;;iﬁjﬁﬂ’]ﬁ&ﬁ ~BA
BEEERNTEEM

When HFA is established
EREEERKMF

Phase Il Public Engagement: The Proposal £ —[EER AR | @

1T AR

EE-KRARSEIHEN  ARYWSEEERESHEE
THTREKEREEEEN BN ERIE RS ERE  RET
FTRANER - ARRE—B+2+E205%  BERMESE
BREERETARREENES - WERRITHEAIBKER
HEE -

EERNTHIMESEEESR  HEZSERABET/ED
WER  FREERBARPANSOERSEEZHERGHA - U
FEEREREARETHEABRE  LHRERFFEERERILA
HRIEEREMRA R (BRI REEEN T IR MBS
B FARBFRESSEAERS -

ELRMEBER L —XHRKE TEEFERKE ELRNAR
BEARNBFEEER - T8EEERRKRZIHERATEE
B UXEHEE YOEERNESREE - LWBETERES
EERBREMIE - FEBEEREREBRFIHMRISERITHN
BMBANESE BAREEERKRIREMFDY - BAFHEXR
FERAEEDBHNRESE TR - ESEEIFEE N BINEASERR
EINMEZELER - BB - BABSHAENBRM - SBEE
BERNEESUZARERER  REAIBEFREERSE
8 EERTERE-LAGEREBBANTSEFKRNA
T UBAARENREABEBRTRSSEEL -

E8EEERNEFRAEBEENERE LHE  ABHRER
KRR ZRESHRELACHBETHREM - WED L
ERAKRBNSESEST - KB ASHITH -

¢ HFAwould start building its own independent executive
. team and gradually phase out Government officers and
- replace them with suitable talents from private sector
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When operation of HFA and its development of

projects are on track with experience accumulated
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Way Forward
5k 3K it [F)

HC and DEVB will jointly conduct a three-month Phase Il PE from September to
December 2014 to listen to your views on the proposed framework of HFA.

Your views are particularly sought on:

BEEREEEMERRBIEE2014F9AE12AHIRMETAH=EAMNE=
BERARSEED - URIRESEEERMREERNER -

BB FETHRFETREENRR ¢

(a) the objectives of HFA;

(a) BEEERHNBRZ ;

(b) the definition of “Victoria Harbourfront” and the remit of HFA;

(b) “#88E NESRSEEERNEREER ;

(c)] HFA's governance and management functions, including board composition,
land and finance matters, and provisions on public accountability;

(c) BEEERNESNEEREE  SRESRNENR - THRUKEE » U
kB AREENRE

(d) HFASs advisory and advocacy functions in respect of the Victoria Harbourfront as
awhole; and

(d) BEEERMAERSEERNFBANEEREE UK

(e} HFA's executive functions in respect of the harbourfront sites allocated
to it, and the setup of its executive office.

(e) BEEERMBAZBNSERLIITBRAE - URHETBEMH
BB -




Way Forward k3R # [

>~ 4










VICTORIA HARBOUR
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Contact Us
Big M

Please express your views through the channels listed below .
BEBUTERRHERER

Website #8311t : www.hfc.org.hk/hape

Email & : hape@hfc.org.hk

Phone &3 : 3509 8809

Fax R : 2110 0841

Post EBIE : 17/F, West Wing, Central Government Offices, .
2 Tim Mei Avenue, Tamar, Hong Kong Acknowledgements
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Facebook Ei& : www.facebook.com/harbourfrontauthority
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Executive Summary

The Phase Il Public Engagement Exercise (“Phase Il PE”) took place between
25" September 2014 and 24™ December 2014 to collect the views of public on
the proposed framework of the Harbourfront Authority (“HFA”). The views were
sought on:

® the objectives of HFA;

® the definition of “Victoria Harbourfront” and the remit of HFA;

® HFA's governance and management functions, including board
composition, land and finance matters, and public accountability;

® HFA's advisory and advocacy functions in respect of the Victoria
Harbourfront as a whole;

® HFA's executive functions in respect of the harbourfront sites allocated to
it, and the setup of its executive office.

Taking into account the views collected from the public engagement form,
written submissions received through emails and letters, views received media
and internet social media as well as 3 public fora, briefing sessions for
Legislative Council Panel on Development, meetings with District Councils and
conferences/round tables/seminars/briefings with different stakeholders during,
a summary of the major views of Phase Il PE is provided in the ensuing
paragraphs.

For objectives of the HFA, there was strong support for 5 out of the 6
objectives proposed in the consultation digest whilst there were mixed views in
the qualitative comments on the objective of balancing economic, social and
environmental outcomes. The public also suggested other objectives that the
HFA should target, which included holistic management and avoidance of
red-tape. For the proposed board and committee composition, in addition to
the inclusion of District Council members into the Board and the non Board
members into committees, the public provided other ideas, such as the
inclusion of members from relevant sectors and the local harbourfront
community into the Board.

For governance and management functions of the HFA, there were views that
the HFA needs sufficient power in order to negotiate with government
departments and that its responsibilities should not overlap with government



departments. For public accountability of the HFA, there were concerns that
HFA should not become a white elephant and should be accountable to the
public through a high level of transparency. For the financial arrangements,
there were mixed views about the proposal of setting up a dedicated fund and
for HFA to draw from the fund when harbourfront project is ready. There
were also different views towards the proposal for the HFA to achieve
long-term financial sustainability through maintaining a balanced portfolio of
projects as well as concern over commercialization. For the proposed land
allocation arrangement, there were opinions about the allocation criteria and
that allocated sites cannot be privatized. There were many suggestions about
other possible sites for allocation to the HFA as well.

On advisory and advocacy functions, there were concerns expressed about
the potential conflict of interest between its advisory and advocacy functions ,
its functions to manage harbourfront sites and facilities, and its role to facilitate
public-private partnership. There were comments about site management
policy and releasing the current restrictions for recreational activities. There
were mixed views about the geographical remit for the HFA to perform its
advisory role.

On executive function, there were views that HFA should relax the current
restrictions over recreational activities in harbourfront sites. There were
mixed views about the proposed establishment of a dedicated
multi-disciplinary government team with additional talents being recruited
outside the civil service to serve as the executive arm of the HFA during the
initial years.

While the majority of comments supported the establishment of the HFA, there
were also a notable number of comments not supporting this. Many
comments on other expectations for the future harbourfront were also provided,
including linking up of the harbourfront, preparation of a master plan for
harbourfront areas, the provision of new facilities like land sports facilities and
cycling facilities, etc.. There was also dissatisfaction with the existing
harbourfront management model.

There were opinions about the public consultation document lacking
information, the feedback questionnaire and which stakeholders should be
consulted.



In conclusion, while there was broad support for the proposals put forth in the
Phase Il PE indicating high expectations for the proposed HFA., there were
significant concerns about over-commercialization and financial sustainability,
about the conflict of interest between advocacy and management and about
facilitating public-private partnership. However, there were many constructive
suggestions in areas such as board composition, future coverage and facilities
again indicating high expectations for the proposed HFA.



Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Background

In the past decade, the Harbourfront Commission (HC) and its predecessor,
the Harbour-front Enhancement Committee, have worked closely with the
government on planning, delivery of harbourfront enhancement projects and
exploring sustainable harbourfront management models for public enjoyment.

Although the conventional Government build-and-operate model is acceptable,
it is not the most desirable model for harbourfront development and
management. Also, civil service-wide fiscal and human resources constraints,
existing division of responsibilities within government and the rule-based
management framework cannot meet growing public aspirations for a
harbourfront for public enjoyment and pose constraints in achieving a truly
vibrant waterfront with diversified activities.

After the completion of the last reclamation works in Victoria Harbour, new land
will be available in the prominent waterfront areas of Central and Wan Chai
within this decade. There are also other harbourfront sites such as the Kwun
Tong Promenade, the Quarry Bay harbourfront area, the proposed boardwalk
underneath the Island Eastern Corridor and the Hung Hom harbourfront area,
which have the potential to become more vibrant places.

The Chief Executive in his 2013 Policy Address welcomed HC’s proposal to
establish a HFA, and undertook that the Development Bureau (DEVB) would
collaborate with HC in conducting public consultation on the proposal. If the
public supports the proposal, the government would start the legislative work
and provide the financial support.

In view of the above background, HC and DEVB have launched a 2-phase
Public Engagement (PE) Exercise. The Social Sciences Research Centre of
the University of Hong Kong (“HKUSSRC”), an analysis and reporting
consultant with strong experience in research and public survey has been
appointed to collect, compile, analyze and report views of various stakeholder
groups, including those of the general public, expressed during the PE
Exercise.



1.2 Research Team

The team is led by Professor John Bacon-Shone, with assistance from Ms.
Linda Cho, processing and analysis by Mr. Kelvin Ng, Mr. Thomas Lo, Mr.
Dicky Yip, Mr. Sonny Chan, Ms. Lee Hiu Ling, Ms. Rachel Lui, Ms. Pearl Lam,
Mr. Danny Chan, Mr. Peter Law, Mr. T.C. Lam, Ms. Frances Fung and Ms.
Procy Li and logistics support from all the staff of HKUSSRC.

1.3 Phase I Public Engagement Exercise

The Phase | PE Exercise took place from 4™ October 2013 to 4™ January 2014.
During the process, a total of 27 briefings were held including 4 public fora, 9
District Council meetings, a meeting of the Legislative Council Panel on
Development and 13 conferences/round tables/seminars/ briefings for
professional bodies, local and overseas chambers of commerce, think tanks
and universities. Public engagement forms were also distributed and views
were collected on an anonymous basis. Also, a dedicated website and a
Facebook page were also launched to facilitate information dissemination and
collection of views.

The four key guestions stated in the PE Digest were widely discussed during

Phase | PE Exercise. The majority views showed that the public:

v' Generally shared the vision of HC to create an attractive, vibrant,
accessible and sustainable harbourfront for public enjoyment.

v' Considered the current model inadequate in delivering public aspirations
and the agreed vision for the harbourfront.

v' Agreed that the establishment of an HFA could overcome the constraints
of the existing Government development and management model.

v' Expressed different views on the exact model or approach to be adopted.

1.4 Phase II Public Engagement Exercise

The Phase Il PE Exercise took place between 25" September 2014 and 24"
December 2014 to collect the views of public on the proposed framework of
HFA. The views were sought on:

® the objectives of HFA;

® the definition of “Victoria Harbourfront” and the remit of HFA;



® HFA's governance and management functions, including board
composition, land and finance matters, and public accountability;

® HFA's advisory and advocacy functions in respect of the Victoria
Harbourfront as a whole;

® HFA's executive functions in respect of the harbourfront sites allocated to
it, and the setup of its executive office.

The HKUSSRC assisted the DEVB in designing a bilingual public engagement
form for wide distribution in the community. It was designed to be simple to be
understood by anyone with secondary education. An online public
engagement form at the website of HC and a paper public engagement form
were available for the public to complete. Moreover, the public was
encouraged to make written submissions through emails and letters and to
express their views via media and internet social media. Lastly, the HKUSSRC
was invited to attend 3 public fora, a meeting with Legislative Council Panel on
Development, 9 meetings with District Councils and 6 conferences/round
tables/seminars/briefings with different stakeholders during the PE Process.
Those meetings and events were recorded and summarized by the HKUSSRC
as an important source of feedback given by the stakeholders. HKUSSRC was
unable to attend the briefing for the British Chamber. Thus, a summary of this
briefing was provided by the DEVB.

1.5 Channels of Feedback Received in Phase 11

Feedback and comments received during Phase Il were divided into the

following seven channels:

® Public Fora (PF): 3 public forum summaries (Please refer to in Annex A)

® Public consultative platform (PCP): 1 summary of a Legislative Council
panel meeting and 9 summaries from District Councils (Please refer to
Annex B)

® Events (E): 6 event summaries (Please refer to Annex C)

® Written submissions (WS): 30 written submissions (Please refer to Annex
D)

® Public engagement forms (Q): 161 public engagement forms (please refer
to Annex G for the form) including 121 online public engagement forms
and 40 paper public engagement forms; only 157 public engagement
forms were usable and included in the analysis.

® Media (M): 40 printed news articles (Please refer to Annex E)
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® Internet and social media (IM): 45 online news articles, 3 posts from
Facebook, 2 posts from blogs, 7 topics in online discussion forums, 2
topics from websites and 5 posts from Public Affair Forum (Please refer to
Annex F)

1.6 Analysis of Feedback Received in Phase II

All the data collected from closed-ended questions in the public engagement
form have been tabulated and analyzed using quantitative methods with the
help of SPSS 20.0 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) software to
provide percentages for the different response options, and where appropriate,
cumulative percentages. The main questions have been cross-tabulated with
the demographic variables. These results can be found in Chapter 2.

All the feedback other than the closed-ended questions in the public
engagement forms has been analyzed using qualitative analysis with the help
of nVivo software, based on a framework in Annex H that is developed by the
HKUSSRC based on the PE documents in consultation with DEVB and then
extended to cover all the other issues raised in the qualitative materials
collected during the PE process. These results can be found in Chapter 3.
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Chapter 2: Results of the Quantitative Analysis
2.1 Introduction

A total of 157 usable public engagement forms including 115 online public
engagement forms and 40 paper public engagement forms were received at
24™ December 2014, excluding 3 duplicated® and 1 incomplete® online public
engagement forms.

It is important to note that the public engagement forms are not a random
sample of any population, so statistical tests, which assume random samples,
are not appropriate. All responses are included unless excluded for the
reasons mentioned above?®.

2.2 Overview of the public engagement form

The public engagement form covers eleven main areas. First, respondents
were asked to rate their level of agreement with the following objectives of the
proposed HFA:

® Should protect, preserve and enhance Victoria Harbour, uphold and
strengthen its position as the icon of Hong Kong, and nurture the sense of
belonging that Hong Kong people have for Victoria Harbour and its
harbourfront.

® Should promote and deliver an attractive, vibrant, green, accessible and
sustainable harbourfront with diversified attractions and activities for
public enjoyment.

® Should recognize Victoria Harbour as both an efficient working harbour
and its harbourfront as a unique public urban space for all people of Hong
Kong to enjoy and maintain this existing balance going forward.

! Three duplicated public engagement forms with identical data to an earlier public
engagement form with identical IP addresses and received within a one-minute period.

2 One online public engagement form was blank and only demographic questions were
completed, so it was excluded from the analysis. Also, only demographic questions and
open-ended questions of two online public engagement forms were completed, so they were
only included in qualitative analysis, but not in quantitative analysis.

% Some percentages in this chapter might not add up to the total or 100 because of rounding.
The results are based on the responses to each question and those questions without a valid
response are considered “missing data” and excluded from the analysis. Therefore, the
number of responses and missing data for each question are shown in the “Base” under each
table.
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® Should facilitate and enhance partnership and collaboration among HFA,
Government, non-government organizations and the private sector.

® Should aim to achieve balance in economic benefits, social objectives and
environmental well-being.

® Should promote public engagement at all stages of project development
and encourage wider participation of the local community in designing and
managing the public open space within the sites allocated to HFA.

® Should promote the concept of sharing for public space and create an
inclusive and diversified harbourfront with innovative designs and flexible
management.

The respondents were also asked whether there were other objectives that
were important for the proposed HFA and encouraged to list these objectives
and indicate their reasons, which are analyzed in Chapter 3. If they disagreed
or strongly disagreed with any of the above objectives of the proposed HFA,
they were asked to state their reasons or concerns, which are analyzed in
Chapter 3.

Second, the respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement that the
proposed HFA Board should have broad-based representation, comprising not
more than 20 members, with a Chairman and a Vice-Chairman (one being a
public official with the other being a non-public official) and establish
committees (such as working groups or task forces) to involve or co-opt
members other than the appointed Board members.
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Third, the respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement that the
proposed HFA should have the following statutory governance and
management functions:

Draw up corporate and business plans.

Oversee the overall development and management of the sites allocated
to HFA.

Implement public accountability measures.

Manage the resources and finances.

Set key performance indicators and evaluate performance of the
executives.

If the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the governance and
management functions of the proposed HFA, they were encouraged to indicate
their reasons or concerns and to elaborate their alternative views, which are
analyzed in Chapter 3.

Fourth, the respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement that the
proposed HFA should adopt the following accountability measures currently
adopted by similar statutory bodies:

Submit a corporate plan, and a business plan for approval by the
Government.

Submit a statement of accounts, an annual report, and an auditor's report
to the Government and LegCo.

Empower the Director of Audit to examine into the economy, efficiency
and effectiveness of HFA in expending resources.

The Chairman of the Board and the Head of the executive arm to attend
LegCo meetings upon LegCo's request.

Consult the public on matters relating to the development and
management of the harbourfront related facilities.

Conduct Board meetings openly except for confidential or commercially
sensitive issues.

All members of the Board and committees to disclose their interest
regularly.

Include HFA and its committees in Schedule 1 of the Prevention of Bribery
Ordinance.
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® Make HFA accountable to a Principal Official and to empower the
Government to give directions in public interest.

® Establish committees to deal with such matters as audit, staff and finance,
planning, marketing; and set up a consultation panel to collect public
views.

If the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the accountability
measures of the proposed HFA, the respondents were encouraged to indicate
their reasons or concerns and to elaborate their alternative views, which are
analyzed in Chapter 3.

Fifth, the respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement with the
following financial arrangements for the proposed HFA:

® Capital injection and land allocated by the Government at nominal or
reduced premium.

® A dedicated fund be set aside within the Government that is roughly
sufficient to cover the capital costs of the designated sites/projects, with
further injection of capital funding to be considered having regard to the
future development plans of HFA.

® To provide an initial endowment/seed funding to cover, say, the first five
years of operation, and resources will be drawn from the dedicated fund
when its project(s) is/are ready for implementation, subject to funding
approval from LegCo similar to other public works projects.

® Through maintaining a balanced portfolio of projects, to achieve overall
financial sustainability over the long term.

If the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the financial
arrangements for the proposed HFA, they were encouraged to indicate their
reasons or concerns and to elaborate their alternative views, which are
analyzed in Chapter 3.

Sixth, the respondents were asked to rate the level of agreement that the initial
allocation of land to the proposed HFA for development and management
should be relatively modest with the allocation of land to expand gradually to
other suitable sites when it has accumulated experience, and build up its
reputation and track record.
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Seventh, the respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement that the
following sites should be allocated to HFA:

® New Central harbourfront

® Wanchai-North Point harbourfront

® Quarry Bay harbourfront

® Kwun Tong harbourfront

® Hung Hom harbourfront

If the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with the land allocation
arrangements of the proposed HFA, the respondents were encouraged to
indicate their reasons or concerns and to elaborate their alternative views,
which are analyzed in Chapter 3.

Eighth, the respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement that the
HC should be disbanded after the establishment of HFA and for HFA to take
over the current advisory and advocacy role of HC in relation to the
Harbourfront. If they disagreed or strongly disagreed with HFA taking over the
advisory and advocacy functions of HC in future, they were encouraged to
indicate their reasons or concerns and to elaborate their alternative views on
such functions, which are analyzed in Chapter 3.

Ninth, the respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement that the

proposed HFA should be empowered with the following executive functions:

® Plan, design, construct, operate and manage the allocated sites in
accordance with the statutory plans and where necessary, propose
amendments

® Conduct project-level planning and prepare plans

® Design, construct, operate, and manage harbourfront facilities at the
allocated sites

® |[nitiate and oversee public engagement exercises and research and
studies related to the development of allocated sites

® Monitor the implementation and management of allocated sites

® Foster temporary, quick-win or other enhancement projects

Tenth, the respondents were asked to rate their level of agreement that the
proposed HFA should build its own independent executive team and gradually
phase out the government officers and replace them with suitable talents
recruited from the private sector when the operation of HFA and its
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development of projects are on track. If they disagreed or strongly disagreed
with the proposals about the executive function of HFA, they were encouraged
to indicate their reasons or concerns and to elaborate their alternative views on
such functions, which are analyzed in Chapter 3. Also, they were also asked to
provide other views about the roles of the proposed HFA, which are analyzed
in Chapter 3.

Eleventh, the respondents were encouraged to make suggestions or express
their views regarding any other aspect of the public engagement consultation
and the public engagement form, which are analyzed in Chapter 3.

Lastly, respondents were asked to provide their personal background
information, i.e. their identity used for responding to the public engagement
form, their age group and residential district for those responding as
individuals.

2.3 Summary of overall quantitative feedback

2.3.1 Objectives of the HFA

The list of specific objectives asked about were that the HFA should:

a) (Preservation) protect, preserve and enhance Victoria Harbour, uphold
and strengthen its position as the icon of Hong Kong, and nurture the
sense of belonging that Hong Kong people have for Victoria Harbour
and its harbourfront.

b) (Public Enjoyment) promote and deliver an attractive, vibrant, green,
accessible and sustainable harbourfront with diversified attractions and
activities for public enjoyment.

c) (Public urban space) recognize Victoria Harbour as both an efficient
working harbour and its harbourfront as a unique public urban space for
all people of Hong Kong to enjoy and maintain this existing balance
going forward.

d) (Partnership) facilitate and enhance partnership and collaboration
among HFA, Government, non-government organizations and the
private sector.

e) (Balance) aim to achieve balance in economic benefits, social
objectives and environmental well-being.
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f) (Public engagement) promote public engagement at all stages of
project development and encourage wider participation of the local
community in designing and managing the public open space within the
sites allocated to HFA.

g) (Sharing & inclusion) promote the concept of sharing for public space
and create an inclusive and diversified harbourfront with innovative
designs and flexible management.

Figure 2.1 Agreement with proposed specific objectives

Preservation
Public
Enjoyment
Public urban
space

Partnership

Balance
Public
engagement

Sharing and
inclusion

1

j

= Strongly agree m Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Disagree = Strongly disagree

Base
0.7%

65.1% INB0I9%IN2I0%4..3% (152)
0.7%

68.0% [129:8% 18% 705 (150)
1.3%

56.4% NEA9%IINEIA% 2.0% (149)
1.3%

R [ 76% 18 4%2.0%  (149)

3.4%

54.7% N26BMNILE% 4.1%  (148)
2.0%

54.3% IS8 A%IINBI3% 2.0% (151)
1.3%

55.3% | EBI0%INBI3% 2.0% (150)

As can be seen from Figure 2.1, at least 81% of respondents agreed (at least
54% strongly agreed) with all of the objectives and apart from balance (for
which 7.5% disagreed), at most 5% disagreed with the objectives. “Public
Enjoyment” has the highest level of agreement, followed by “Preservation”,

“Sharing and

inclusion”, “Public Engagement”, “Public Urban Space”,

“Partnership” and “Balance”
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2.3.2 Membership of the HFA

The questions on membership asked about respondent’s agreement with the
proposed representation on the board and establishment of committees:

a) the proposed HFA Board should have broad-based representation,
comprising not more than 20 members, with a Chairman and a
Vice-Chairman (one being a public official with the other being a
non-public official).

b) HFA should establish committees (such as working groups or task
forces) to involve or co-opt members other than the appointed Board
members.

Figure 2.2 Agreement with proposed membership

Base

Broad-based .

2.6%

Establishment of (152)

m Strongly agree = Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Disagree = Strongly disagree

As can be seen from Figure 2.2, 75% of respondents agreed with broad-based
representation (13% disagreed) and 85% agreed with establishment of
committees (5.9% disagreed).

2.3.3 Statutory Governance & Management Functions of the HFA

The questions on governance and management function asked about
respondents’ agreement with the five different functions proposed:
a) Draw up corporate and business plans.
b) Oversee the overall development and management of the sites
allocated to HFA.
c) Implement public accountability measures.
d) Manage the resources and finances.
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e) Set key performance indicators and evaluate performance of the
executives.

Figure 2.3 Agreement with proposed governance and management functions

Base
.0%

. 2
DT D O P O TS TINS5, 7 (159

2.0%
Development of the 53.9% | EOEYEIN% 1.3% (152)

i ili 1.3%
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measures 60.9% | 0%0.7% (151)

Management of 3.9%
finances 46.1% ETATA% 9% 0,79 (152)

] 4.6%

Evaluation of
performanceJ 47.1% 4129% T6.9% 1305 (153)

m Strongly agree = Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Disagree = Strongly disagree

As can be seen from Figure 2.3, there was strongest agreement with the
implementation of public accountability measures (96% agreed) and there was
strong support (at least 87% agreed, at most 6% disagreed) for all the other
functions proposed.

2.3.4 Accountability measures for the HFA

The question on accountability measures asked about respondents’
agreement that the HFA should adopt the following ten accountability
measures:
a) Submit a corporate plan, and a business plan for approval by the
Government.
b) Submit a statement of accounts, an annual report, and an auditor's
report to the Government and LegCo.
c) Empower the Director of Audit to examine into the economy, efficiency
and effectiveness of HFA in expending resources.
d) The Chairman of the Board and the Head of the executive arm to attend
LegCo meetings upon LegCo's request.
e) Consult the public on matters relating to the development and
management of the harbourfront related facilities.
f) Conduct Board meetings openly except for confidential or commercially
sensitive issues.
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g) All members of the Board and committees to disclose their interest
regularly.

h) Include HFA and its committees in Schedule 1 of the Prevention of
Bribery Ordinance.

i) Make HFA accountable to a Principal Official and to empower the
Government to give directions in public interest.

J) Establish committees to deal with such matters as audit, staff and
finance, planning, marketing; and set up a consultation panel to collect
public views.

Figure 2.4 Agreement with proposed accountability measures

3.3% Base
Submission of plan 41.1% A5 0%E8.6% 2.0% (151)

2.0%
Statement of accounts 53.3% BB YNNANTY%1.3% (150)

2.0%

Director of Audit 53.0% | B84%610% 0.7% (151)
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As seen in Figure 2.4, there was strong agreement for the proposed
accountability measures, with consulting the public having most agreement
(97% agree, 2% disagree), followed by disclosure of interest (96% agree, 1%
disagree) and application of the Prevention of Bribery Ordinance (96% agree,
1% disagree) and empowering the Government to give public interest
directions having the least agreement (83% agree, 9% disagree).

2.3.5 Financial arrangements for the HFA
The questions on financial arrangements asked about respondents’ agreement
with four different elements of the proposed financial arrangements:

a) Capital injection and land allocated by the Government at nominal or
reduced premium.
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b) A dedicated fund be set aside within the Government that is roughly
sufficient to cover the capital costs of the designated sites/projects, with
further injection of capital funding to be considered having regard to the
future development plans of HFA.

c) To provide an initial endowment/seed funding to cover, say, the first five
years of operation, and resources will be drawn from the dedicated fund
when its project(s) is/are ready for implementation, subject to funding
approval from LegCo similar to other public works projects.

d) Through maintaining a balanced portfolio of projects, to achieve overall
financial sustainability over the long term.

Figure 2.5 Agreement with proposed financial arrangements

Base

Capital injection 37.3% _.7% 6.79%2.0% (150)

Dedicated fund TR a7 8% 7.3043.3%  (150)
Initial endowment 36.2% _.10/(6.7%3_4% (149)

Balanced portfolio 38.7% _12.0%7.3%6.0% (150)

= Strongly agree = Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Disagree = Strongly disagree

Figure 2.5 shows that there was broad agreement with the proposed
arrangements (at least 75% - 82% agree and at most 13% disagree) with
weakest support for balanced portfolio (75% agree and 13% disagree).

2.3.6 Land allocation for the HFA

The first question on land matters asked about respondents’agreement with
the proposed land allocation to the HFA:

The initial allocation of land to the proposed HFA for development and
management should be relatively modest (see possible list in Q7 below) with
the allocation of land to expand gradually to other suitable sites when it has
accumulated experience, and build up its reputation and track record?
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Figure 2.6 Agreement with proposed land allocation basis

(Base)

Allocation of land 30.2% - 15.4% 10.7% 4.0% (149)

m Strongly agree = Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Disagree = Strongly disagree

Figure 2.6 shows the majority agreed with this principle (70% agree and 15%
disagree).

The follow-up question asked about respondents’ agreement with five specific
harbourfront sites:

a) New Central harbourfront

b) Wanchai-North Point harbourfront

c) Quarry Bay harbourfront

d) Kwun Tong harbourfront

e) Hung Hom harbourfront

Figure 2.7 shows that respondents strongly agreed with the allocation of these
sites with the strongest support for allocation of the New Central harbourfront
(91% agree and 5% disagree) , followed by Wanchai-North Point harbourfront
(80% agree and 7% disagree), Hung Hom harbourfront (79% agree and 7%
disagree), Kwun Tong harbourfront (77% agree and 8% disagree) and Quarry
Bay harbourfront (75% agree and 8% disagree)

Figure 2.7 Agreement with specific site allocation
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Base

2.0%
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= Strongly agree m Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Disagree = Strongly disagree

2.3.7 The HFA to replace HC

There was one question that asked about respondents’ agreement that the
proposed HFA should take over the current role of the HC:

The HC should be disbanded after the establishment of HFA and HFA should
take over the current advisory and advocacy role of HC in relation to the

Harbourfront.

Figure 2.8 shows that respondents agreed strongly with this proposal (79%
agree, 5% disagree).

Figure 2.8 Agreement with replacement of HC

(Base)

2.7%

m Strongly agree = Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Disagree = Strongly disagree

Disbandment of
Harbourfront
Commission
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2.3.8 Executive functions of the HFA

The questions on executive functions asked about respondents’ agreement
with the six proposed executive functions of the HFA:

a) Plan, design, construct, operate and manage the allocated sites in
accordance with the statutory plans and where necessary, propose
amendments

b) Conduct project-level planning and prepare plans

c) Design, construct, operate, and manage harbourfront facilities at the
allocated sites

d) Initiate and oversee public engagement exercises and research and
studies related to the development of allocated sites

e) Monitor the implementation and management of allocated sites

f) Foster temporary, quick-win or other enhancement projects

Figure 2.9 Agreement with proposed executive functions

Base
0.7%

| I | I
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o {  0.7%
Momtormgi:zgallocated 49 3% __4%0.7% (148)

‘ | 1.49%
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T 1 [ o
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As seen in Figure 2.9, there was widespread agreement with all the proposed
executive functions, with strongest support for project-level planning (95%
agree and 2% disagree) and public engagement exercises (95% agree and
1% disagree) followed by enhancement projects (92% agree and 2% disagree),
monitoring the allocated sites (91% agree and 1% disagree), statutory plans
(89% agree and 3% disagree) and Harbourfront facilities (86% agree, 3%
disagree).
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2.3.9 Executive team for the HFA

There was a single question that asked about respondents’ agreement with
having an independent executive team after its development of projects are on
track:

The proposed HFA should build its own independent executive team and
gradually phase out the government officers and replace them with suitable
talents recruited from the private sector when the operation of HFA and its
development of projects are on track.

Figure 2.10 shows broad agreement with this proposal (72% agree, 15%
disagree).

Figure 2.10 Agreement with independent executive team

(Base)

Independent executive team 38.4% -3.2%7.3% 7.3% (151)

m Strongly agree = Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Disagree = Strongly disagree

2.3.10 Identity & Demographics
Respondents were asked if they were responding as an individual or on behalf

of a company or other organization. As seen in Figure 2.11, nearly all
responses (89%) were from individuals.
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Figure 2.11 Identity of respondents

Individual

88.4% Company

4.1%

Organization
7.5%

(Base: 146 public engagement forms excluding 9 missing data)

As seen in Figure 2.12, there were many younger individual respondents (46%
aged under 30).

Figure 2.12 Age group of respondents

60 or above [ 12.7%
50-59 I 14.9%
40-49 N 14.2%
30-39 N 11.9%
18-29 ——— 29.1%
Below 18 [N 17.2%

(Base:134 public engagement forms excluding 17 company or organization or
4 missing data)

As seen in Figure 2.13, 39% of the individual respondents came from districts

in Hong Kong Island that have shoreline in the Victoria Harbour (i.e.
“harbourfront districts”) and 24% came from harbourfront districts in Kowloon.
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Figure 2.13 Living district of respondents
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(Base:134 public engagement forms excluding 17 company or organization or
4 missing data)

Figure 2.14 shows that 70% of the individual respondents were living in the
following nine harbourfront districts:

(i) Central and Western; (i) Kowloon City;

(iii) Eastern; (iv) Sham Shui Po;
(v) Wan Chai; (vi) Yau Tsim Mong;
(vii) Kwun Tong; (viii) Kwai Tsing; and

(ix) Tsuen Wan,

while the remaining 30% lived in the following other nine districts labelled as
“non-harbourfront districts”:

(i) Wong Tai Sin; (i) Islands;

(i) Sha Tin; (iv) Yuen Long;
(v) Tuen Mun; (vi) Southern;
(vii) Sai Kung; (viii) Tai Po; and
(ix) North.
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Figure 2.14 Harbourfront District of respondents

Harbourfront
districts
70.1% Non-harbourfront
districts
29.9%

(Base:134 public engagement forms excluding 17 company or organization or
4 missing data)

2.4 Differences across respondent characteristics

This section highlights the differences in responses to questions across
various respondents’ characteristics, i.e. identity, age group and residence in a
harbourfront district. In order to focus only on major differences, we only report
where there is at least a difference of 16 percentage points between those who
agree or disagree on a specific question.4

2.4.1 Differences by identity

There were many questions for which responses from individual respondents,
company respondents and organization respondents were quite distinct.

For the objective, “should recognize Victoria Harbour as both an efficient
working harbour and its harbourfront as a unique public urban space for all
people of Hong Kong to enjoy and maintain this existing balance going
forward”, Figure 2.15 shows that while all organisation respondents agreed,
90% of Individual respondents agreed (4% disagreed) and 83% of company

* 16% was used as the conservative 95% confidence interval for the difference between 2 samples of
75 responses is +-16%
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respondents agreed.

Figure 2.15 Public Open Space agreement by ldentity

(Base)

Company 83.3% - (6)

Organisation 100.0% )

5.6%

Individual 90.4% I 4.0%  (125)

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree  Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the objective, “should aim to achieve balance in economic benefits, social
objectives and environmental well-being”, Figure 2.16 shows that while only
67% of organisation respondents agreed (11% disagreed), 81% of Individual
respondents agreed (7% disagreed) and 83% of company respondents
agreed.

Figure 2.16 Balance agreement by ldentity

(Base)

Company 83.3% 16.7% (6)

Organisation 66.7% -11.1% 9)

) 7.3% (124)

Individual

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree - Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the objective, “should promote public engagement at all stages of project
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development and encourage wider participation of the local community in
designing and managing the public open space within the sites allocated to
HFA”, Figure 2.17 shows that while all organisation respondents agreed, 93%
of Individual respondents agreed (4% disagreed) and 83% of company
respondents agreed.

Figure 2.17 Public Engagement by Identity

(Base)

Company } 83.3% - (6)

Organisation 100.0% 9)

3.1%
Individual ‘ 92.9% I 3.9%  (127)
= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree

Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the objective, “should promote the concept of sharing for public space and
create an inclusive and diversified harbourfront with innovative designs and
flexible management”, Figure 2.18 shows that while all organisation
respondents agreed, 94% of Individual respondents agreed (3% disagreed)
and 83% of company respondents agreed.

Figure 2.18 Sharing & Inclusion by ldentity
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, (Base)

(6)

Organisation 100.0% 9)

3.1%

Individual J 93.7% I 3.1% (127)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “the proposed HFA Board should have broad-based
representation, comprising not more than 20 members, with a Chairman and a
Vice-Chairman (one being a public official with the other being a non-public
official)”, Figure 2.19 shows that while 79% of individual respondents agreed
(11%disagreed), and 73% of organisation respondents agreed and only 17%
of company respondents agreed.

Figure 2.19 Board membership by Identity

(Base)

Company } 16.7% _ 50.0% (6)

Organisation 72.7% 9.1% 18.2% (11)

Individual J 78.9% 610.9% (128)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “HFA should establish committees (such as working groups
or task forces) to involve or co-opt members other than the appointed Board
members”, Figure 2.20 shows that while all organisation respondents agreed,
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only 84% of individual respondents and 83% of company respondents agreed.

Figure 2.20 Committees by Identity

(Base)

Company w 83.3% 16.7% (6)

Organisation 100.0% (11)

Individual ‘ 84.4% 5,50 (128)

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “the proposed HFA should have the following statutory
governance and management functions: Manage the resources and finances”,
Figure 2.21 shows that while only 73% of organisation respondents agreed,
90% of Individual respondents agreed (5% disagreed) and 83% of company
respondents agreed.

Figure 2.21 Board membership by Identity

(Base)

Company 1 83.3% - (6)

Organisation 72.7% - (11)

4.7%

Individual} 89.8% I 550 (128)

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “Submit a corporate plan, and a business plan for approval
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by the Government.”, Figure 2.22 shows that while all organisation
respondents agreed, 85% of Individual respondents agreed (5% disagreed)
and 83% of company respondents agreed.

Figure 2.22 Approved plans by Identity

(Base)

cove I

Organisation 100.0% (10)

9.4%

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “The Chairman of the Board and the Head of the executive
arm to attend LegCo meetings upon LegCo's request”, Figure 2.23 shows that
while all Company respondents agreed, 91% of Individual respondents agreed
(4% disagreed) and 80% of organisation respondents agreed.

Figure 2.23 LegCo meetings by Identity

(Base)

100.0% (6)
Organisation 80.0% - (10)

Company
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For the statement, “Establish committees to deal with such matters as audit,
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staff and finance, planning, marketing; and set up a consultation panel to
collect public views”, Figure 2.24 shows that while all organisation respondents
agreed, 91% of Individual respondents agreed (4% disagreed) and 83% of
company respondents agreed.

Figure 2.24 Establish committees by Identity

(Base)

Company 83.3% - (6)

Organisation 100.0% (10)

5.6%

Individual 90.5% l4.0% (126)

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree - Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “Capital injection and land allocated by the Government at
nominal or reduced premium”, Figure 2.25 shows that while 90% of
organisation respondents agreed and 82% of individual respondents agreed
(10% disagreed), while only 50% of company respondents agreed.

Figure 2.25 Capital and Land by ldentity

(Base)

Organisation 90.0% 0 (10)

7.9%

Individual } 81.9% . 102%  (127)

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree
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For the statement, “To provide an initial endowment/seed funding to cover, say,
the first five years of operation, and resources will be drawn from the dedicated
fund when its project(s) is/are ready for implementation, subject to funding
approval from LegCo similar to other public works projects”, Figure 2.26 shows
that while 91% of organisation respondents agreed and 82% of individual
respondents agreed (11% disagreed), only 67% of company respondents
agreed.

Figure 2.26 Dedicated fund by Identity

(Base)

Company w 66.7% 33.3% (6)

Organisation 90.9% 9.1% (12)

6.4%

Individual ‘ 82.4% 11.2% (125)

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree - Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “Through maintaining a balanced portfolio of projects, to
achieve overall financial sustainability over the long term”, Figure 2.27 shows
that while 64% of organisation respondents agreed (18% disagreed) and 76%
of individual respondents agreed (12% disagreed), only 50% of company
respondents agreed (33% disagreed).
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Figure 2.27 Balanced portfolio by Identity

(Base)

Company } 50.0% - 33.3% (6)

Organisation 63.6% - 18.2% (11)

Individual ‘ 76.0% 12.0% 12.0% (125)

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “the initial allocation of land to the proposed HFA for
development and management should be relatively modest (see possible list
in Q7 below) with the allocation of land to expand gradually to other suitable
sites when it has accumulated experience, and build up its reputation and track
record”, Figure 2.28 shows that while all company respondents agreed, only
71% of Individual respondents (16% disagreed) and 55% of organisation
respondents agreed (18% disagreed).

Figure 2.28 Modest initial allocation by Identity

(Base)

Organisation 54.5% - 18.2% (11)

Individual ‘ 71.2% 16.0% (125)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the individual sites proposed for allocation, Figures 2.29 to 2.33 show that
there were generally large differences between the respondents of different

36



identity, there were strongest support for the allocation of sites from
organisation respondents (88% to 100%), followed by individual respondents
(74% to 91%) and company respondents (50% to 83%).

Figure 2.29 New Central harbourfront by identity

(Base)

Company w 83.3% 16.7% (6)

Organisation 100.0% (8)

4.7%

Individual J 91.4% I3.9% (128)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

Figure 2.30 Wanchai-North Point harbourfront by identity

(Base)

Company 50.0% 16.7%|  33.3% (6)
Organisation 87.5% - (8)

Individual 81.6% [ 4.8% (125)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree
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Figure 2.31 Quarry Bay harbourfront by identity

(Base)

S o
Organisation 100.0% 9)
Individual 74.4% BN 72% (125

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

Figure 2.32 Kwun Tong harbourfront by identity

(Base)

Company w 66.7% - 16.7% (6)

Organisation 88.9% I . 9)

Individual ‘ 76.6% B 700 (29

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree

Strongly disagree / Disagree

Figure 2.33 Hung Hom harbourfront

(Base)

Company 66.7% _ (6)
Organisation 87.5% - (8)
Individual 79.4% WSB 630  (126)

m Strongly agree / Agree m Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree
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For the statement, “Plan, design, construct, operate and manage the allocated
sites in accordance with the statutory plans and where necessary, propose
amendments”, Figure 2.34 shows that while all company respondents agreed,
90% of Individual respondents agreed (2% disagreed) and 73% of
organisation respondents agreed.

Figure 2.34 Plan/design/operate by Identity

(Base)

Organisation 72.7% - (11)

8.0%

Individual ‘ 89.6% .2.4% (125)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “Design, construct, operate, and manage harbourfront
facilities at the allocated sites”, Figure 2.35 shows that while all company
respondents agreed, 85% of individual respondents agreed (2% disagreed)
and 100% of organisation respondents agreed.
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Figure 2.35 Manage by Identity

(Base)

Company } 83.3% 16.7% (6)

Organisation 100.0%

11)

12.2%

Individual J 85.4% -2.4% (123)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

For the statement, “Foster temporary, quick-win or other enhancement
projects”, Figure 2.36 shows that while all company respondents agreed, 91%
of individual respondents agreed (2% disagreed) and 100% of organisation
respondents agreed.

Figure 2.36 Quick win by Identity

(Base)

oy IS ©

Organisation 100.0% (11)

6.6%

Individual ‘ 91.0% . 25% (122)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree
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2.4.2 Differences by age group

The only difference of at least 16 percentage points was for the question of
initial land allocation, where younger respondents agreed much more often
than older respondents with this principle (80% agree, 10% disagree for 29 or
below versus 62%/63% agree and 20%/21% disagree for the older
respondents).

Figure 2.37 Initial land allocation by Age group

(Base)

29 or below } 80.3% ! 9.8% (61)

30-49 61.8% - 20.6% (34)

50 or above ‘ 62.9% - 20.0% (35)

= Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree
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2.4.3 Differences by residence in harbourfront district

The only difference of at least 16 percentage points was for the question of
initial land allocation, where respondents from harbourfront districts agreed
much more often than other respondents with this principle (78% agree, 13%
disagree versus 54% agree and 21% disagree for respondents from other
districts).

Figure 2.38 Initial land allocation by District

8.8% (Base)

Harbourfront districts 78.0% I13_2% (91)
Non-harbourfront districts 53.8% - 20.5% (39)

m Strongly agree / Agree = Neither agree nor disagree = Strongly disagree / Disagree

2.5 Conclusion for quantitative analysis
Identity & Demographics

About 89% of the respondents provided their response in an individual
capacity and 46% of the respondents were aged under 30.

Objectives of the HFA

At least 81% of respondents agreed (at least 54% strongly agreed) with all of
the objectives. Generally, organisation respondents showed more support for
the proposed objectives, followed by individual respondents and company

respondents.

Membership of the HFA
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75% of respondents agreed with broad-based representation (13% disagreed)
in the Board (although only 17% of company respondents agreed) and 85%
agreed with establishment of committees (5.9% disagreed)

Statutory Governance & Management Functions of the HFA

There was strong support (at least 87% agreed, at most 6% disagreed) for all
the proposed governance and management functions proposed in the PE
Digest.

Accountability measures for the HFA

There was strong support for the proposed accountability measures, with
consulting the public having most agreement (97% agree, 2% disagree) and
empowering the Government to give directions in public interest having the
least agreement (83% agree, 9% disagree).

Financial arrangements for the HFA

There was strong support for the proposed financial arrangements (at least
75% agree and at most 13% disagree).

Land allocation for the HFA

There was majority agreement with the principle (70% agree and 15%
disagree).

There was strong support for the allocation of the proposed sites. In
particular, the allocation of the New Central harbourfront has highest level of
support (91% agree and 5% disagree), followed by Wanchai-North Point
harbourfront (80% agree and 7% disagree) and Hung Hom harbourfront (79%
agree and 7% disagree)..

HFA to replace HC

There was strong agreement with this proposal (79% agree, 5% disagree).

Executive functions of the HFA
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There was general agreement with all the proposed executive functions, with
strongest support for Public engagement exercises (95% agree and 1%
disagree) and public engagement exercises (95% agree and 1% disagree) to
be followed by enhancement projects (92% agree and 2% disagree) and
monitoring the allocated sites (91% agree and 1% disagree).

Executive team for the HFA

There was general agreement with this proposal (72% agree, 15% disagree).
Overall Agreement with the objectives and proposals

In summary, the quantitative analysis showed broad support for all the
objectives and proposals. With the exception of company representatives in a

few aspects, all aspects otherwise had majority agreement from all types of
respondents.
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Chapter 3: Results of the Qualitative Analysis
3.1 Introduction

In this chapter we analyze the open-ended comments received from the public
engagement forms and all the other feedback received during the Phase Il PE
Exercise between 25" September 2014 and 24" December 2014. All 1,433
comments received during the engagement process were divided into seven
channels as described below:

1. Public Fora (PF): 3 Public Fora - public fora are distinguished from other
events because they were widely advertised as open to all participants,
whereas some of the other events were not open to everyone or not
broadly advertised (Annex A): 112 comments were received from the
participants of public forums;

2. Public consultative platforms (PCP): 1 summary of a Legislative Council
Panel on Development meeting and 9 summaries from District Councils
(Annex B): 255 comments were received through public consultative
platforms;

3. Event (E): 6 summaries from briefing events other than PFs or PCPs
(Annex C): 142 comments were received from these events;

4.  Written submission (WS): 30 written submissions including either by soft
or hard copies with an organization. All these written submissions were
sent by letters, fax or email to the Government with or without explicit
corporate or association identification (Annex D): 450 comments were
received in this manner;

5. Public engagement form (Q): written comments in the 157 usable public
engagement forms: 368 comments were received in this manner (note
that only the analysis of 99 public engagement forms (including 71 online
public engagement forms and 28 paper public engagement forms) with
open-ended comments is reported here, the rest of the results are
reported in Chapter 2);
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6. Media (M): comments from 40 news articles from printed media (Annex E):
only 14 news articles were usable in the analysis as the other articles
contained only factual reports or comments from the HC and no public
views, yielding 33 comments for inclusion;

7. Internet and Social Media (IM): comments from 45 online news articles, 3
posts from Facebook, 2 posts from blogs, 7 topics in online discussion
forums, 2 topics from websites, 5 posts from the Public Affair Forum -
comments are included if they are covered by WiseNews (except Public
Affair Forum) during the consultation period as this is a reputable indexing
method for Internet activity in Hong Kong (Annex F): only 16 posts were
usable in the analysis as the other posts contained only factual reports or
comments from the HC and no public views, yielding 73 comments for
inclusion;

The qualitative analysis used the nVivo software and is based on a framework
in Annex H that was developed by the HKUSSRC to reflect all the issues
covered in the public engagement digest, and then extended to cover all the
other issues raised in the qualitative materials collected during the
consultation.

The overall table of counts for issues for which qualitative comments were
given is provided for each section in this chapter, broken down by the seven
channels. Comments submitted by different people are counted each time,
even if the comments were identical, regardless of the channel of submission,
on the grounds that this reflects the number of people or organizations who
wish to make that specific comment. No distinction is made between people
and organizations, as it is often unclear whether a comment represents a
personal or an institutional perspective. All counts are comment-based.

As individual identities were not cross-referenced across channels, comments
submitted through multiple channels are counted separately through each
channel.

Discussion is provided for any issue with at least ten comments provided,
including a quote from a typical comment submitted and where appropriate the
numbers of comments that agree and disagree are highlighted. The discussion
highlights whenever at least half of the comments about an issue came
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through a single channel.

3.2 Objectives of the HFA

Table 3.1 shows the breakdown of the 210 comments about the objectives of
the proposed HFA by channel.

Table 3.1: Comments about Objectives of HFA by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF |[PCPIE (WS |Q |M |IM

A.1. Objectives of HFA 7 |35 |12 |92 |55 |8 |1 |210

A.1.1. Key objectives proposed in

consultation documents 7 (30 |11 (73 |42 |4 |1 |168

A.1.1.1. Protect, preserve and
enhance Victoria Harbour, uphold and
strengthen its position as the icon of
Hong Kong, and nurture the sense of

belonging (Qla) 0 |3 2 |12 |6 |0 |0 |23
A.1.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the

objective 0 |3 1 |12 6 |0 |0 (22
A.1.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour

or opposed to the objective 0 |0 1 0 (0 0 |0 |1

A.1.1.1.3.1. Concerns on potential
conflict between protection of harbour
and harbourfront development 0O |0 1 0 (0 0 |0 |1

A.1.1.2. Promote and deliver an
attractive, vibrant, green, accessible
and sustainable harbourfront with
diversified attractions and activities for

public enjoyment (Q1b) 0 |4 2 |14 |13 |0 |1 |34
A.1.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the
objective 0 |4 2 |14 |12 [0 |1 |33
A.1.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the
objective 0 |0 O |0 |1 |0 0 |1

A.1.1.2.2.1. The objective is just an
excuse to put more buildings at the
harbourfronts 0O |0 O [0 |1 0 |0 |1

A.1.1.3. Recognize and maintain a|0 |1 1 (7 (1 |0 |0 |10
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Divided by Channels

Node

PF

PCP

E

WS

Q

Total

good balance of the Victoria Harbour
as both as a working harbour and its
harbourfront as a public urban space
for enjoyment (Q1c)

A.1.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the
objective

10

A.1.1.4. Facilitate and enhance
partnership and collaboration among
HFA, Government, NGOs and the
private sector (Q1d)

12

24

A.1.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the
objective

12

24

A.1.1.5. Pursue harbourfront projects
with a view to achieving balance in
economic benefits, social objectives
and environmental well-being (Q1le)

12

36

A.1.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the
objective

14

A.1.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the
objective

10

11

A.1.1.5.2.1. Social objectives and
environmental well-being should be the
priorities instead of economic benefits

A.1.1522. HFA wil be biased
towards commercial development if
one of objectives is to achieve
economic benefits

A.1.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour
or opposed to the objective

11

A.1.1.5.3.1. Concerns on
over-commercialisation at the
harbourfronts

A.1.1.5.3.2. Concerns on the how
economic benefits will be evaluated

A.1.1.5.3.3. Concerns on whether
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF |PCP|E (WS |Q IM

implanting commercial factors can

bring vibrancy to the harbourfronts

A.1.1.5.3.4. Concerns on whether the

commercial activities will compete with

the existing business located at or near

the harbourfronts 0O |0 1 |0 |0 0 |1

A.1.1.6. Promote public engagement at

all stages of project development and

encourage wider participation of the

local community (Q1f) 3 |4 2 |13 |4 0 |26

A.1.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the

objective 3 |4 2 |13 |4 0 |26

A.1.1.7. Promote the concept of

sharing for public space and create an

inclusive and diversified harbourfront

with innovative designs and flexible

management (Q19g) 0 |4 0 |8 |2 0 |15

A.1.1.7.1. Comments in favour of the

objective 0 |4 0 |8 |2 0 |15

A.1.2. Other comments or concerns

related to objectives of HFA 0 |5 1 (19 (13 0 |42

A.1.2.1. Other objectives which HFA

should aim at (Q1h) 0 |3 1 (13 (13 0 |34

A.1.21.1. HFA should am at

managing the harbourfront in a holistic

approach 0 |0 0O |6 |4 0 |13

A.1.2.1.2. HFA should am at

overcoming the bureaucratic red-tapes |0 |2 1 |5 |4 0 (12

A.1.2.13. HFA should am at

developing the harbourfront into a

tourist spot 0 |1 0O (1 |2 0 (5

A.1.2.1.4. HFA should am at

managing the harbourfront in an

effective manner 0O |0 0O (1 |3 0 (4

A.1.2.2. Objectives HFA should NOT|0 |1 0O |4 |0 0 |5
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF |[PCPIE (WS |Q |M |IM

aim at

A.1.2.2.1. HFA should NOT aim at

developing property 0O |0 O |2 |0 (0 |0 |1
A.1.2.2.2. HFA should NOT aim at

gaining economic benefits 0O |0 O |2 |0 (0 |0 |1

A.1.2.2.3. HFA should NOT aim at
developing the harbourfront into a

tourist spot 0 |0 O |1 |0 [0 |0 |1
A.1.2.2.4. HFA should NOT aim at
raising Government revenue 0 |0 O |1 |0 |0 [0 |1
A.1.2.25. HFA should NOT aim at
reclaiming more lands 0 |1 O |0 |0 [0 |0 |1

A.1.2.3. HFA should turn the objectives
into working targets and performance

indicators 0 |1 O |2 |0 (0 |0 |2
A.1.2.4. Some of the objectives of HFA
are overlapping 0 |0 O |1 |0 |0 [0 |1

Of the 210 comments about objectives, 168 were about the objectives
proposed in the consultation digest and 42 were about other objectives.

Of the 168 comments about the proposed objectives, 23 were about the
protection of the Victoria harbourfront (of which 22 were in favour (“Support
enhancement and protection of the Victoria Harbourfront”)), 34 were about the
sustainable harbourfront (of which 33 were in favour (“The harbourfront should
have more green zones and be more accessible”)), 10 were about a balanced
working harbor and public space (all in favour) (“should ensure that Victoria
Harbour could continue as a working harbour whilst reorganized as needed to
avoid conflicts with the recreational land and other marine uses”) and 24
comments were about partnership and collaboration (all in favour) (“work with
various stakeholders including the private sector, NGOs and the public to tap
into their abilities to transform the harbourfront”). Of the 36 comments about
balancing economic, social and environmental outcomes, 14 were in favour
(“Hope that the authority will ensure an unobstructed view at the harbourfront
and sufficient public space as well as maintaining a good balance between
commercial activities and public use through the tendering process™), 11 were
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opposed (“You either have a sustainable community resource, or you have a
development opportunity that only benefits corporate interests. You can't have
both”) and 11 were neither in favour or opposed to the objectives proposed
(““concerned with the potential monopoly in the harbourfront™). There were 26
comments about public engagement (all in favour) (“HFA can engage with
local residents, professionals and other stakeholders to develop community
consensus on planning issues “) and 15 about innovative design and flexible
management (all in favour) (“sharing’ is an important concept in order to
achieve a vibrant and diverse waterfront and is fully advocated. ).

Of the 42 comments about other objectives, 34 were about other objectives
that HFA should target, including 13 about holistic management (“The planning

of the waterfront should be holistic”) and 12 about avoidance of red-tape (“HFA
should be empowered to overcome all bureaucratic red-tape”).

3.3 Composition of HFA Board & Committees

Table 3.2 shows the breakdown of the 152 comments about the composition of
the HFA Board and committees by channel.

Table 3.2: Comments on Composition of HFA Board & Committees by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.2. Composition of HFA Board and Committees 191 20| 6 |59 |46 | 1 | 1 |152

A.2.1. Board Composition proposed in consultation

documents 6|7 |2 |27122| 0| 0| 64
A.2.1.1. Broad-based representation (Q2a) o|jo0oj0O0|5]4]0/|O0 9
A.2.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the
composition method O] O0|]O0O|5|0|0]0] 5
A.2.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the
composition method o|jo0ojo0ojoO0]j1]0/|O0 1
A.2.1.1.2.1. Broad-based representation
does not work in practice o|jojo0ojo0oj1]0/|0O0 1
A.2.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the composition method o|jojo0ojo0|]3]0|O0 3
A.2.1.1.3.1. Concerns on how
'broad-based' representation will be 0 0O]0| O 3]0|O0 3
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF | PCP| E | WS | Q IM
A.2.1.2. The board consists of not more than 20
members (Q2a) o|O0|1]1]3 0 5
A.2.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the
composition method o|O0|1]0]O0 0 1
A.2.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the
composition method o|0|0]O0] 3 0 3
A.2.1.2.2.1. The maximum number of
Board members should be less than 20 O 00| 0] 2 0 2
A.2.1.2.2.2. The number of Board
members should not be more than 15 O] 00|01 0 1
A.2.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the composition method 0 0] 0|1 0 0 1
A.2.1.2.3.1. The number of Board
members should be between 15 and 20 o|l0|jO0| 1|0 0 1
A.2.1.3. The Chairman and Vice-chairman (one
being a public officer and the other a
non-official) (Q2a) O] 0|0 |5]| 4 0|9
A.2.1.3.2. Public officers should only be
members of the board instead of being
chairman or vice-chairman O] 00| 0] 1 0 1
A.2.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the composition method O]l 00| 5] 4 0 9
A.2.1.3.3.1. The Chair should be a
non-governmental member O] 0|0|4]|O0 0| 4
A.2.1.3.3.2. Concerns on whether the posts
of Chair or Vice-chair will be 'out-sourced'
to a public official oOojo0j0|O0] 3 0| 3
A.2.1.3.3.3. The founding Chair should be
the same as the HC for continuity o|0|0]1]O0 0 1
A.2.1.4. Board members may include members
with relevant professional expertise (digestpl7) | 1 | O | O | 6 | 2 0 9
A.2.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the
composition method 0 8
A.2.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or 0
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF | PCP| E | WS | Q IM
opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.4.3.1. Concerns on whether
environmental management would be
considered as a profession 1,001 0/|O0 0 1
A.2.1.5. Board members may include relevant
Government officials (digest p17) 1,00 1)|5 0 7
A.2.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the
composition method 0 O] 0| 1] 4 0 5
A.2.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the
composition method 0 0O]0| O 1 0 1
A.2.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the composition method 1 O] 0| 0] O 0 1
A.2.1.5.3.1. Concerns on the rank and
position of the government officials to be
appointed into the Board 1|1 0|0|0|O 0 1
A.2.1.6. Board members may include District
Council member(s) (digest p17) 2 310 4] 2 0|11
A.2.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the
composition method 1|13 ,0]| 3] 2 0|9
A.2.1.6.2. Comments opposed to the
composition method 1|1 0|0]0]|O 0 1
A.2.1.6.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the composition method o|0|0]1]O0 0 1
A.2.1.6.3.1. The Board members should
not limited to District Council members
whose districts are near the Victoria
Harbour Oj0O0jO0|1]O0 0 1
A.2.1.7. Board members may include LegCo
member(s) (digest p17) 2 210130 0 7
A.2.1.7.1. Comments in favour of the
composition method 1 210130 0 6
A.2.1.7.2. Comments opposed to the
composition method 1,001 0/|O0 0 1
A.2.1.8. The board was appointment on personal
basis by the CE (digest p17) o2 (1] 2] 2 0 7
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF | PCP| E | WS | Q IM
A.2.1.8.1. Comments in favour of the
composition method 0 1/0]0]|O0 0 1
A.2.1.8.2. Comments opposed to the
composition method 0| 00|01 0 1
A.2.1.8.2.1. Those being appointed by the
CE will not reflect the views of thepublic| O | O | O | O | 1 0 1
A.2.1.8.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the composition method 0 1 1] 2 1 0 5
A.2.1.8.3.1. The appointment process of
the Board members should be transparent | O 0] 0| 2 0 0 2
A.2.1.8.3.2. Concerns on whether District
Council members will be included if the
Board members are to be appointed on
personal basis by the CE 0 1/0]0]|O0 0 1
A.2.1.8.3.3. Concerns on whether HFA
will be accountable to the public if the
Board is appointed on personal basis by
CE OjO0j1(0]|O0 0|1
A.2.1.8.3.4. The appointment of board
members should also be agreed by LegCo
and the public O] 00| 0] 1 0 1
A.2.2. Committee Composition proposed in
consultation documents O|5]0| 4] 3 0| 12
A.2.2.1. Committees may involve or co-opt
members other than the appointed Board
members (Q2b) O| 50|43 0| 12
A.2.2.1.1. Comments in favour of the
composition method 0O} 3]0(1]O0 0| 4
A.2.2.1.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the composition method 0|2 (0] 3|3 0 8
A.2.2.1.3.1. District Councilors should be
included in these committees Oj(1]0|1]1 0| 3
A.2.2.1.3.2. HFA can form regional
committees which are composed of local
district representatives 0 10| 0|1 0 2

54




Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF|PCP| E |WS| Q | M| IM
A.2.2.1.3.3. The number of member of
each committee should be around 3 to 4 OojoO0j]0O0|0O0|1|0]O0 1
A.2.2.1.3.4. The committees should
include members from professional bodies
or with technical background ojo0ojo0j1]0]0/|O0 1
A.2.2.1.3.5. The committees should have
broad-based representation o|jo0ojo0j1]0]0/|O0 1
A.2.3. Other comments or concerns on board
composition 13| 8 | 4 (28|21 1| 1|76
A.2.3.1. Suggestion on who else should be
involved in the governance of HFA 12| 7 | 3|20 14 57
A.2.3.1.1. Sectors and Industries 3 6 3]0 16
A.2.3.1.1.1. Representatives from
commercial sector 1101242 |0]0]0°9
A.2.3.1.1.2. Representatives from tourism
industry o(1j0(1|1(0]0] 3
A.2.3.1.1.3. Representatives from
industrial sector 2/ 0(0|0]O0O]|]O0O|O0)| 2
A.2.3.1.1.4. Representatives from the real
estate development industry o|jo0oj0O0j]1]0]0]|O0 1
A.2.3.1.1.5. Representatives from
maritime industry 0 1/0]0]0]O0]|O 1
A.2.3.1.2. Local communities near the
harbourfronts 4 11|06 2]0]|0]13
A.2.3.1.3. General public 2 2 10| 2 1110 8
A.2.3.1.4. NGOs 11002 |5|0|0] 8
A.2.3.1.4.1. Members of Green groups 1,0|0|21)|3]|]0]0 5
A.2.3.1.4.2. Representatives from NGOs 0 0] 0|1 1 /0|0 2
A.2.3.1.4.3. Members of the Victoria
Harbour protection groups 0 1 1
A.2.3.1.5. Boards, Councils, Commissions 2 4
A.2.3.1.5.1. Members of HC 2
A.2.3.1.5.2. Members of Consumer
Council 0 1
A.2.3.1.5.3. Members of Tourism Board 0 1
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Divided by Channels
Node Total
PF|PCP| E |WS| Q | M| IM
A.2.3.1.6. Young people o|jo0oj1j]1]0]0/|O0 2
A.2.3.1.7. Students 1 1/0,0|0|0]|O0] 2
A.2.3.1.8. Users of harbourfront 1/10(0]0]0O0]O0]|O 1
A.2.3.1.9. Academics 00|01 |0|0]O 1
A.2.3.1.10. Government officers ofo0|0|0|1|10]O0 1
A.2.3.1.11. The Board should include
members with different views of1|0,010|0]O 1
A.2.3.2. Suggestion on who should NOT be
involved in the governance of HFA O] 0O0jO0O|1|1|0]0]| 2
A.2.3.2.1. Members of government-affiliated
bodies o/0|]0|JO0O|]1]|0]|]O0)|1
A.2.3.2.2. Individual non-governmental
persons 0oj]oO0jO0Oj1|0|0]O 1
A.2.3.3. The composition of HFA Board should
be similar to the present HC o|jo0oj1]6]1]0/|O0 8
A.2.3.4. The members of the Board should be
elected by the public 0 1,014 ]0)|1 7
A.2.3.5. There should be a mechanism to review
the performance of Board members when
considering re-appointment o|jo0ojo0joO0]j1]0/|O0 1
A.2.3.6. Concerns on the tenure of the Board
members 1,0(0]0]0O0]O0]|O 1

Of the 152 comments about composition of the HFA board and committees, 64
were about the proposed composition of the board, 12 were about the
committees proposed and 76 were about other ideas on board composition.

Of the 64 comments about the proposed board composition, 11 were about the
inclusion of District Council members (9 in favour and 1 opposed) (“The latter
may include members of the Legislative Council and the relevant District
Councils”).

Of the 12 comments about the committees, all were about inclusion of

non-Board members in the committees (“The proposal to establish committees
under the Board is supported”).
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Of the 76 comments about other ideas on board composition, 57 were about
who else should be involved in HFA’s governance, including 16 comments
about the inclusion of various sectors (“Both from commercial and industrial
sectors, should have some places in the authority to express their needs and
concerns”) and 13 were about the inclusion of members from the local
harbourfront community (“The authority must similarly pursue community
appointments”).

3.4 Governance and Management of the HFA

Table 3.3 shows the breakdown of the 49 comments about the governance
and management of the HFA by channel.

Table 3.3: Comments on Governance and management by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.3. Governance and management 6 |12 6 |12 12| 1| 0 | 49
A.3.1. Statutory functions of the HFA Board
proposed in consultation digest ojo0(0|]0|4]0]|O0 4

A.3.1.1. Draw up corporate and business plans
(Q3a) 0O, 0]0]O 1]1]0]|0 1

A.3.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the function| O | O | O | O 1/0]0 1

A.3.1.1.2.1. The sustainability and
beautification of the harbourfronts will be
sacrificed in the corporate and business
plans ojo0|0]|O0 1,00 1

A.3.1.2. Oversee the overall development and
management of the sites allocated to HFA
(Q3b) 0O, 0]0]O 21 0|0 2

A.3.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the function| O | O | O | O 1,00 1

A.3.1.2.2.1. The governance function

should not include development and

management of the sites allocated 0| 0|0 O 1,0]0 1
A.3.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the function 0| 0|0} O 1,0]0 1
A.3.1.2.3.1. Concerns on whether the oOojo0|0]|O0 1,00 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF|PCP| E | WS| Q IM
governance function includes overseeing
the development of entire harbourfront
A.3.1.3. Implement public accountability
measures (Q3c) ojo0|0]|O0 1 0 1
A.3.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the
function 0| 0|0 0] 1 0 1
A.3.2. Other comments or concerns on governance
and management function 12 12 45
A.3.2.1. Power and Authority 6 | 10 12 41
A.3.2.1.1. HFA should be given enough
power to negotiate with government
departments 4 310 1 3 0] 11
A.3.2.1.2. The responsibilities of HFA
should not overlap with Government
departments 2| 3|23 1 0|11
A.3.2.1.3. HFA should be given enough
power to make decisions on the development
of harbourfronts O 1}2|4]1 0| 8
A.3.2.1.4. The roles, obligations and extent
of power of HFA should be clearly defined O 10 2 1 0| 5
A.3.2.1.6. HFA should not be given excess
power which may derogate from the existing
powers and functions of relevant
Government bureaux and departments as
well as statutory bodies 0} 20| 0 1 0 3
A.3.2.1.7. HFA should have the right to
ignore Government's direction in planning Ooj0|0]1 0 0 1
A.3.2.1.8. HFA should be given the power to
veto uses which are not in line with HFA's
objectives ojo0|0]O0 1 0 1
A.3.2.1.9. HFA should not be a rubber stamp
of government policies O 0|0]1 0 0 1
A.3.2.2. General concerns on the governance
and management of HFA 1 2
A.3.2.3. Concerns on the arrangement of HFA's 1 0 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

meetings

A.3.2.4. Concerns on the cooperation and
relationship between HFA and government in
general ojo0(1|]0|0]0]|O0 1

Of the 49 comments about governance and management of the HFA, 41 were
about the power and authority of the HFA, including 11 comments which were
about the need for sufficient power to negotiate with government departments
(“The level of HFA in the governmental hierarchy cannot be too low so that it
has enough power to coordinate different departments”) and 11 comments
which were about overlapping of responsibilities with government departments
(“called on the Administration to delineate the responsibilities of the various
parties in respect of harbourfront management”).

3.5 Public accountability of the HFA

Table 3.4 shows the breakdown of the 87 comments about public accountability of
the HFA by channel.

Table 3.4: Comments on Public Accountability of HFA by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.4. Public Accountability 9 2317 16|27 2| 3 | 87
A.4.1. Comments on proposed public
accountability measures 4 |7 ]3| 6 18| 0| 0] 38

A.4.1.1. Submission of corporate plan and

business plan for approval by Principal Official

(Q4a) 0|10 0|3, 0|0/ 4
A.4.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the
measure ojo0;0j0|3,0|0]| 3
A.4.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the measure 0 1, 0|0]0]|O0]O 1

A.4.1.1.3.1. Concerns on whether the
approval of corporate and business plan
will be troubled by bureaucracy 0 1, 0|0]0]|O0]O 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF|PCP| E | WS| Q IM
A.4.1.2. Development of key performance
indicators to measure performance (Q4b) 0| O 1 1 0 0 2
A.4.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the
measure oj0|]0|1)]0 0 1
A.4.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the measure ojo01|01|0O0 0 1
A.4.1.2.3.1. The performance of HFA can
only be judged after a long period after its
establishment 0, 0]1]0)]O0 0 1
A.4.1.3. Submission of annual report, statement
of accounts and auditor's report to the
Government, LegCo and subject to Director of
Audit's scrutiny (Q4c) 1 0] 0] O 2 0 3
A.4.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the
measure 110|070 2 0 3
A.4.1.4. Chairman and executive head to attend
LegCo meetings upon request (Q4d) Oy, 1;0]1]0 0| 2
A.4.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the
measure Oy, 1701 ]0 0| 2
A.4.1.5. Consult the public on matters relating
to the development and operation of the
harbourfront related facilities (Q4e) 11222 4 0|11
A.4.15.1. Comments in favour of the
measure 11221\ 4 0| 10
A.4.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the measure O 0|0]1 0 0 1
A.4.1.5.3.1. HFA should organise public
forums on a regular basis O 0|0]1 0 0 1
A.4.1.6. Open meetings where appropriate
(Q4f) 1, 20| 1]5 0|9
A.4.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the
measure 110|135 0| 8
A.4.1.6.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the measure 1 1
A.4.1.6.3.1. Concerns on the details of 1 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF|PCP| E | WS| Q IM
opening meetings to the public
A.4.1.7. Regular declaration of interests by
board and committee members for public (Q41) | 1 10| 0]O0 0 2
A.4.1.7.1. Comments in favour of the
measure o100 O0 0 1
A.4.1.7.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the measure 1 0] 0] O 0 0 1
A.4.1.7.3.1. Concerns on whether the
Board members will be willing to declare
their interest 1, 0|0, 0]|O0 0 1
A.4.1.9. Make HFA accountable to a Principal
Official and to empower the Government to
give directions in public interest (Q4j) 1 1
A.4.1.9.2. Comments opposed to the measure 1 1
A.4.1.9.2.1. There is no Principal Official
whose department or bureau does not have
conflicts of interests with HFA 0, 00|01 0 1
A.4.1.10. Establish committees to deal with
such matters as audit, staff and finance,
planning, marketing; and set up a consultation
panel to collect public views (Q4k) O 0|0]1 3 0 4
A.4.1.10.1. Comments in favour of the
measure O, 00} 1] 3 0| 4
A.4.2. Other comments or concerns related to
public accountability 5116 4 10| 9 3149
A.4.2.1. HFA should not become an
independent empire, white elephant or a private
organization 317111} 5]5 3|26
A.4.2.1.1. HFA should not become an
independent empire 1 4 0 4 3 1 | 13
A.4.2.1.2. HFA should not become a white
elephant
1 2 0 1 0 2 8
A.4.2.1.3. HFA should not become a private
organization 1 0 1 0 2 0 4
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.4.2.1.4. HFA should not become a white

elephant or an independent empire 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
A.4.2.2. HFA should be accountable to public
and its operation should be transparent 2|5 1] 2 3110|0713
A.4.2.3. HFA should be accountable to the
District Councils 0|21, 0|0,0|0]| 3
A.4.2.4. Collusion between the Government and
the business sector should be avoided 0 100 1,00 2
A.4.2.5. HFA should be sensitive and
responsive to the needs of the public 0| 0| 0| 2 0O|]0]| O 2

A.4.2.6. HFA officials should attend District
Council meetings upon request 0| 0| O 1 0|]0]| O 1

A.4.2.7. HFA should have better planning on
how to cooperate with District Councils o, 0}j10]0j0]O0 1

A.4.2.8. The financial statements should be

open to the public o, 1}0]0]0j0]O0 1

Of the 87 comments about public accountability of the HFA, 38 were about the
proposed accountability measures and 49 were on other aspects of public
accountability.

Of the 38 comments about the proposed accountability measures, 11 were
about consulting the public on matters relating to the development and
management of the harbourfront facilities (10 in favour) (“HFA needed to
communicate with the community and develop a higher level of trust”).

Of the 49 comments on other aspects, 13 were about the HFA should not
become a white elephant (“worried that the HFA will follow the West Kowloon
) and 13 were about the
HFA should be accountable to the public through high level of transparency (“It

Cultural District Authority to become a ‘white elephant

is important to let public know what the HA is doing and to maintain a
transparent environment”).
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3.6 Financial Arrangements of the HFA

Table 3.5 shows the breakdown of the 143 comments about the financial

arrangements of the HFA by channel.

Table 3.5: Comments on Financial Arrangements of HFA by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF |PCP |[E [WS |Q IM

A.5. Financial Arrangement 10 (38 (13 |33 |46 0 143

A.5.1. Financial arrangement mentioned in

the consultation digest 8 |34 |9 |26 |35 0 (114

A.5.1.1. Government to provide capital

injection and allocate land as in-kind

support (Q5a) 0 |2 0 |2 |5 0 |9

A.5.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the

approach 0 |2 o |2 |3 o |7

A.5.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or

opposed to the approach 0 |0 0o |0 |2 0 (2

A.5.1.1.3.1. The amount of fund injected

into HFA by the government should not be

too large 0 |0 0o |0 |2 0 (2

A.5.1.2. Set aside a dedicated fund within

Government (Q5b) 1 |3 0 |0 1 0 |5

A.5.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or

opposed to the approach 1 |3 0 |0 1 0 |5

A.5.1.2.3.1. Concerns on the amount of the

dedicated fund 1 3 |0 [0 |1 0 |5

A.5.1.3. Resources will be drawn from the

dedicated fund when project is ready for

implementation (subject to LegCo's

approval) (Q5c) 1 |4 5 18 |9 0 |27

A.5.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the

approach 0 |2 o |7 |3 0 |12

A.5.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or

opposed to the approach 1 (2 5 |1 |6 0 |15

A.5.1.3.3.1. Concerns on delay of funding

approval by the LegCo 1 |0 2 |1 |3 o |7

63




Node

Divided by Channels

PF |PCP [E |WS |Q

Total

A.5.1.3.3.2. Concerns on the difficulties for
the HFA to acquire government funding as
the performance of HFA is hard to be

evaluated

A.5.1.3.3.3. Concerns on whether HFA will

have enough funding

A.5.1.3.3.4. Concerns on whether
interested parties would be benefits using

loop holes in the funding arrangement

A.5.1.4. Through a balanced portfolio of
projects to help achieve long-term overall

financial sustainability (Q5d)

71

A.5.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the

approach

14

A.5.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the

approach

30

A.5.1.4.2.1. The Harbourfront may be
over-commercialised and have less public
space if financial sustainability or economic

benefits are to be achieved

28

A.5.1.4.2.2. HFA should not be financially
independent

A.5.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the approach

27

A.5.1.4.3.1. Concerns on whether fiscal
balance and financial sustainability of HFA

can be achieved

21

A.5.1.4.3.2. Concerns on the financial

planning of HFA

A.5.1.5. Financial consultancy to be
conducted to assess the funding

requirements (digest p25)

A.5.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or

opposed to the approach

A.5.1.5.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA will

0 |1 0o |0
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Node

Divided by Channels

PF

PCP

E

WS |Q

Total

follow government's auditing standards

A.5.1.5.3.2. HFA should conduct benefit
and cost analysis whenever possible to
evaluate financial performance and

efficiency

A.5.2. Other comments or concerns on

financial arrangement

29

A.5.2.1. The government should support
HFA financially

A.5.2.2. HFA should be given the power to

propose how to use its funding

A.5.2.3. The HFA should seek alternative

means for funding

A.5.2.4. Concerns on how HFA would

manage its finance in general

A.5.2.5. HFA should receive annual
subvention to bridge the funding gaps in
the development of projects

A.5.2.6. Leasing properties can be one of
the financial sources of HFA

A.5.2.7. Taxes from the business near the
harbourfront can be a source of income for
HFA

A.5.2.8. Concerns on the cost of

transforming HC into a new authority

A.5.2.9. HFA can work with District Council

for local action plans utilizing signature

project scheme funding

Of the 143 comments about financial arrangements, 114 were about the
proposed arrangements set out in the consultation digest and 29 were about

other aspects.

Of the 114 comments about the proposed arrangements, 27 were about the
proposal for HFA to draw from the dedicated fund when the project is ready
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(12 in favour (“The dedicated fund approach would reduce the lead-time of
projects whilst still ensuring the Authority is subject to public accountability”)
and 15 were neither in favour or opposed (“Whilst there are strong benefits in
not giving an upfront capital endowment to the Harbourfront Authority, this
arrangement also has the drawbacks that without the certainty of financial
backing, any funding approval needed from the Legislative Council may be
delayed due to filibustering”)). 71 comments were about the proposal for the
HFA to achieve long-term overall financial sustainability through a balanced
portfolio of projects (14 in favour (“It is necessary for the formula to be
self-sustaining”), in which 30 opposed (including 28 concerns about
commercialization (“if the HFA was required to operate on a self-financing
basis, it would become profit-oriented and compromise its vision of creating a
harbourfront for public enjoyment”)) and 27 were neither in favour or opposed
(including 21 concerns about financial sustainability (“Balancing financial
stability is a good goal but hard to achieve as an obligation”))).

Of the 29 comments about other aspects, there was no common theme.

3.7 Land and the HFA

Table 3.6 shows the breakdown of the 55 comments about land and the HFA
by channel.

Table 3.6: Comments on Land and the HFA by Channel

Divided by Channels
Node Total
PF|PCP| E |WS| Q| M| IM
A.6. Land Matters 8|11 8|17 8 | 2 | 1 |55
A.6.1. Land matters mentioned in the consultation
documents 2|1 44111 6| 1| 0|28
A.6.1.1. Adopt a phased allocation approach
with modest initial allocation (Q6) 1 1 1, 8| 5| 0| 0] 16
A.6.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the
approach 1 1,082 ]0)| 0|12
A.6.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the
approach ojo0ojo0|j0}(3|0}|0O0 3
A.6.1.1.2.1. The sites should be released to
HFA as soon as possible Oo,0|0|O0O0|2|0]|]0]| 2
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Divided by Channels

Total
PF|PCP| E | WS| Q IM
A.6.1.1.2.2. The HFA should not be vested
the land in a petty approach O 00| 0|1 0 1
A.6.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the approach o011 0]0O0 0 1
A.6.1.1.3.1. Concerns on whether financial
sustainability can be assured if the
harbourfront will be developed in phases ojo0j1,0]0O0 0 1
A.6.1.2. Sites allocated should not be privatised
by HFA (digest p23) 1 3 3 3 1 0| 12
A.6.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the
approach 1 1 0 2 0 0 4
A.6.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the approach 0 2 3 1 1 0 8
A.6.1.2.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA
owns the sites and would sell them to
generate income o 1}1]1]|1 0| 5
A.6.1.2.3.2. Concerns on whether the
harbourfront areas managed by HFA are
still regarded as Government land 0, 0]1]0]O0 0 1
A.6.1.2.3.3. Concerns on whether HFA
can achieve fiscal sustainability if it will
not own the land sites and cannot sell them
to generate income 0O/, 10| 0]O0 0 1
A.6.1.2.3.4. Public-private partnership
contradicts the statement that allocated
sites to the authority should not be
privatised 1 0 1
A.6.2. Other comments or concerns on land matters 4 27
A.6.2.1. Criteria for site allocation 2 0| 10
A.6.2.1.1. Concerns on the criteria to
prioritise the sites to be developed 1 11201 0 5
A.6.2.1.2. HFA should be allocated the land
only when neither the government nor
developers can deliver what local community
wants oOo|j0|0] 4]|O0 0| 4
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.6.2.1.3. HFA should be allocated the
adjacent sites which can be joined together
for development 0 1, 0(0|0]O0]|O 1

A.6.2.2. Concerns on whether HFA will be able
to acquire private land along the harbourfront 3 1, 0(1|0]0]|O0 5

A.6.2.3. Concerns on the details of the
development plan of particular sites 2 1 1] 0|]0]0]|O 4

A.6.2.4. Concerns on whether public land

should be managed by an non-governmental

organisation 0 2 0] O 10 1 4
A.6.2.5. The sites should not be monopolised by
a single developer ojo|jo0joO0|0}|1]|0O0 1

A.6.2.6. Local community may not welcome
handing over current development projects
along the harbourfront to the future HFA 0 1 ojo0(0|]0]|O0 1

A.6.2.7. It may not be fair to grant HFA land at

a nominal or reduced land premium 0,001 ]0]|0]O0 1

A.6.2.8. Concerns on whether allocating sites to
HFA requires approval of LegCo o,0}j1|0]0]|0]O0 1

Of the 55 comments about land and the HFA, 28 were about the proposed
land allocation mechanism and 27 were on other matters relating to land
allocation.

Of the 28 comments about the proposal, 16 were about the phased approach
in land allocation (12 in favour (“applauds the adoption of a prudent approach
in allocating a small amount of land in phases to HFA at the initial stage”) and
3 opposed) and 12 were about non-privatization of the allocated sites (4 in
favour and 8 neither in favour or opposed) (“Victoria Harbourfront land should
not be privatized”).

Of the 27 comments about other land matters, 10 were about the site
allocation criteria (“Where a local community has decided that neither the
government nor developers can deliver what the people want, only then can a
site be proposed for vesting to the authority because of its flexibility in
structuring solutions”).
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3.8 Site allocation to the HFA

Table 3.7 shows the breakdown of 77 comments about site allocation to the HFA by

channel.

Table 3.7: Comments on Site Allocation to HFA by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.7. Sites to be allocated to HFA 11| 7 (15|13 29| 0 | 2 | 77
A.7.1. Sites to be allocated to HFA suggested in
consultation digest 0] 0 5 7 120 0| 0 | 32
A.7.1.1. New Central Harbourfront (Q7a) 0| O 3 2 3/0]|0 8
A.7.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the
proposed allocation o012 |1)0]0] 4
A.7.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the
proposed allocation ojojo|jo|,2|0/|0O0 2
A.7.1.1.2.1. The proposed site will not
generate economic benefits ojo0o|o0]|O0 1,0]0 1

A.7.1.1.2.2. The proposed site allocation
will benefit rich people more ojo0o|0]|O0 1,0]0 1

A.7.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or

opposed to the proposed allocation 0 0 2 0 0] 0] O0 2

A.7.1.1.3.1. Concerns on whether 5 years
are enough to complete the New Central
Harbourfront project 0 0 1 0 00| O0 1

A.7.1.1.3.2. The Central harbourfront is

suitable for mixed use of biking and

jogging 0 0 1 0 0
A.7.1.2. Wanchai Harbourfront (Q7b) 0] O 1 1 310]0 5
A.7.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the
proposed allocation ojoj1}j1({1)0]0]| 3
A.7.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the
proposed allocation ojo0ojo0ojo0o|2|0]0]| 2
A.7.1.2.2.1. The proposed site will not
generate economic benefits ojo0j0j]0|1),0]0O0 1

A.7.1.2.2.2. The proposed site allocation | O | O | O | O 170]0 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF |PCP| E | WS| Q IM
will benefit rich people more
A.7.1.3. North Point Harbourfront (Q7b) ojo0]O0]| 1|1 0| 2
A.7.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the
proposed allocation 0)j0]| O 10 0 1
A.7.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the
proposed allocation 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
A.7.1.3.2.1. The proposed site will not
generate economic benefits 0 1
A.7.1.4. Quarry Bay Harbourfront (Q7c) 5 7
A.7.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the
proposed allocation O] 0|0} 2|2 0| 4
A.7.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the
proposed allocation o0, 0|O0]3 0| 3
A.7.1.4.2.1. Quarry Bay harbourfront is a
remote site O] 00|01 0 1
A.7.1.4.2.2. The proposed site will not
generate economic benefits O] 00|01 0 1
A.7.1.4.2.3. The proposed site allocation
will benefit rich people more 0|0
A.7.1.5. Kwun Tong Harbourfront (Q7d) 6 8
A.7.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the
proposed allocation 0] 0]| O 1 1 0 2
A.7.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the
proposed allocation
A.7.1.5.2.1. Kwun Tong is a remote site
A.7.1.5.2.2. The proposed site will not
generate economic benefits 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
A.7.1.5.2.3. The proposed site allocation
will benefit rich people more 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
A.7.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the proposed allocation 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
A.7.1.5.3.1. There were possibilities for
more commercial and cultural facilities at
the Kwun Tong harbourfront 0 1
A.7.1.6. Hung Hom Harbourfront (Q7e) 0 2
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Divided by Channels
Node Total
PF|PCP| E |[WS| Q| M| IM

A.7.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the

proposed allocation ojo0o|o0]|O0 1,0]0 1

A.7.1.6.2. Comments opposed to the

proposed allocation o|jo0o|0]|O0 1,0]0 1

A.7.1.6.2.1. The proposed site will not
generate economic benefits ojo0o|0]|O0 1,0]0 1
A.7.2. Other possible sites suggested by
respondents 11| 7 | 10| 6 91 0] 2145

A.7.2.1. Western Hong Kong Island waterfront | 8 0 0 0 170]0 9
A.7.2.2. Tsing Yi waterfront 0 2 2 1 170]0 6
A.7.2.3. Tsim Sha Tsui waterfront ojoj1}j1({1)0]0]| 3
A.7.2.4. To Kwa Wan waterfront 0|1 1,000 2| 4
A.7.2.5. Yau Ma Tei Typhoon Shelter
waterfront 1 1,11|0 3
A.7.2.6. Tsuen Wan waterfront 0] 0 1 1
A.7.2.7. Sites currently managed by
government but with newly approved
development projects 0] 0 2|0 1
A.7.2.8. Kai Tak waterfront O] 00| 0| 2
A.7.2.9. PLA dock at the Central Harbourfront
when it is not in military use 1 0 1, 0|]0]|]0]O0 2
A.7.2.10. All harbourfront which have not yet
been developed ojojo|jo|,2|0/|0O0 2
A.7.2.11. West Kowloon waterfront of1|j0|1}0]0|O0]| 2
A.7.2.12. Sun Yat San Memorial Park 1, 0(0|J]0|]O0O]O0]O 1
A.7.2.13. Western Food Wholesale Market 1 ojo0ojo0o|j0|0]0 1
A.7.2.14. All waterfront parks or open spaces
currently managed by the Leisure and Cultural
Services Department 0 0 0 1 00| O0 1
A.7.2.15. Sham Shui Po waterfront 0j2|]0j]0|0|0]O0]| 2
A.7.2.16. Harbourfront areas near existing ferry
piers 0] 0 1, 0]0]|]0]O0 1

Of the 77 comments about the harbourfront sites proposed for allocation, 32
were about the proposed sites set out in the PE Digest (“Kwun Tong, which is
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rather remote and being near to the industrial area that air pollution is quite
serious may not be suitable to be developed”) and 45 about other possible
sites (“Hope HFA would develop the Tsing Yi waterfront areas”).

3.9 Advisory and advocacy function and the HFA

Table 3.8 shows the breakdown of the 79 comments about advisory and advocacy
function and the HFA by channel.

Table 3.8: Comments on Advisory and advocacy function and HFA by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.8. Advisory and advocacy function 4 110|11538| 8| 1| 3|79

A.8.1. Disbanding HC and taking over advisory and
advocacy function by HFA (Q8) o402 |2|0|0| 8

A.8.1.1. HC should be disbanded and the

advocacy and advisory role of HC should be

taken up by HFA 0| 3|02 |1]0]0]€6
A.8.1.2. HC should be retained and its advocacy
and advisory role be kept o101, 0|1|]0|0| 2

A.8.2. Advisory and advocacy functions proposed
in the consultation digest 2|1 3|7 |30|3|0)| 3|48

A.8.2.1. To advise the Government on the
holistic and strategic development of the

harbourfront and its associated water-land
interface (digest p26) 0| 1 119|170 0]12

A.8.2.1.1. Comments in favour of the function| 0 1 1 9 1|10 0|12

A.8.2.2. To play an advocacy role in the
envisioning, planning, urban design, marking and
branding, development and operation of the
harbourfront areas and facilities in collaboration
with relevant stakeholders and DCs (digest p27) | 2 1 2112110 1] 19

A.8.2.2.1. Comments in favour of the function| 1 0 1 0 1|0 0 3

A.8.2.2.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the function 1 1 111210} 0| 1| 16

A.8.2.2.3.1. Concerns on potential conflict

of interest when HFA assumes both the

advisory and advocacy roles and 11,170, 0]|0]10
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Node

Divided by Channels

PF

PCP

E

WS

Q

Total

management responsibilities

A.8.2.2.3.2. The advisory and advocacy
function should include road and pavement
design and other issues related to

connectivity

A.8.2.2.3.3. HFA should collaborate with
other stakeholders in solving the screening

effect alongside the harbourfront

A.8.2.2.3.4. HFA should ensure effective
communication and coordination when
performing its advisory and advocacy

function

A.8.2.3. To comment on private and public plans
and projects on Victoria Harbourfront (digest
p27)

A.8.2.3.3. Comments neither in favour or

opposed to the function

A.8.2.3.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA will
be able to offer professional advice to the
District Councils and persuade them to

support its development plans

A.8.2.4. To promoting wider application of
Harbour Planning Principles and Harbour
Planning Guidelines, and to update them as

necessary (digest p27)

A.8.2.4.1. Comments in favour of the function

A.8.2.5. To facilitate and foster public-private
partnership in the development, management and
maintenance of the harbourfront (including
engagement of community, social enterprises and

non-governmental organisations) (digest p27)

14

A.8.2.5.1. Comments in favour of the function

A.8.2.5.3. Comments neither in favour or

opposed to the function

A.8.2.5.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA has
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF|PCP| E | WS| Q IM
any substantial planning to facilitate
public-private partnership
A.8.2.5.3.2. Concerns on whether
public-private partnership will lead to
over-commercialisation Ooj0|O0]|]O0|1 0] 1
A.8.2.5.3.3. The public-private partnership
between HFA and private sector should be
similar to the current one between the
government and MTRC 0| O 1]10]|0 0 1
A.8.2.5.3.4. Comments on the feasibility of
implementing PPP in Hong Kong o0 O0 10 0 1
A.8.2.6. To promote, organise or sponsor
recreational or leisure activities that enhance the
brand or image of the Victoria Harbour and the
harbourfront (digest p27) 1 1
A.8.2.6.1. Comments in favour of the function 1 1
A.8.3. The geographical remit for performing HC's
existing advisory role (digest p13) 2| 36| 6|2 0| 20
A.8.3.1. Comments in favour of the proposed
remit 10,010 0| 2
A.8.3.2. Comments opposed to the proposed
remit 10,43 1 0| 9
A.8.3.2.1. The proposed remit should be
extended 10,43 |1 0| 9
A.8.3.2.1.1. The remit should be extended
to the waterbody 110|321 o\ 7
A.8.3.2.1.2. The remit should be extended
beyond the current boundaries o001/ 0 0 1
A.8.3.2.1.3. The remit should be include
Olympic Station 0| O 1]10]|0 0 1
A.8.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed
to the proposed remit o3 2|2]|1 0| 9
A.8.3.3.1. Government should clearly set out
the remit of HFA 1|0 2
A.8.3.3.2. Concerns on whether waterfronts 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

outside Victoria Harbour will be within the
remit of HFA

A.8.3.3.3. All land 50 metres from the
coastline should be within the remit of HFA 0 0 0 0 1/0/|0 1

A.8.3.3.4. There should be flexibility when

deciding the remit of HFA o,0j]0|1|0]|]0]|O0 1
A.8.3.3.5. The remit of HFA is set arbitrarily
and without clear criteria o0 O0 11000 1

A.8.3.3.6. Concerns on whether roads near the
harbourfront are within the remit of HFA 0 0 1 0 0|0 0 1

A.8.3.3.7. Concerns on whether the
harbourfront facilities which are currently
managed by the Government will be within
the remit of HFA 0|1 0]0|0]0]O0 1

A.8.4. Other comments or concerns on advisory and
advocacy function 0|0} 2]J0|1]0)]0]| 3

A.8.4.1. Concerns on whether HFA would have
bias when playing its advocacy and advisoryrole| O | O | O | O | 1 | 0| O | 1

A.8.4.2. General concerns on how HFA will

exercise its advocacy and advisory function ojO0O|1]j0O0|0]0O0]O0]|1

A.8.4.3. Concerns on whether HFA would
advocate for the building of a cross-harbour
pedestrian tunnel 0| O 1|1 0]0]0]O0 1

Of the 79 comments about advisory and advocacy function of the HFA, 48
were about the proposed advisory and advocacy functions and 20 about the
proposed geographical remit.

Of the 48 comments about the proposed advisory and advocacy functions, 12
were about advising the government about holistic and strategic development
of the harbourfront (all in favour) (“The HA should be able to give directions to
government bodies”), 19 were about playing an advocacy role with
stakeholders and district councils, including 10 comments about the potential
conflict of interest between advocacy and management roles (“There may
exist the potential for conflict of interest when the Authority assumes the
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advisory and advocacy roles for competing new developments in the
neighbourhood of its properties, so protocol should be established in advance
in case such situations arise”) and 14 comments about facilitating
public-private partnership (“HFA should take an active role in facilitating and
enhancing collaboration and partnership with the private sector and NGOs”).

Of the 20 comments about the geographical remit, 2 were in favour, 9 opposed
and 9 neither in favour or opposed (“HFA should have the right to extend their
jurisdiction to the water as well”).

3.10 Executive function and the HFA

Table 3.9 shows the breakdown of the 49 comments about executive function
and the HFA by channel.

Table 3.9: Comments on Executive function and HFA by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF | PCP| E | WS IM
A.9. Executive function 3 110| 8 | 17 5149
A.9.1. Executive functions proposed in
consultation digest 0| 3 ]6/|10 0| 22
A.9.1.1. Plan, design, construct, operate and
manage the allocated sites in accordance with
the land use and other requirements of
conditions specified in the statutory plans under
the Town Planning Ordinance (Cap. 131) (Q9a) | O 1 213 0 7
A.9.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the
function o0 1] 3 0|5
A.9.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the function 0 1 1] 0 0 2
A.9.1.1.3.1. Concerns on whether the
duties of HFA would overlap with Town
Planning Board (TPB) 0 1 1] 0 0 2
A.9.1.2. Conduct project-level planning and
prepare plans, where appropriate for approval
by TPB (Q9b) 0|0 |11 0| 2
A.9.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the
function Oj0|1) 1 0 2
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF | PCP| E | WS | Q IM
A.9.1.3. Design, construct, operate, and manage
the harbourfront related facilities (including
retail or dining or entertainment facilities) and
other ancillary facilities at the designated sites
on its own or with other parties (Q9c) 0 11341 0 9
A.9.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the
function o|j1|13 0 0|5
A.9.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the function O 02|11 0 4
A.9.1.3.3.1. Concerns on whether the
Building Ordinance is applicable to HFA | 0O 0] 2] 0|0 0 2
A.9.1.3.3.2. Landscape professionals
should be employed for the design and
planning of the harbourfronts 0 010 1|0 0 1
A.9.1.3.3.3. The design, construction and
management of the facilities should be
out-sourced to world-class private firms 0 0] 0] O 1 0 1
A.9.1.4. Initiate and oversee relevant
broad-based PE exercises, topical planning
studies, social impact assessments and other
research and studies related to the development
of the allocated sites (Q9d) 0 1]1]0] 1|1 0 3
A.9.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the
function oOofl1}0]1]|1 0| 3
A.9.1.6. Foster temporary, quick-win or other
harbourfront enhancement projects (Q9f) Ool0j]0]1]|O0 0 1
A.9.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the
function ol0j]0]1]O0 0 1
A.9.2. The number of sites allocated for HFA to
perform executive role to develop and manage
projects 0 1]10] 3|2 0 6
A.9.2.1. Comments in favour of the number of
sites allocated ol0j]0]1]O0 0 1
A.9.2.2. Comments opposed to the number of
sites allocated 0O|1|0]| 2] 2 0|5
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.9.2.2.1. The number of sites which HFA

have an executive role should be increased 0 1 0 2 2 0 0 5

A.9.3. Other comments or concerns on executive
function 3 6 2 4 1 0 5121

A.9.3.1. Site Management Policy 3|5(2|4|1|0] 3|18

A.9.3.1.1. HFA should release the current

restrictions for recreational activities at the

harbourfronts 1 4 2 0 1 0 2 | 10
A.9.3.1.2. HFA should release the current
restrictions for food premises 0 1|10(4|0]0/|O0 5

A.9.3.1.3. Freedom of speech and assembly
should be protected at the harbourfronts 2 Ooj]o0ojo0ojo|jo0]oO0 2

A.9.3.1.4. Protests and demonstrations should
be banned at the harbourfronts 0 0 0 0 0|0 1 1

A.9.3.2. Concerns on whether the decision of

HFA will be affected by politics and those with

conflict of interest 0 0 0 0 0|0 2 2
A.9.3.3. The operations of HFA should be
similar to EKEO 0 1 0 0 0|0 0 1

Of the 49 comments about the executive function, 22 were about the proposed
function set out in the consultation digest (“It is encouraging that there is
general support from the public and stakeholders for the establishment of a
dedicated body to plan, design, construct, operate and manage harbourfront
projects”) and 21 were about other executive function, including 18 comments
which were about site management policy, of which 10 were about releasing
the current restrictions for recreational activities (“there were limitations in
parks that were currently managed by the LCSD, so he believed it would be
better to put HFA in charge, for they would be more open regarding the use of
the area”).

3.11 Executive team formation and the HFA

Table 3.10 shows the breakdown of the 30 comments about formation of the
HFA executive team by channel.

78



Table 3.10: Comments on Formation of executive team of HFA by Channel

Node

Divided by Channels

PF

PCP

E WS Q M

Total

A.10. Formation of executive team

10

11150

30

A.10.1. Proposed formation of executive team in

consultation digest

24

A.10.1.1. HFA to be supported by a dedicated
multi-disciplinary government team during its
initial years of establishment with suitable
talents not readily available in the civil service
be recruited by HFA (digest p29)

17

A.10.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the

approach

A.10.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the

approach

A.10.1.1.2.1. The HFA office should not

recruit civil servants in their team

A.10.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or

opposed to the approach

A.10.1.1.3.1. Concerns on personnel and
management issues of having both civil
servants and non-civil service contract

staff working in the same office

A.10.1.1.3.2. Concerns on the number of

civil servants to be transferred to HFA

A.10.1.1.3.3. The majority of the staff of
HFA should be recruited from outside of
Government while having a number of
experienced civil servants seconded to

HFA during initial stage

A.10.1.2. The long-term aim is for the team be
replaced by an independent office to serve HFA
pending HFA's accumulation of adequate
experience and track records on development

and management of harbourfront sites (Q10)

A.10.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the

approach
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.10.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the
approach ojo0ojo0oj0O0|1]0]0O0 1

A.10.1.2.2.1. HFA may turn into a private

institute if it hires their own staff outside

the government ojo0ojo0oj0O0|1]0]0O0 1
A.10.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or
opposed to the approach 0| 2 1 111700 5

A.10.1.2.3.1. Concerns on the length of

transition period to achieve the long-term

aim 0 2 1 1 1 0 0 5
A.10.2. Other comments or concerns on formation
of executive team 1 1 0 2 2 0 0 6

A.10.2.1. HFA should hire staff with
professional knowledge or technical background| O O0j]0|2|0|0]O0 2

A.10.2.2. HFA should hire staffs with

experience in commercial operation ol0j]0O0|jJO0O|21|0]O0 1

A.10.2.3. Concerns on possible cronyism when

hiring staff ol0j]0O0O|jJO0O|21|0]O0 1
A.10.2.4. Concerns on the actual number of
staff to be employed by HFA 1/ 0,0]0j0]O0]O 1

A.10.2.5. The obligations and resignation
arrangements of senior staff should be stated
clearly ol1}0|]0|]0|O0]O 1

Of the 30 comments about the formation of the executive team, 24 were about
the proposed formation, including 17 comments which were about the
proposal for HFA to be served by a dedicated multi-disciplinary government
team with additional talents to be recruited outside the civil service (7 in favour,
4 opposed and 6 neither in favour or opposed) (“to enhance efficiency and
cooperation with Government departments, the executive office of the HFA
should initially be made up of experienced staff seconded from the
Government”).

3.12 Role and Nature of the HFA

Table 3.11 shows the breakdown of the 11 comments about the role and
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nature of the HFA by channel, with no major theme.

Table 3.11: Comments on Role and Nature of HFA by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.11. Role and Nature of HFA 1113|0520 0]|11
A.11.1. HFA should be an organization or
department under the Chief Secretary 0| 0| 0|5 11 0|0 6
A.11.2. Concerns on whether HFA will be
statutory body 0 2|/ 0] 0]0]|]0]O 2

A.11.3. HFA should be a non-profit organization 1 0 0 O] 0] O 0 1

A.11.4. Concerns on which government HFA will
be under or partner with 0 1 0 O] 0| O 0 1

A.11.5. HFA should be an organization under
related policy making bureaux 0 0 0 0 1|0 0 1

3.13 Public Engagement Process

Table 3.12 shows the breakdown of the 95 comments about the public
engagement process by channel.

Table 3.12: Comments on Public Engagement Process by Channel

Divided by Channels
Node Total
PF|PCP| E |WS| Q| M| IM
A.12. Public Engagement Process 6 |11 6 |2545| 1| 1|95
A.12.1. Briefing, Seminar and Public Forum 0 0 1,0]|0 1
A.12.1.1. Insufficient information or materials | O 0 1|00 1
A.12.2. Website 0 0 1,0]|0 1
A.12.2.1. Technical problems encountered
when completing the online questionnaire 0 O] 0] O 1/0]0 1
A.12.3. Promotion Approach o|o|O0OjO0O]|4|0]O0 4
A.12.3.1. More promotion is needed o,o0|0|]0|3]|]0|0] 3
A.12.3.2. The promotion is not effective ojo0ojo0o|0|1,0]|0 1
A.12.4. Stakeholders who should be consulted in
the PE 4 3 1|10
A.12.4.1. General public 2 00| 0 2 0] 1 5
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF|PCP| E |WS| Q| M| IM
A.12.4.2. District Councils o100 |0|0]O 1
A.12.4.3. Sports communities 0| 0|0] O 1,0]|0 1
A.12.4.4. Foreigners living in Hong Kong o|o0o|1j0|]0|O0]O 1
A.12.4.5. Maritime industry 1 o|lO0O|0]0)|J0O0]|O 1
A.12.4.6. Local communities at the
harbourfront areas 1 ojo0|]O0]|O 1
A.12.5. Consultation Digest 1 25 11 52
A.12.5.1 Lack of Information 1 4 120|110 1 45
A.12.5.1.1. Lack of details in the legitimacy
of extent of power of HFA 0} 2|15 1,0)0| 9
A.12.5.1.2. Lack of oversight of the harbour
as a whole 0, 0|0| 6] 0|]0| 0] 6
A.12.5.1.3. Lack of details in how to
facilitate public participation o|o0o|1}4])0|0]O0 5
A.12.5.1.4. Lack of details of the extent of
power in land planning 0 2 10| 0 1/1]0 4
A.12.5.1.5. Lack of details in advocacy and
advisory functions o|o|o0oj4]|)]0|0]O0 4
A.12.5.1.6. Lack of details in financial
planning 0 2 1, 0|]0|0]O0 3
A.12.5.1.7. Lack of details in the operation
and management of HFA oj1}]0,0|2]|]0]0] 3
A.12.5.1.8. Lack of details in how to achieve
its vision 1, 00|01, 0]0]| 2
A.12.5.1.9. Lack of explanation in the
objectives of establishing HFA 0| 0|0] O 2 1 0] 0 2
A.12.5.1.10. Lack of details in issues related
to their districts 0 1
A.12.5.1.11. Lack of details in accountability 0 1
A.12.5.1.12. Lack of details in how HFA
will operate under commercial principles ojo0o|jo0o|0|1,0]|0O0 1
A.12.5.1.13. Lack of details in
environmental protection issues 0 1
A.12.5.1.14. Lack of overseas examples 1
A.12.5.1.15. Lack of details in remit of HFA 0 1
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Divided by Channels

Total
PF | PCP| E | WS | Q IM
A.12.5.1.16. Lack of details in composition
of HFA Board o|J0|0]|]0]|1 0 1
A.12.5.2. Biased towards commercial
operations 0| 0| 0] 5 0 0 5
A.12.5.3. The scope and content of consultation
does not interest the general public o|O0j1]0]O0 0 1
A.12.5.4. The wording used in consultation
documents is not specific enough 1 1
A.12.6. Feedback Questionnaire 21 21
A.12.6.1. The questions in the questionnaire are
leading 0 O] 0] O 6 0 6
A.12.6.2. The questionnaire contains too many
questions 0Ol 00| 0] ©®6 0| 6
A.12.6.3. Some of questions in the
questionnaire are not easy to understand oj0|]O0| 0 4 0| 4
A.12.6.4. The questionnaire is easy to
understand ojo0|]0| 0] 2 0| 2
A.12.6.5. The questions in the questionnaire are
repetitive 0| 0|0] O 1 0 1
A.12.6.6. There should be an option of 'partly
agree' in the multiple choice questions 0| 0|0] O 1 0 1
A.12.6.7. Too many things were asked in a
single question Oo|0|0] O 1 0 1
A.12.7. Other comments or concerns on Public
Engagement Process 1 1|0 0] 4 0 6
A.12.7.1. The reasons to establish HFA should
be explained during consultation 0 110]0]O0 0 1
A.12.7.2. The consultation is not meaningful as
the government already have plans on
harbourfront development 0| 0|0]O 1 0 1
A.12.7.3. The consultation should collect the
opinions of the public from various channels 0 O] 0] O 1 0 1
A.12.7.4. It will be difficult to reach consensus
through public consultation 0 1
A.12.7.5. Concerns on how the government will 0 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

collect public opinions

A.12.7.6. The Public Engagement Process
should aim at improving the relationship
between the public and the government 0| 0|0] O 1,0]|0 1

Of the 95 comments about the public engagement process, 52 were about the
consultation digest, including 45 comments which were about lacking
information (“The digest fails to address concerns such as a lack of oversight
over the harbour as a whole”), 21 comments were about the feedback
guestionnaire (“It's hard to get constructive suggestions with these guided
guestions”) and 10 about the stakeholders who should be consulted (“The
consultation process of harbour front development should involve residents of
other districts, as the harbour front was for all the people in Hong Kong”).

3.14 Definition of Victoria Harbourfront

Table 3.13 shows the breakdown of the 6 comments about the definition of the
Victoria harbourfront by channel.

Table 3.13: Comments on Definition of Victoria Harbourfront by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.13. Definition of Victoria Harbourfront 0 0 0 5 0] O 1 6

A.13.1. Victoria Harbourfront as defined in
Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance
(Cap. 1) (digest p13) ojo0ojoOo|5]|]0|0]1 6

A.13.1.1. Comments in favour of the definition | O 0 0 5 0 0 1

3.15 Whether support establishment of the HFA

Table 3.14 shows the breakdown of the 111 comments about whether support
the establishment of the HFA and reasons by channel.

Table 3.14: Comments on Whether support establishment of HFA by Channel

Node Divided by Channels Total
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PF|PCP| E|WS| Q| M| IM
A.14. Whether support the establishment of HFA and
reasons 51387 |28| 8| 4 (21111
A.14.1. Whether support the establishmentof HFA| 4 | 27 | 4 | 17 | 5| 2 | 13| 72
A.14.1.1. Support 4 1224112 2| 2| 3|49
A.14.1.2. Not support 0| 5|05 |3|0]10]|23
A.14.2. Reasons for supporting or not supporting
the establishment of HFA 1123113 | 2| 8|39
A.14.2.1. Reasons for supporting the
establishment of HFA 1 6 | 3|6 |0 2 1|19
A.14.2.1.1. Having a dedicated authorities to
develop the harbourfronts in a holistic
manner 020|510} 2]0 9
A.14.2.1.2. The current HC lacks the
authorization and execution power to achieve
a better progress in enhancing the
harbourfront o(1(2|010|0]O0 3
A.14.2.1.3. Hong Kong is behind other cities
in harbourfront development 1 1,0|]0|]O0|O0)|1 3
A.14.2.1.4. 1t gives more flexibility in
management of the harbourfront o(1{1,010|0]O0 2
A.14.2.1.5. The establishment of HFA helps
to transform Hong Kong into a world-class
harbour city ojo|o0o}j1,0|0]0O0 1
A.14.2.1.6. An enhanced harbourfront can
improve tourism o100 0|0]O0 1
A.14.2.2. Reasons for not supporting the
establishment of HFA o(5|0|5|3|]0] 720
A.14.2.2.1. The objectives of HFA can be
achieved by a well-funded office under Chief
Secretary o|o0o|0}|5|0|0]O0 5
A.14.2.2.2. The objectives of HFA can be
achieved by existing government
departments o|4|0]0|0|0]O0 4
A.14.2.2.3. The establishment of HFA
involves additional expenses and put a strain
on our finance o000 ]1]0] 3 4

85




Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.14.2.2.4. The current development at
harbourfronts is good enough o|jo|o0ojo0o|1|0]0O0 1

A.14.2.2.5. The function of HFA overlap
with existing Government departments o|o0|]0|]O0|0|0{|1 1

A.14.2.2.6. There will be too many

commercial activities at the harbourfronts

under HFA's management o|o0|]O0]0O0|0|0{|1 1
A.14.2.2.7. HFA is another layer of red tape
or bureaucracy 0 0O|O0|O0|O0]O 1 1

A.14.2.2.8. The establishment of HFA

involves transfer of benefits to the Board

members or private sector 0 0| 0| O 1100 1
A.14.2.2.9. HFA will not be able to balance
the interests of different parties 0 1 o, 0|00/ O 1

A.14.2.2.10. Modifying the regulations and
allowing cycling at harbourfront park are
good enough ojo0|0|0|0]|]O0]1 1

Of the 111 comments about whether the establishment of the HFA should be
supported and the reasons, there were 72 comments about whether the
establishment of HFA should be supported, of which, 49 comments were in
support and 23 comments were not in support., 19 comments gave reasons to
support (“pleased to see the progress made regarding the proposed
establishment of a Harbourfront Authority (“HFA") to oversee future
harbourfront planning and development in a holistic and innovative manner
and flexible management approach”) and 20 comments gave reasons not to
support (“why not simply create a well-funded works office under the Chief
Secretary to implement projects identified by the existing HC and district
councils?”).

3.16 Other expectations for future harbourfront

Table 3.15 shows the breakdown of the 252 comments about other
expectations for the future harbourfront by channel.

Table 3.15: Comments on other expectations on future harbourfront by Channel
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.15. Other expectations on future harbourfront 14 | 24 | 34 | 78 | 64| 8 | 30 | 252

A.15.1. Urban Planning and Design 21 8] 93116 3| 0 | 69
A.15.1.1. There should be plan to link up the

harbourfront 21 4] 3] 2 1|1| 0|13

A.15.1.2. There should be a comprehensive
master plan for harbourfront development and

re-allocation of existing premises and facilities | O 0 1 8 2 1| 0|12

A.15.1.3. There should be harbourfront
enhancement plans for each district 0 0 1 5 1,00 7

A.15.1.4. There should be plans to develop
waterfronts outside Victoria Harbour 0 0 0 5 1 0 0 6

A.15.1.5. There should be good planning for
the harbourfronts 0| 0] 2 112|010 5

A.15.1.6. There should be a master plan to
identify all the potential harbourfront sites
which can be allocated to HFA 0 1,0,4)0|0]0 5

A.15.1.7. There should be more public space
for leisure activities at the harbourfront 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 4

A.15.1.8. The planning of harbourfront should
show characters of different districts at the
harbourfront 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 4

A.15.1.9. There should be a mechanism for the
Government to resume the land sites allocated
to HFA if needed 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2

A.15.1.10. There should be an appeal
mechanism to review HFA development

projects 0 1 0 1 0|]0]|O0 2

A.15.1.11. There should be guidelines and rule
to ensure that the urban planning and design is
good and visionary 0 0| 0| 2 Oj0| O 2

A.15.1.12. There should be conceptual drawing

before a development plan can be evaluated 0 0 1, 0|0|0/|O0 1
A.15.1.13. The harbourfront should not be
over-developed 0 OO0 O 1,0]0 1

A.15.1.14. Innovation and originality inurban | O 0 0 1 00| O0 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF |PCP| E |WS| Q | M| IM
design should be encouraged through tendering
process, competitions and workshop etc.
A.15.1.15. There should be less tall and big
buildings at the harbourfronts 0 OO0 O 1,0]0 1
A.15.1.16. There should be a comprehensive
zoning plan for each of the allocated sites 0 0|0 1 Oj0| O 1
A.15.1.17. The planning at harbourfronts
should meet the society's needs 0 0 1 0 00| O0 1
A.15.1.18. The public utilities involving the
use of water bodies use should have the priority
to occupy the harbourfront 0 0 0 0 1,00 1
A.15.2. Suggested new facilities at the
harbourfront 3 1 8|1 3120 1|19 55
A.15.2.1. Land sports facilities 2 133 ]|16| 1| 4|30
A.15.2.1.1. Cycling facilities 2 112 ,2)|4]|0 15
A.15.2.1.2. Roller skating facilities o|o0o|0|1|5]0]|0 6
A.15.2.1.3. Facilities for riding skateboards
or scooters o|O0O| 0| 0| 40| 0] 4
A.15.2.1.4. Walking, jogging or running
facilities o|O0O|1|]0]2]1]|0] 4
A.15.2.1.5. Playground ojo|0|j]0}|1]0]|O0
A.15.2.2.Water sports and transportation 0 o403 0| 3]10
A.15.2.2.1. Marina ojo0of0j0]1|0]|3 4
A.15.2.2.2. Water-sports facilities 0 0 2|0 2 0|0 4
A.15.2.2.3. Piers 0 0 2, 0(0,0]|O0 2
A.15.2.3. Commercial facilities ojo0of10|0|0] 7] 8
A.15.2.3.1. Catering facilities 0 o0 0|O0)|0) 4 4
A.15.2.3.2. Small shops o|o0o|0|0O0]O0O]O0] 3 3
A.15.2.3.3. Entertainment facilities o|o0|1]0]0]0]|O 1
A.15.2.4. Pet park 1,100,012 ]0|1 3
A.15.2.5. Information centres and management
office o| 0| O 0| 0| 2 2
A.15.2.6. Washroom o| 0| O 0| 2 2
A.15.3. Environmental issues 2 6 | 2 (19|12 0| 2 |43
A.15.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA would oj4(1}2|2|0|0]0°9

88




Node

Divided by Channels

PF

PCP

E

WS

Q

Total

help to improve water quality at the

harbourfront areas

A.15.3.2. Concerns on whether HFA would
help to reduce road traffic or air pollution by
encouraging use of pedestrians, cycling or

water transportation

A.15.3.3. Concerns on whether the facilities
used in the harbourfront should be powered by

green energy

A.15.3.4. Concerns on whether HFA would
help to improve air quality at the harbourfront

areas

A.15.3.5. Concerns on whether the

environmental sustainability can be achieved

A.15.3.6. There should be more green areas at

harbourfronts

A.15.3.7. Concerns on whether environmental

assessment will be carried out at harbourfronts

A.15.3.8. Concerns on whether the building
materials and construction methods are

environmentally friendly

A.15.3.9. Concerns on whether there will be
proper recycling and waste collection points at

harbourfront

A.15.3.10. Concerns on whether HFA will help
to solve the environmental issues surrounding

harbourfront areas

A.15.3.11. Concerns on whether HFA will set
up an environmental Key Performance

Indicators (KPI)

A.15.3.12. Concerns on whether temporary
facilities will create excessive use resources

and waste

A.15.3.13. Concerns on whether proposed

water transport will use green and renewable

89




Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF [ PCP| E | WS| Q IM

energy

A.15.4. Strategy of harbourfront development 0| 4 5111 | 8 1|31
A.15.4.1. HFA should learn from overseas
experience in harbourfront development 0 1 2 4 1 1|10
A.15.4.2. HFA should balance the needs of
tourism development and recreational life of
local residents 0 0] 0] 05 0 5
A.15.4.3. HFA should have long-term vision
and strategy 0 0 0 2 2 0 4
A.15.4.4. HFA should try other strategies
before acquring land and develop the
harbourfronts by themselves 0 0 0 4 0 0 4
A.15.4.5. HFA should adopt a strategy to
increase human flow at the harbourfronts ojo0|1]0]|0O0 0 2
A.15.4.6. HC should continue to enhance the
harbourfronts before the establishmentof HFA| 0 | 2 | O | O | O 0 2
A.15.4.7. HFA should have a strategy to
enhance social interactions at harbourfronts ojo0|1]0]|0O0 0 1
A.15.4.8. HFA should have a unique
place-making strategy 0 0,0 1 0 0 1
A.15.4.9. HFA should adopt a people-oriented
strategy 0 1 o|j0|O0 0 1
A.15.4.10. HFA should have short-term goals
or projects 0 0 0 0 1

A.15.5. Connectivity 4 22
A.15.5.1. Concerns on whether the
connectivity at the harbourfront areas can be
improved 1 2 2 2 0 1 9
A.15.5.2. Concerns on whether HFA will
encourage water transportation connecting the
harbourfront OO0 |2]2]|3 1 8
A.15.5.3. Concerns on whether water transport
will be made preferable to land transport 0 1 0 1 0 0 2
A.15.5.4. Concerns on potential impediment
(e.g. cycling, dog walking) to the pedestrian 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF [ PCP| E | WS| Q IM
comfort and ease of access
A.15.5.5. Concerns on whether proposed water
transport will allow passage of bicycles and
pets 0 0,0 1 0 0 1
A.15.5.6. Concerns on whether proposed water
transport will utilise existing infrastructure 0 0|0 1 0 0 1
A.15.6. Reclamation and Protection of Harbour
Ordinance 0 0 31410 1 8
A.15.6.1. The PHO should be reviewed to
enable improvements at harbourfronts 0 0 2 2 0 0 4
A.15.6.2. HFA should avoid reclamation at the
harbour in future 0 0 1, 0|0 1 2
A.15.6.3. HFA should ensure compliance of
the PHO Ordinance 2 0
A.15.7. Target users of harbourfront 1 7
A.15.7.1. Pets should be allowed to enter
harbourfronts o|O0| 0] 0] 2 0 2
A.15.7.2. There should have provide facilities
for the poor at harbourfronts Oo|O0|0]0]1 0 1
A.15.7.3. Pets shoud be restricted from
entering the harbourfronts o|o0o|0|]1]0 0 1
A.15.7.4. Tourists should be restricted from
bringing their luggage to the harbourfronts o|O0O| 0] 0] O 0 1
A.15.7.5. HK residents should be given the
priority of using the harbourfronts 0 Oo|l0] 0] O 1 1
A.15.7.6. There should be facilities for people
who want to enjoy night life 0|0 0
A.15.8. Timetable for harbourfront development 0 6
A.15.8.1. Concerns on whether there is a time
table for establishing HFA 1 1 21 0|0 0 4
A.15.8.2. Harbourfront development should
speed up 0 0
A.15.9. Safety issues 2 0 5
A.15.9.1. Concerns on whether HFA will
enhance the safety measures at the 1,1 0(1,0]O0 2 4
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Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

harbourfronts

A.15.9.2. Concerns on the possible land

subsidence issues at the harbourfront 1|10]0]O0O|O0]O0]|O
A.15.10. Cultural and Arts development 0 1 0 1 1,01 4

A.15.10.1. HFA should help to cultivate arts

and cultural life in Hong Kong 0 1 0 1 1,00 3

A.15.10.2. HFA should conserve heritage at the

harbourfront 0 0] 0|0]0|0]1 1
A.15.11. Maritime industry development 2 0 0 0 00| 0 2

A.15.11.1. Concerns on how the establishment
of HFA would facilitate maritime industry
development 2 Ojo0j0O0|j0|0]O 2

Of the 252 comments about other expectations for the future harbourfront, 69
were about urban planning and design, including 13 comments about linking
up of the harbourfront (“supported connecting the 73-km harbourfront”) and 12
comments about the preparation of a master plan (should be a strategy to
justify the location of water-dependent land uses — pumping stations, sewage
plants, waste transfer stations, container and oil terminals, cargo working
areas, fuel and water supply stations, police, customs, marine department and
fire stations”), 55 comments about new facilities to be provided (including 30
about land sports facilities (“should be a couple of skateboard parks as well”)
and 15 about cycling facilities (“requested a bike lane along the harbour
front”) , 43 comments on environmental issues (“Water quality and
environmental protection should also be high on HFA's agenda”), 31
comments about referring to experiences elsewhere (including 10 comments
about learning from overseas (“urged the Administration to make reference to
these overseas experiences when pursuing the establishment of an HFA"))
and 22 comments on connectivity (“HFA needs to first study on how to make it
easier for tourists and citizens to access the harbourfronts”).

3.17 Other miscellaneous opinions

Table 3.16 shows the breakdown of the 27 comments that expressed
miscellaneous opinions, of which 12 comments were complaints about existing
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arrangements (“Hong Kong has a rare geographical asset; its Harbor Fronts in
Hong Kong Island and Kowloon, which has been completely wasted by
extremely poor and illogical planning over the past decades”) and 11
comments which could not be categorized.

Table 3.16: Comments on Other Miscellaneous opinions by Channel

Divided by Channels

Node Total
PF PCP E WS Q M IM

A.16. Other Miscellaneous opinions or concerns 6 3 (41|72 ]| 4] 27
A.16.1. Complaints on the existing facilities or
management at harbourfront 4 113|021 1] 12
A.16.2. Opinions on general policy of planning
and development O O0|O0O]O0]|1]1 1 3
A.16.2.1. The city should NOT work on useless
development projects 0 0|0} O 1/1]0 2
A.16.2.2. The Government is indecisive in
planning and development 0 Ojo0o|0O0|O0]|O 1 1
A.16.3. General positive comments 0 0|0 1 O(0] O 1
A.16.4. Any other opinions or concerns (which
cannot be categorised) 2 2 1,040 2|11
A.16.3.1. Unintelligent comments O, 0|0] 0| 40| 2 6

A.16.3.2. Description of respondent’s own past

experience in dealing harbourfront issues 1 1/1,0,0|0]O0 3

A.16.3.3. Asking the progress of the current
harbourfront development instead of giving
opinions on establishment of HFA or

expressing expectation on future harbourfronts | 1 1,0, 0|0|]0]O 2

3.18 Conclusion for qualitative analysis

Objectives of the HFA:

Of the 168 comments about the objectives proposed in the consultation digest,
23 were about the protection of the Victoria harbourfront (of which 22 were in
favour), 34 were about the sustainable harbourfront (of which 33 were in
favour), 10 were about a balanced working harbor and public space (all in
favour) and 24 comments were about partnership and collaboration (all in
favour). Of the 36 comments about balancing economic, social and
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environmental outcomes, 14 were in favour, 11 were opposed and 11 were
neither in favour or opposed to the objectives proposed (e.g. concerns on
over-commercialisation at the harbourfront, how the economic benefits will be
evaluated and whether implanting commercial factors can bring vibrancy).
There were 26 comments about public engagement (all in favour) and 15
about innovative design and flexible management (all in favour). Of the 42
comments about other objectives, 34 were about other objectives that HFA
should target, including 13 about holistic management and 12 about avoiding
red-tape.

Composition of HFA Board & Committees:

Of the 64 comments about the proposed board composition, 11 were about the
inclusion of District Council members (9 in favour and 1 opposed). Of the 12
comments about the committees, all were about inclusion of non-Board
members in the committees. Of the 76 comments about other ideas for the
board composition, 57 were about who else should be appointed to the Board,
including 16 about the inclusion of various sectors and 13 about the inclusion
of local representatives from harbourfront districts.

Governance and Management of HFA:

Of the 49 comments about governance and management of the HFA, 41 were
about the power and authority of the HFA, including 11 about the need for
sufficient power to negotiate with government departments and 11 about
responsibilities not overlapping with government departments.

Public accountability of HFA:

Of the 87 comments about public accountability of the HFA, 38 were about the
proposed accountability measures and 49 on other aspects of public
accountability. Of the 38 comments about the proposed measures, 11 were
about consulting the public on matters relating to the development and
management of the harbourfront facilities (10 in favour). Of the 49 comments
on other aspects, 13 were about HFA should not become a white elephant and
13 were about being accountable to the public through transparency.

Financial Arrangements of HFA:

Of the 143 comments about financial arrangements, 114 were about the
proposed arrangements and 29 on other aspects. Of the 114 comments about
the proposed arrangements, 27 were about the proposal for HFA to draw
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funds from a dedicated fund when its project is ready for implementation (12 in
favour and 15 neither in favour or opposed) and 71 were about HFA should
achieve long-term financial sustainability through maintaining a balanced
portfolio of projects (14 in favour, 30 opposed (including 28 concerns about
over-commercialization if HFA has to achieve financial sustainability) and 27
neither in favour or opposed (including 21 concerns about financial
sustainability))

Land and the HFA:
Of the 28 comments about the proposal, 16 were about the proposed phased
approach in land allocation (12 in favour and 3 opposed) and 12 about
allocated sites not being privatized (4 in favour and 8 neither in favour or
opposed Of the 27 comments about other land matters, 10 were about the site
allocation criteria.

Site allocation to the HFA:
Of the 77 comments about the specific sites allocated, 32 were about the sites
proposed in the Consultation Digest and 45 about other possible sites.

Advisory and advocacy function and HFA:

Of the 48 comments about the proposed advisory and advocacy functions, 12
were about advising the government on the holistic and strategic development
of the harbourfront and its associated water-land interface(all in favour), 19
were about playing an advocacy role in the envisioning, development and
operation etc. of the harbourfront areas and facilities with stakeholders and
district councils, including 10 expressing concern about the conflict of interest
between advocacy and management, and 14 were about facilitating
public-private partnership in the development, management and maintenance
of the harbourfront.

Geographical remit of the HFA:
Of the 20 comments about the geographical remit of HFA, 2 were in favour of
the proposed remit, 9 opposed and 9 neither in favour or opposed (“HFA

should have the right to extend their jurisdiction to the water as well”)

Executive Function and the HFA
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Of the 49 comments about executive function and the HFA, 22 were about the
function proposed in the Consultation Digest and 21 were about other
comments on executive function, including 18 about site management policy of
which 10 were about releasing the current restrictions for recreational
activities.

Executive team formation and HFA:

Of the 30 comments about the formation of the executive team, 24 were about
the proposal in the consultation digest, including 17 about the dedicated
multi-disciplinary government team with additional talents being recruited
outside the civil service (7 in favour, 4 opposed and 6 neither in favour or
opposed).

Role and Nature of HFA:
There were 11 comments about the role and nature of the HFA, with no major
theme.

Public Engagement Process:

Of the 95 comments about the public engagement process, 52 were about the
consultation documents, including 45 about the lack of information, 21 about
the feedback questionnaire and 10 about which stakeholders should be
consulted in the PE exercise.

Whether support establishment of HFA:

Of the 111 comments about whether the establishment of the HFA should be
supported and the reasons, there were 72 comments about whether the
establishment of HFA should be supported, of which, 49 comments were in
support and 23 comments were not in support, 19 comments gave reasons to
support and 20 comments gave reasons not to support.

Other expectations for future harbourfront:

Of the 252 comments about other expectations for the future harbourfront, 69
comments were about urban planning and design (including 13 that suggested
there should be plan to link up the harbourfront and 12 about the preparation of
a master plan for harbourfront development and re-allocation of existing
facilities), 55 comments suggested new facilities to be provided at the
harbourfront (including 15 about cycling facilities), 43 comments were about
environmental issues, 31 about strategy of harbourfront development
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(including 10 about learning from overseas experience) and 22 comments
about connectivity.

Other miscellaneous opinions:

Of the 27 comments expressing miscellaneous opinions, 12 were complaints
about existing arrangements.
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Chapter 4: Overall summary for qualitative and

quantitative analysis

For objectives of the HFA, there was strong support for 5 out of the 6
objectives proposed in the consultation digest with the specific exception of
balancing economic, social and environmental outcomes, where there were
mixed views in the qualitative comments The public also suggested other
objectives that the HFA should target, which included holistic management
and avoidance of red-tape. For the proposed board composition, the public
provided other ideas, such as the inclusion of members from relevant sectors
and the local harbourfront community.

For governance and management functions of the HFA, there were views that
the HFA needs sufficient power in order to negotiate with government
departments and that its responsibilities should not overlap with government
departments. For public accountability of the HFA, there were concerns that
HFA should not become a white elephant and should be accountable to the
public through a high level of transparency. For the financial arrangements,
there were mixed views about the proposal of setting up a dedicated fund and
for HFA to draw from the fund when harbourfront project is ready. There
were also different views towards the proposal for the HFA to achieve
long-term financial sustainability through maintaining a balanced portfolio of
projects as well as concern over commercialization. For the proposal about
land allocation, there were opinions about the site allocation criteria and that
allocated sites cannot be privatized. There were many suggestions about other
possible sites for allocation to the HFA as well.

On advisory and advocacy functions, there were concerns expressed about
the potential conflict of interest between its advisory and advocacy functions
and between its functions to manage harbourfront sites and facilities and, and
its role to facilitate public-private partnership. There were comments about site
management policy and releasing the current restrictions for recreational
activities. There were mixed views about the geographical remit for the HFA to
perform its advisory role.

On executive function, there were views that HFA should relax the current
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restrictions over recreational activities in harbourfront sites. There were
mixed views about the proposed establishment of a dedicated
multi-disciplinary government team with additional talents being recruited
outside the civil service to serve as the executive arm of the HFA during the
initial years.

While the majority of comments supported the establishment of the HFA, there
were also a notable number of comments not supporting this. Many
comments on other expectations for the future harbourfront were also provided,
including linking up of the harbourfront, preparation of a master plan, the
provision of new facilities like land sports facilities and cycling facilities, etc..
There was dissatisfaction with the existing harbourfront management model.

There were opinions about the public consultation document lacking
information, the feedback questionnaire and which stakeholders should be
consulted.

In conclusion, while there was broad support for the proposals put forth in the
Phase Il PE indicating high expectations for the proposed HFA., there were
significant concerns about over-commercialization and financial sustainability,
about the conflict of interest between advocacy and management and about
facilitating public-private partnership. However, there were many constructive
suggestions in areas such as board composition, future coverage and facilities
again indicating high expectations for the proposed HFA.
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Annex A List of public fora

All concerns and views from 3 public fora (3 summaries) were included in the
qualitative analysis.

Table A List of public fora
Item |Date Details

1 |11 Oct 2014 1st Public Forum
2 |08 Nov 2014 2nd Public Forum
3 |13 Dec 2014 3rd Public Forum




Annex B

List of public consultative platforms

All concerns and views from Development Panel on Legislative Council (1 summary)
and District Councils (9 summaries) were collected and included in the qualitative

analysis.
Table B.1 List of public consultative platforms (Legislative Council)
Item Date Details
1 |25 Nov 2014 |Panel on Development of Legislative Council meeting
Table B.2 List of public consultative platforms (District Councils)
Item Date Details
Sham Shui Po District Council (Community Affairs
1 04 Nov 2014 .
Committee)
Tsuen Wan District Council (Community Building, Planning
2 11 Nov 2014 .
and Development Committee)
3 |11 Nov 2014 |Wan Chai District Council
4 113 Nov 2014 Cen_tral and_ Western_ District Council (Culture, Leisure &
Social Affairs Committee)
5 |13 Nov 2014 |Kwai Tsing District Council
Kwun Tong District Council (District Facilities Management
6 20 Nov 2014 .
Committee)
Kowloon City District Council (Housing and Infrastructure
7 20 Nov 2014 .
Committee)
8 |11 Dec 2014 Yau Tsim Mong District Council
Eastern District Council (Planning, Works and Housing
9 18 Dec 2014 .
Committee)




Annex C

List of events

All concerns and views from 6 events conducted with stakeholders were collected and
included in the qualitative analysis. The 6 summaries included 5 events that SSRC
was invited to attend for recording and note taking and 1 event that SSRC did not
attend due to the problem of dress code and recordings or meeting notes were
provided for summarize the views.

Table C.1 List of events attended by SSRC
Item |Date Details
1 |07 Nov 2014 |Briefing for Chamber of Commerce
2 |07 Nov 2014 |Briefing for Professional Bodies Session
3 |26 Nov 2014 |Briefing for Chambers of Commerce and Professional Bodies
18 Dec 2014 o
4 Briefing for Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce
. 18 Dec 2014 |Briefing for Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors and The Hong
Kong Institute of Surveyors
Table C.2 List of event not attended by SSRC
Item |Date Details
1 |02 Dec 2014 |Briefing for The British Chamber of Commerce in Hong Kong




Annex D  List of written submission

30 written submissions including either by soft or hard copies with or without an
organization or company letterhead were included in the qualitative analysis.

Table D.1 List of written submission

Item Name of individuals / organization/ company

D01 Dfsad Dfsa

D02 Betty Lam

D03 Roy Ying, Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors

D04 Paul Zimmerman, Designing Hong Kong Swire Properties

D05 ITE Engineering Limited

D06 Trevor G Cooper

D07 Sarah Ann Dellow, Daramatic Difference

D08 Jim Seymour

D09 Henning Voss, World Courier

D10 Calvin So

D11 Janet Spence

D12 Clear Air Network {#EF2E R TE)

D13 Society for Protection of the Harbour {58 & &7 &

D14 Swire Properties

D15 Paul Zimmerman, Designing Hong Kong

D16 The Business and Professionals Federation of Hong Kong &7 T rE e

D17 Kowloon West New Dynamic 75 /L&) )

D18 Dr Ng ka-chui, Isaac, FCILT, MCIH

Louise Loong, The Real Estate Developers Association of Hong Kong 7

D19
RS E

D20 Chris Knop , Sustainable Development Committee, The Australian Chamber of
Commerce in Hong Kong and Macau

D21 Shirley Yuen, The Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce &5 44 i &

D22 Lee Wing Ming

D23 The Law Society of Hong Kong & A Alier

D24 Business Environment Council pg§ 5 =R

D25 Public Affairs Committee, Hong Kong Institute of Urban Design

Ir Victor Cheung Chi Kong, Hong Kong Institution of Engineers %4 T 2FT

D26 o
B

D27 Raymond Chow, HongKong Land




Item Name of individuals / organization/ company
D28 Lucy Chow
D29 Tak Wong, Hong Kong Institute of Landscape Architects 75 7 &t FifiE2
D30 Peter Cookson Smith, Project Chambers




Annex E List of media

A total of 40 articles from 12 newspapers were included as printed media in the
qualitative analysis.

Table E.1 List of printed media

Item |Name of the printed media Total

Apple Daliy (555 H#)

Hong Kong Commercial Daily (& p5#;)

Hong Kong Economic Journal ({2354 4% )

Hong Kong Economic Times (&A% % H #)

Ming Pao Daily News (BH#f)

GNP, O DN

Oriental Daily News (5875 H %)

Sing Tao Daily (25 H#) 10

South China Morning Post (EgZE F.%7)

O | o |INOO|O0T | bW |IDN|PF

Tai Kung Pao (KAHR)

[EEN
o

The Standard (¥ 57 E#)

[EEN
[EEN

The Sun CKF#)

N O |||

[EEN
N

Wen Wei Pao (3 [E#R)

Total 40




Annex F List of online media

A total of 5 posts including 5 posts from Public Affairs Forum, were included as
government web forums in the qualitative analysis.

Table F.1 List of government forums

Item Name of the sources No. of posts

1 Public Affairs Forum 5

A total of 14 topics (including 7 topics from online discussion forum, 2 topics from
blog, 3 topics from Facebook webpage and 2 topics from online webpage) were
included as non-government web forums in the qualitative analysis.

Table F.2 List of non-government web forums (Online Discussion
Forum)
Item | Date Sources Topics
1 | 150ct2014 | UWANTS BINEOL TEEERE ) - FREK
2
2 26 Oct 2014 %P/(%[;SE;]L:FESS S E R
3 07 Nov 2014 | Geoexpat Harbourfront Consultation -
DesigningHK / Paul Zimmerman Email
4 16 Nov 2014 | 3f3famiE BER O E M R R S e PR E
B R\ S R B
5 | 16 Nov 2014 | it e fE BRI EH SRR P EREE
B\ S R B
6 |16 Nov2014 | HiEt g LE BIEEBUTEEERIT
(FEFRH )
7 03 Dec 2014 | HK GOLDEN &5 | [EZEREAR] B0 EEH S
N - FUEEARZ




Table F.3

List of non-government web forums (Blog)

Item | Date

Sources

Topics

1 26 Sept 2014

Hong Kong Economic
Journal

(15 A A [#])

R BRI ZR R s

=

2 11 Nov 2014

TSRS ()

EL B AT AU R R 5 R AR

Table F.4 List of non-government web forums (Facebook)
Item | Date Sources Topic
1 | 120ct2014 | Facebook (TEREFERFRERITE]
2 | 16 Nov 2014 | Facebook [ R RT3 ) 2% o v B T Bl o BR
VR B T S R L)
3 | 20Nov2014 | Facebook By R B H R oL [ EE ) )

Table F.5 List of List of non-government web forums (Online Webpage)
Item Date Sources Topics
1 06 Sept 2014 | Building.hk Harbourfront consultation launched
(BEEHEA)
2 21 Nov 2014 | The Chinese General | #tag ik S i & BE R i 3 & o
Chamber of 20
Commerce
(BT R )

A total of 45 online articles from websites were included as online media in the

qualitative analysis.




Table F.6 List of online news article

Item | Name of the online media Total
1 | Apple Daliy (35 H #) 3
2 | China Daily Asia(" [ H # a1 i) 1
3 ET Net (4%75 ) 1
4 | Elderly (E&49) 3
5 | Hong Kong China News Agency (& ATl 4E) 1
6 | Hong Kong Commercial Daily (7 i&r6#7) 1
7 Hong Kong Economic Journal ({Z #4485 ) 5
8 | Hong Kong Economic Times (F #4575 H #7) 1
9 | Ming Pao Daily News (HH#R) 2
10 | On.cc (F49) 9
11 | South China Morning Post (F5 % 5 4R) 3
12 | Stheadline.com (/£ & 5E{%4Y) 1
13 | The Sun (K[%¥) 3
14 | The Standard (3£ &%) 3
15 | Wen Wei Pao (CZPE#R) 1
16 | Yahoo News (f#5Z5r) 4
17 | 881903.com (FiZ & & L HrE4) 1
18 | news.tvb.com (JE4EHT 4T E) /

Total 45




Annex G: Coding Framework for the Proposed Establishment of a Harbourfront
Authority

Public View Analytical Framework for the Public Engagement Process on Proposed
Establishment of a Harbourfront Authority (Phase 1) and opinions concerning
questions covered in the consultation materials.

A.01. Objectives of HFA
A.1.1. Key objectives proposed in consultation documents

A.1.1.1. Protect, preserve and enhance Victoria Harbour, uphold and strengthen
its position as the icon of Hong Kong, and nurture the sense of belonging (Q1a)

A.1.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the objective
A.1.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the objective
A.1.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the objective

A.1.1.1.3.1. Concerns on potential conflict between protection of harbour
and harbourfront development

A.1.1.2. Promote and deliver an attractive, vibrant, green, accessible and
sustainable harbourfront with diversified attractions and activities for public
enjoyment (Q1b)

A.1.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the objective
A.1.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the objective

A.1.1.2.2.1. The objective is just an excuse to put more buildings at the
harbourfronts

A.1.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the objective

A.1.1.3. Recognize and maintain a good balance of the Victoria Harbour as both
as a working harbour and its harbourfront as a public urban space for enjoyment

(Qlc)
A.1.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the objective
A.1.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the objective

A.1.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the objective
10



A.1.1.4. Facilitate and enhance partnership and collaboration among HFA,
Government, NGOs and the private sector (Q1d)

A.1.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the objective
A.1.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the objective
A.1.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the objective

A.1.1.5. Pursue harbourfront projects with a view to achieving balance in
economic benefits, social objectives and environmental well-being (Q1e)

A.1.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the objective
A.1.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the objective

A.1.1.5.2.1. Social objectives and environmental well-being should be the
priorities instead of economic benefits

A.1.1.5.2.2. HFA will be biased towards commercial development if one of
objectives is to achieve economic benefits

A.1.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the objective
A.1.1.5.3.1. Concerns on over-commercialisation at the harbourfronts
A.1.1.5.3.2. Concerns on the how economic benefits will be evaluated

A.1.1.5.3.3. Concerns on whether implanting commercial factors can bring
vibrancy to the harbourfronts

A.1.1.5.3.4. Concerns on whether the commercial activities will compete
with the existing business located at or near the harbourfronts

A.1.1.6. Promote public engagement at all stages of project development and
encourage wider participation of the local community (Q1f)

A.1.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the objective
A.1.1.6.2. Comments opposed to the objective
A.1.1.6.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the objective

A.1.1.7. Promote the concept of sharing for public space and create an inclusive
and diversified harbourfront with innovative designs and flexible management

(Qlg)

A.1.1.7.1. Comments in favour of the objective
11



A.1.1.7.2. Comments opposed to the objective
A.1.1.7.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the objective
A.1.2. Other comments or concerns related to objectives of HFA
A.1.2.1. Other objectives which HFA should aim at (Q1h)
A.1.2.1.1. HFA should aim at managing the harbourfront in a holistic approach
A.1.2.1.2. HFA should aim at overcoming the bureaucratic red-tapes
A.1.2.1.3. HFA should aim at developing the harbourfront into a tourist spot

A.1.2.1.4. HFA should aim at managing the harbourfront in an effective
manner

A.1.2.2. Objectives HFA should NOT aim at
A.1.2.2.1. HFA should NOT aim at developing property
A.1.2.2.2. HFA should NOT aim at gaining economic benefits

A.1.2.2.3. HFA should NOT aim at developing the harbourfront into a tourist
spot

A.1.2.2.4. HFA should NOT aim at raising Government revenue
A.1.2.2.5. HFA should NOT aim at reclaiming more lands

A.1.2.3. HFA should turn the objectives into working targets and performance
indicators

A.1.2.4. Some of the objectives of HFA are overlapping
A.02. Composition of HFA Board and Committees
A.2.1. Board Composition proposed in consultation documents
A.2.1.1. Broad-based representation (Q2a)
A.2.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the composition method
A.2.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.1.2.1. Broad-based representation does not work in practice

A.2.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method

12



A.2.1.1.3.1. Concerns on how 'broad-based' representation will be
interpreted

A.2.1.2. The board consists of not more than 20 members (Q2a)
A.2.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the composition method
A.2.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the composition method

A.2.1.2.2.1. The maximum number of Board members should be less than
20

A.2.1.2.2.2. The number of Board members should not be more than 15
A.2.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.2.3.1. The number of Board members should be between 15 and 20

A.2.1.3. The Chairman and Vice-chairman (one being a public officer and the
other a non-official) (Q2a)

A.2.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the composition method

A.2.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the composition method

A.2.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.3.3.1. The Chair should be a non-governmental member

A.2.1.3.3.2. Concerns on whether the posts of Chair or Vice-chair will be
‘out-sourced' to a public official

A.2.1.3.3.3. The founding Chair should be the same as the HC for continuity

A.2.1.3.3.4. Public officers should only be members of the board instead of
being chairman or vice-chairman

A.2.1.4. Board members may include members with relevant professional
expertise (digest p17)

A.2.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the composition method
A.2.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method

A.2.1.4.3.1. Concerns on whether environmental management would be
considered as a profession

13



A.2.1.5. Board members may include relevant Government officials (digest p17)
A.2.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the composition method
A.2.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method

A.2.1.5.3.1. Concerns on the rank and position of the government officials to
be appointed into the Board

A.2.1.6. Board members may include District Council member(s) (digest p17)
A.2.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the composition method
A.2.1.6.2. Comments opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.6.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method

A.2.1.6.3.1. The Board members should not limited to District Council
members whose districts are near the Victoria Harbour

A.2.1.7. Board members may include LegCo member(s) (digest p17)
A.2.1.7.1. Comments in favour of the composition method
A.2.1.7.2. Comments opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.7.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method
A.2.1.8. The board was appointment on personal basis by the CE (digest p17)
A.2.1.8.1. Comments in favour of the composition method
A.2.1.8.2. Comments opposed to the composition method

A.2.1.8.2.1. Those being appointed by the CE will not reflect the views of
the public

A.2.1.8.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method

A.2.1.8.3.1. The appointment process of the Board members should be
transparent

A.2.1.8.3.2. Concerns on whether District Council members will be included
if the Board members are to be appointed on personal basis by the CE

A.2.1.8.3.3. Concerns on whether HFA will be accountable to the public if
the Board is appointed on personal basis by CE
14



A.2.1.8.3.4. The appointment of board members should also be agreed by
LegCo and the public

A.2.2. Committee Composition proposed in consultation documents

A.2.2.1. Committees may involve or co-opt members other than the appointed
Board members (Q2b)

A.2.2.1.1. Comments in favour of the composition method

A.2.2.1.2. Comments opposed to the composition method

A.2.2.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the composition method
A.2.2.1.3.1. District Councilors should be included in these committees

A.2.2.1.3.2. HFA can form regional committees which are composed of
local district representatives

A.2.2.1.3.3. The number of member of each committee should be around 3
to 4

A.2.2.1.3.4. The committees should include members from professional
bodies or with technical background

A.2.2.1.3.5. The committees should have broad-based representation
A.2.3. Other comments or concerns on board composition
A.2.3.1. Suggestion on who else should be involved in the governance of HFA
A.2.3.1.01. Sectors and Industries
A.2.3.1.1.1. Representatives from commercial sector
A.2.3.1.1.2. Representatives from tourism industry
A.2.3.1.1.3. Representatives from industrial sector
A.2.3.1.1.4. Representatives from the real estate development industry
A.2.3.1.1.5. Representatives from maritime industry
A.2.3.1.02. Local communities near the harbourfronts
A.2.3.1.03. General public

A.2.3.1.04. NGOs
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A.2.3.1.4.1. Members of Green groups
A.2.3.1.4.2. Representatives from NGOs
A.2.3.1.4.3. Members of the Victoria Harbour protection groups
A.2.3.1.05. Boards, Councils, Commissions
A.2.3.1.5.1. Members of Harbourfront Commission
A.2.3.1.5.2. Members of Consumer Council
A.2.3.1.5.3. Members of Tourism Board
A.2.3.1.06. Young people
A.2.3.1.07. Students
A.2.3.1.08. Users of harbourfront
A.2.3.1.09. Academics
A.2.3.1.10. Government officers
A.2.3.1.11. The Board should include members with different views
A.2.3.2. Suggestion on who should NOT be involved in the governance of HFA
A.2.3.2.1. Members of government-affiliated bodies
A.2.3.2.2. Individual non-governmental persons

A.2.3.3. The composition of HFA Board should be similar to the present HC
Board

A.2.3.4. The members of the Board should be elected by the public

A.2.3.5. There should be a mechanism to review the performance of the Board
members when considering re-appointment

A.2.3.6. Concerns on the tenure of the Board members
A.03. Governance and management

A.3.1. Statutory functions of the HFA Board proposed in consultation
documents

A.3.1.1. Draw up corporate and business plans (Q3a)

A.3.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the function
16



A.3.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the function

A.3.1.1.2.1. The sustainability and beautification of the harbourfronts will be
sacrificed in the corporate and business plans

A.3.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.3.1.2. Oversee the overall development and management of the sites allocated
to HFA (Q3b)

A.3.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.3.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the function

A.3.1.2.2.1. The governance function should not include development and
management of the sites allocated

A.3.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.3.1.2.3.1. Concerns on whether the governance function include
overseeing the development of entire harbourfront development

A.3.1.3. Implement public accountability measures (Q3c)

A.3.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the function

A.3.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the function

A.3.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function
A.3.1.4. Manage resources and finances (Q3d)

A.3.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the function

A.3.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the function

A.3.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.3.1.5. Set key performance indicators and evaluate performance of the
executives (Q3e)

A.3.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.3.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.3.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.3.2. Other comments or concerns on governance and management function
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A.3.2.1. Power and Authority

A.3.2.1.01. HFA should be given enough power to negotiate with other
government departments

A.3.2.1.02. The responsibilities of HFA should not overlap with Government
departments

A.3.2.1.03. HFA should be given enough power to make decisions on the
development of harbourfronts

A.3.2.1.04. The roles, obligations and extent of power of HFA should be
clearly defined

A.3.2.1.06. HFA should not be given excess power which may derogate from
the existing powers and functions of relevant Government bureaux and
departments as well as statutory bodies

A.3.2.1.07. HFA should have the right to ignore Government's direction in
planning

A.3.2.1.08. HFA should be given the power to veto uses which are not in line
with HFA's objectives

A.3.2.1.09. HFA should not be a rubber stamp of government policies
A.3.2.2. General concerns on the governance and management of HFA
A.3.2.3. Concerns on the arrangement of HFA's meetings

A.3.2.4. Concerns on the cooperation and relationship between HFA and
government in general

A.04. Public Accountability
A.4.1. Comments on proposed public accountability measures

A.4.1.01. Submission of corporate plan and business plan for approval by
Principal Official (Q4a)

A.4.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the measure

A.4.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure
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A.4.1.1.3.1. Concerns on whether the approval of corporate and business
plan will be troubled by bureaucracy

A.4.1.02. Development of key performance indicators to measure performance

(Q4b)
A.4.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the measure
A.4.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure

A.4.1.2.3.1. The performance of HFA can only be judged after a long period
since its establishment

A.4.1.03. Submission of annual report, statement of accounts and auditor's report
to the Government, LegCo and subject to Director of Audit's scrutiny (Q4c)

A.4.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the measure
A.4.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure

A.4.1.04. Chairman and executive head to attend LegCo meetings upon request

(Q4d)
A.4.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the measure
A.4.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure

A.4.1.05. Consult the public on matters relating to the development and operation
of the harbourfront related facilities (Q4e)

A.4.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the measure
A.4.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure
A.4.1.5.3.1. HFA should organise public forums on a regular basis
A.4.1.06. Open meetings where appropriate (Q4f)
A.4.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the measure

A.4.1.6.2. Comments opposed to the measure
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A.4.1.6.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure

A.4.1.6.3.1. Concerns on the details of meeting opening arrangement to the
public

A.4.1.07. Regular declaration of interests by board and committee members for
public (Q4l)

A.4.1.7.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.7.2. Comments opposed to the measure
A.4.1.7.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure

A.4.1.7.3.1. Concerns on whether the Board members will be willing to
declare their interest

A.4.1.08. Become 'public body' that subject to the relevant provisions of the
Prevention of Bribery Ordinance (Q4i)

A.4.1.8.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.8.2. Comments opposed to the measure
A.4.1.8.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure

A.4.1.09. Make HFA accountable to a Principal Official and to empower the
Government to give directions in public interest (Q4j)

A.4.1.9.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.9.2. Comments opposed to the measure

A.4.1.9.2.1. There is no Principal Official whose department or bureau does
not have conflicts of interests with HFA

A.4.1.9.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure

A.4.1.10. Establish committees to deal with such matters as audit, staff and
finance, planning, marketing; and set up a consultation panel to collect public
views (Q4Kk)

A.4.1.10.1. Comments in favour of the measure
A.4.1.10.2. Comments opposed to the measure

A.4.1.10.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the measure
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A.4.2. Other comments or concerns related to public accountability

A.4.2.1. HFA should not become an independent empire, white elephant or a
private organization

A.4.2.1.1. HFA should not become an independent empire

A.4.2.1.2. HFA should not become a white elephant

A.4.2.1.3. HFA should not become a private organization

A.4.2.1.4. HFA should not become a white elepant or an independent empire

A.4.2.2. HFA should be accountable to public and its operation should be
transparent

A.4.2.4. Collusion between the Government and the business sector should be
avoided

A.4.2.4. HFA should be accountable to the District Councils
A.4.2.5. HFA should be sensitive and responsive to the needs of the public
A.4.2.6. HFA officials should attend District Council meetings upon request

A.4.2.7. HFA should have better planning on how to cooperate with District
Councils

A.4.2.8. The financial statements should be open to the public
A.05. Financial Arrangement
A.5.1. Financial arrangement mentioned in the consultation documents

A.5.1.1. Government to provide capital injection and allocation of land as in-kind
support (Q5a)

A.5.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the approach
A.5.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the approach
A.5.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach

A.5.1.1.3.1. The amount of fund injected into HFA by the government
should not be too large

A.5.1.2. Set aside a dedicated fund within Government (Q5b)

A.5.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the approach
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A.5.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the approach
A.5.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach
A.5.1.2.3.1. Concerns on the amount of the dedicated fund

A.5.1.3. Resources will be drawn from the dedicated fund when project is ready
for implementation (subject to LegCo's approval) (Q5c)

A.5.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the approach

A.5.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the approach

A.5.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach
A.5.1.3.3.1. Concerns on delay of funding approval by the LegCo

A.5.1.3.3.2. Concerns on the difficulties for the HFA to acquire government
funding as the performance of HFA is hard to be evaluated

A.5.1.3.3.3. Concerns on whether HFA will have enough funding

A.5.1.3.3.4. Concerns on whether interested parties would be benefits using
loop holes in the funding arrangement

A.5.1.4. Through a balanced portfolio of projects to help achieve long-term
overall financial sustainability (Q5d)

A.5.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the approach
A.5.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the approach

A.5.1.4.2.1. The Harbourfront may be over-commercialised and have less
public space if financial sustainability or economic benefits are to be
achieved

A.5.1.4.2.2. HFA should not be financially independent
A.5.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach

A.5.1.4.3.1. Concerns on whether fiscal balance and sustainability of HFA
can be achieved

A.5.1.4.3.2. Concerns on the actual financial planning of HFA
A.5.1.5. Financial consultancy to be conducted to assess the funding

requirements (digest p25)
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A.5.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the approach
A.5.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the approach
A.5.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach

A.5.1.5.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA will follow government's auditing
standards

A.5.1.5.3.2. HFA should conduct benefit and cost analysis whenever
possible to evaluate financial performance and efficiency

A.5.2. Other comments or concerns on financial arrangement
A.5.2.1. The government should financially support HFA
A.5.2.2. HFA should be given the power to propose how to use funding
A.5.2.3. The HFA should seek alternative means for funding
A.5.2.4. Concerns on how HFA would manage its financial matters in general

A.5.2.5. HFA should receive annual subvention to bridge the funding gaps in
development projects

A.5.2.6. Leasing properties can be one of the finance sources of HFA

A.5.2.7. Taxes from the business nearby the harbourfront can be source of
income for HFA

A.5.2.8. Concerns on the cost of transforming HC into a new authority

A.5.2.9. HFA can work with District Council for local action plans utilizing
signature project scheme funding

A.06. Land Matters
A.6.1. Land matters mentioned in the consultation documents

A.6.1.1. Adopt a conservative and phased allocation approach with modest initial
allocation (Q6)

A.6.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the approach
A.6.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the approach
A.6.1.1.2.1. The sites should be released to HFA as soon as possible

A.6.1.1.2.2. The HFA should not be vested the land in a petty approach
23



A.6.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach

A.6.1.1.3.1. Concerns on whether financial sustainability can be assured if
the harbourfronts will be developed in phases

A.6.1.2. Sites allocated should not be privatised by HFA (digest p23)
A.6.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the approach
A.6.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the approach
A.6.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach

A.6.1.2.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA owns the sites and would sell them
to generate income

A.6.1.2.3.2. Concerns on whether the harbourfront areas managed by HFA
are still regarded as Government land

A.6.1.2.3.3. Concerns on whether HFA can achieve fiscal sustainability if it
will not own the lands and cannot sell them to generate income

A.6.1.2.3.4. Public-private partnership contradicts the statement that
allocated sites to the authority should not be privatised

A.6.1.3. HFA may identify potential sites for discussion and consideration by
Government (digest p24)

A.6.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the approach
A.6.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the approach
A.6.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach

A.6.1.4. To keep a balanced portfolio of harbourfront projects for achieving
overall financial sustainability and independence (digest p22)

Merged into A.5.1.4. due to similarity
A.6.2. Other comments or concerns on land matters
A.6.2.1. Criteria for site allocation
A.6.2.1.1. Concerns on the criteria to prioritise the sites to be developed

A.6.2.1.2. HFA should be vested the land only when neither the government
nor developers can deliver what local community wants
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A.6.2.1.3. HFA should be vested the adjacent sites which can be joined
together for development

A.6.2.2. Concerns on whether HFA will be able to acquire private lands at the
harbourfronts

A.6.2.3. Concerns on the details of the development plan of particular sites

A.6.2.4. Concerns own whether public land should be managed by an
non-governmental organisation

A.6.2.5. The sites should not be monopolised by a single developer

A.6.2.6. Local community may not welcome handovering current development
projects at the harbourfronts to the future HFA

A.6.2.7. It may not be fair to grant HFA land at a nominal or reduced land
premium

A.6.2.8. Concerns on whether allocating sites to HFA requires approval of
LegCo

A.07. Sites to be allocated to HFA
A.7.1. Sites to be allocated to HFA suggested in consultation documents
A.7.1.1. New Central Harbourfront (Q7a)

A.7.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the selection

A.7.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the selection
A.7.1.1.2.1. The proposed site will not generate economic benefits
A.7.1.1.2.2. The proposed site allocation tilts interests of rich people

A.7.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the selection

A.7.1.1.3.1. Concerns on whether 5 years are enough to complete the New
Central Harbourfront project

A.7.1.1.3.2. The Central harbourfront is suitable for mixed use of biking and
jogging
A.7.1.2. Wanchai Harbourfront (Q7b)

A.7.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the selection

25



A.7.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the selection
A.7.1.2.2.1. The proposed site will not generate economic benefits
A.7.1.2.2.2. The proposed site allocation tilts interests of rich people
A.7.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the selection
A.7.1.3. North Point Harbourfront (Q7b)
A.7.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the selection
A.7.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the selection
A.7.1.3.2.1. The proposed site will not generate economic benefits
A.7.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the selection
A.7.1.4. Quarry Bay Harbourfront (Q7c)
A.7.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the selection
A.7.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the selection
A.7.1.4.2.1. Quarry Bay harbourfront is a remote site
A.7.1.4.2.2. The proposed site will not generate economic benefits
A.7.1.4.2.3. The proposed site allocation tilts interests of rich people
A.7.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the selection
A.7.1.5. Kwun Tong Harbourfront (Q7d)
A.7.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the selection
A.7.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the selection
A.7.1.5.2.1. Kwun Tong is a remote site
A.7.1.5.2.2. The proposed site will not generate economic benefits
A.7.1.5.2.3. The proposed site allocation tilts interests of rich people
A.7.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the selection

A.7.1.5.3.1. There were possibilities for more commercial and cultural
facilities at the Kwun Tong harbourfront

A.7.1.6. Hung Hom Harbourfront (Q7e)
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A.7.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the selection
A.7.1.6.2. Comments opposed to the selection
A.7.1.6.2.1. The proposed site will not generate economic benefits
A.7.1.6.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the selection
A.7.2. Other possible sites suggested by respondents
A.7.2.01. Western Hong Kong Island waterfront
A.7.2.02. Tsing Yi waterfront
A.7.2.03. Tsim Sha Tsui waterfront
A.7.2.04. To Kwa Wan waterfront
A.7.2.05. Yau Ma Tei Typhoon Shelter waterfront
A.7.2.06. Tsuen Wan waterfront

A.7.2.07. Sites currently managed by government but with newly approved
development projects

A.7.2.08. Kai Tak waterfront

A.7.2.09. PLA piers at the Central Harbourfront when it is not in military use
A.7.2.10. All harbourfront which have not yet been developed

A.7.2.11. West Kowloon waterfront

A.7.2.12. Sun Yat San Memorial Park waterfront

A.7.2.13. Western Food Wholesale Market waterfront

A.7.2.14. All waterfront parks or open spaces currently managed by the Leisure
and Cultural Services Department

A.7.2.15. Sham Shui Po waterfront
A.7.2.16. Harbourfront areas near existing ferry piers
A.08. Advisory and advocacy function

A.8.1. Disbanding HC and taking over advisory and advocacy function by
HFA (Q8)
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A.8.1.1. HC should disband and the advocacy and advisory role of HC should be
taken up by HFA

A.8.1.2. HC should be retained and keep its advocacy and advisory role

A.8.2. Advisory and advocacy functions proposed in the consultation
documents

A.8.2.1. To advise the Government on the holistic and strategic development of
the harbourfront and its associated water-land interface (digest p26)

A.8.2.1.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.8.2.1.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.8.2.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.8.2.2. To play an advocacy role in the envisioning, planning, urban design,
marking and branding, development and operation of the harbourfront areas and
facilities in collaboration with relevant stakeholders and DCs (digest p27)

A.8.2.2.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.8.2.2.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.8.2.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.8.2.2.3.1. Concerns on potential conflict of interest when HFA assumes
both the advisory and advocacy roles and management responsibilities

A.8.2.2.3.2. The advisory and advocacy function should include road and
pavement design and other issues related to connectivity

A.8.2.2.3.3. HFA should collaborate with other stakeholder in solving the
screening effect alongside the harbourfront

A.8.2.2.3.4. HFA should ensure effective communication and coordination
when performing its advisory and advocacy function

A.8.2.3. To comment on private and public plans and projects on Victoria
Harbourfront (digest p27)

A.8.2.3.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.8.2.3.2. Comments opposed to the function

A.8.2.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function
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A.8.2.3.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA will be able to offer professional
advice to the District Councils and persuade them to support its development
plans

A.8.2.4. To promoting wider application of Harbour Planning Principles and
Harbour Planning Guidelines, and to update them as necessary (digest p27)

A.8.2.4.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.8.2.4.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.8.2.4.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.8.2.5. To facilitate and foster public-private partnership in the development,
management and maintenance of the harbourfront (including engagement of
community, social enterprises and non-governmental organisations) (digest p27)

A.8.2.5.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.8.2.5.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.8.2.5.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.8.2.5.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA has any substantial planning to
facilitate public-private partnership

A.8.2.5.3.2. Concerns on whether public-private partnership will lead to
over-commercialisation

A.8.2.5.3.3. The public-private partnership between HFA and private sector
should be similar to the current one between the government and MTRC

A.8.2.5.3.4. Comments on the feasibility of implementing PPP in Hong
Kong

A.8.2.6. To promote, organise or sponsor recreational or leisure activities that
enhance the brand or image of the Victoria Harbour and the harbourfront (digest
p27)

A.8.2.6.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.8.2.6.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.8.2.6.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.8.3. The geographical remit for performing HC's existing advisory role
(digest p13)
29



A.8.3.1. Comments in favour of the remit
A.8.3.2. Comments opposed to the remit
A.8.3.2.1. The remit should be extended
A.8.3.2.1.1. The remit should be extended to the waterbody
A.8.3.2.1.2. The remit should be extended to beyond the current boundaries
A.8.3.2.1.3. The remit should be extended to Olympic Station
A.8.3.2.2. The remit should be reduced
A.8.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the remit
A.8.3.3.1. Government should clearly set the remit of HFA

A.8.3.3.2. Concerns on whether waterfronts outside Victoria Harbour will be
within the remit of HFA

A.8.3.3.3. All land 50 metres from the coastline should be within the remit of
HFA

A.8.3.3.4. There should be flexibility when setting the remit of HFA
A.8.3.3.5. The remit of HFA is set arbitrarily and without clear criteria

A.8.3.3.6. Concerns on whether roads near the harbourfront are within the
remit of HFA

A.8.3.3.7. Concerns on whether the harbourfront facilities which are currently
managed by the Government will be within the remit of HFA

A.8.4. Other comments or concerns on advisory and advocacy function

A.8.4.1. Concerns on whether HFA would have bias when playing its advocacy
and advisory role

A.8.4.2. General concerns on how HFA will implement its advocacy and
advisory function

A.8.4.3. Concerns on whether HFA would advocate for the building of a
cross-harbour pedestrian tunnel

A.09. Executive function
A.9.1. Executive functions proposed in consultation documents
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A.9.1.1. Plan, design, construct, operate and manage the allocated sites in
accordance with the land use and other requirements of conditions specified in
the statutory plans under the Town Planning Ordinance (Cap. 131) (Q9a)

A.9.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.9.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.9.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.9.1.1.3.1. Concerns on whether the duties of HFA would overlap with
Town Planning Board

A.9.1.2. Conduct project-level planning and prepare plans, where appropriate for
approval by TPB (Q9b)

A.9.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.9.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.9.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.9.1.3. Design, construct, operate, and manage the harbourfront related facilities
(including retail or dining or entertainment facilities) and other ancillary facilities
at the designated sites on its own or with other parties (Q9c)

A.9.1.3.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.9.1.3.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.9.1.3.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.9.1.3.3.1. Concerns on whether HFA will follow the Building Ordinance
during construction

A.9.1.3.3.2. Landscape professionals should be employed for design and
planning of the harbourfronts

A.9.1.3.3.3. The design, construction and management of the facilities
should be out-sourced to world-class private firms

A.9.1.4. Initiate and oversee relevant broad-based public engagement exercises,
topical planning studies, social impact assessments and other research and studies
related to the development of the allocated sites (Q9d)

A.9.1.4.1. Comments in favour of the function
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A.9.1.4.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.9.1.4.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.9.1.5. Monitor progress of implementation and management of allocated sites
and projects (Q%)

A.9.1.5.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.9.1.5.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.9.1.5.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.9.1.6. Foster temporary, quick-win or other harbourfront enhancement projects

(Q9f)
A.9.1.6.1. Comments in favour of the function
A.9.1.6.2. Comments opposed to the function
A.9.1.6.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the function

A.9.2. The number of sites allocated for HFA to perform executive role to
develop and manage projects

A.9.2.1. Comments in favour of the number of sites allocated
A.9.2.2. Comments opposed to the number of sites allocated

A.9.2.2.1. The number of sites which HFA have an executive role should be
increased

A.9.2.2.2. The number of sites which HFA have an executive role should be
decreased

A.9.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the number of sites allocated
A.9.3. Other comments or concerns on execution function
A.9.3.1. Site Management Policy

A.9.3.1.1. HFA should release the current restrictions for recreational activities
at the harbourfronts

A.9.3.1.2. HFA should release the current restrictions for food premises

A.9.3.1.3. Freedom of speech and assembly should be protected at the
harbourfronts
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A.9.3.1.4. Protests and demonstrations should be banned at the harbourfronts

A.9.3.2. Concerns on whether the decision of HFA will be affected by politics
and those with conflict of interest

A.9.3.3. The operations of HFA should be similar to EKEO
A.10. Formation of executive team
A.10.1. Proposed formation of executive team in consultation documents

A.10.1.1. HFA to be supported by a dedicated multi-disciplinary government
team during its initial years of establishment with suitable talents not readily
available in the civil service be recruited by HFA (digest p29)

A.10.1.1.1. Comments in favour of the approach
A.10.1.1.2. Comments opposed to the approach

A.10.1.1.2.1. The HFA office should not recruit civil servants in their team
A.10.1.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach

A.10.1.1.3.1. Concerns on personnel and management issues of having both
civil servants and non-civil service contract staff working in the same office

A.10.1.1.3.2. Concerns on the number of civil servants to be transferred to
HFA

A.10.1.1.3.3. The majority of the staff of HFA should be recruited from
outside of Government while having a number of experienced civil servants
seconded to HFA at initial stage

A.10.1.2. The long-term aim is for the team be replaced by an independent office
to serve HFA pending HFA's accumulation of adequate experience and track
records on development and management of harbourfront sites (Q10)

A.10.1.2.1. Comments in favour of the approach
A.10.1.2.2. Comments opposed to the approach

A.10.1.2.2.1. HFA may turn into a private institute if it hires their own staff
outside the government

A.10.1.2.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the approach
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A.10.1.2.3.1. Concerns on the length of transition period to achieve the
long-term aim

A.10.2. Other comments or concerns on formation of executive team

A.10.2.1. HFA should hire staff with professional knowledge or technical
background

A.10.2.2. HFA should hire staffs with commercial experience
A.10.2.3. Concerns on possible cronyism when hiring staff
A.10.2.4. Concerns on the actual number of staff to be employed by HFA

A.10.2.5. The obligations and resignation arrangements of senior staff should be
stated clearly

A.11. Role and Nature of HFA

A.11.1. HFA should be an organization or department under the Chief
Secretary

A.11.2. Concerns on whether HFA will be statutory body
A.11.3. HFA should be a non-profit organization
A.11.4. Concerns on which government HFA will be under or partner with
A.11.5. HFA should be an organization under related policy making bureaux
A.12. Public Engagement Process
A.12.1. Briefing, Seminar and Public Forum
A.12.1.1. Insufficient equipment or materials
A.12.2. Website
A.12.2.1. Computer problems encountered when filling in online questionnaire
A.12.3. Promotion Approach
A.12.3.1. More promotion is needed
A.12.3.2. The promotion is not effective
A.12.4. Stakeholders who should be consulted in the PE
A.12.4.1. General public
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A.12.4.2. District Councils

A.12.4.3. Sports communities

A.12.4.4. Foreigners living in Hong Kong

A.12.4.5. Maritime industry

A.12.4.6. Local communities at the harbourfront areas
A.12.5. Consultation Documents

A.12.5.1 Lack of Information

A.12.5.1.01.

A.12.5.1.02.

A.12.5.1.03.

A.12.5.1.04.

A.12.5.1.05.

A.12.5.1.06.

A.12.5.1.07.

A.12.5.1.08.

A.12.5.1.09.

A.12.5.1.10.

A.125.1.11.

A.125.1.12.

principles

A.125.1.13.

A.125.1.14.

A.12.5.1.15.

A.125.1.16.

Lack of details in the legitimacy of extent of power of HFA
Lack of oversight of the harbour as a whole

Lack of details in how to facilitate public participation
Lack of details of the extent of power in land planning
Lack of details in advocacy and advisory functions

Lack of details in financial planning

Lack of details in the operation and management of HFA
Lack of details in how to achieve its vision

Lack of explanation in the objectives of establishing HFA
Lack of details in issues related to their districts

Lack of details in accountability

Lack of details in how HFA will operate under commercial

Lack of details in environmental protection issues
Lack of overseas examples
Lack of details in remit of HFA

Lack of details in composition of HFA Board

A.12.5.2. Biased towards commercial operations
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A.12.5.3. The scope and content of consultation does not interest the general
public

A.12.5.4. The wording used in consultation documents is not specific enough
A.12.6. Feedback Questionnaire

A.12.6.1. The questionnaire questions are suggestive

A.12.6.2. The questionnaire contains too many questions

A.12.6.3. Some of questionnaire questions are not easy to understood

A.12.6.4. The questionnaire is easy to understand

A.12.6.5. The questionnaire questions are repetitive

A.12.6.6. There should be an option of 'partly agree’ in the multiple choice
questions

A.12.6.7. Too many things were asked in a single question
A.12.7. Other comments or concerns on Public Engagement Process
A.12.7.1. The reasons to establish HFA should be explained during consultation

A.12.7.2. The consultation is not meaningful as the government already have
plans on harbourfront development

A.12.7.3. The consultation should collect the opinions of the public from various
channels

A.12.7.4. 1t will be difficult to reach consensus through public consultation
A.12.7.5. Concerns on how the government will collect public opinions

A.12.7.6. The Public Engagement Process should aim at improving the
relationship between the public and the government

A.13. Definition of Victoria Harbourfront

A.13.1. Victoria Harbourfront as defined in Interpretation and General
Clauses Ordinance (Cap. 1) (digest p13)

A.13.1.1. Comments in favour of the definition
A.13.1.2. Comments opposed to the definition

A.13.1.3. Comments neither in favour or opposed to the definition
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A.13.2. Other comments or concerns related to definition of Victoria
Harbourfront

A.14. Whether support the establishment of HFA and reasons
A.14.1. Whether support the establishment of HFA
A.14.1.1. Support
A.14.1.2. Not support
A.14.2. Reasons for supporting or not supporting the establishment of HFA
A.14.2.1. Reasons for supporting the establishment of HFA

A.14.2.1.1. Having a dedicated authorities to develop the harbourfronts in a
holistic manner

A.14.2.1.2. The current HC lacks the authorization and execution power to
achieve a better progress in enhancing the harbourfront

A.14.2.1.3. Hong Kong is behind other cities in harbourfront development
A.14.2.1.4. It gives more flexibility in management of the harbourfront

A.14.2.1.5. The establishment of HFA helps to transform Hong Kong into a
world-class harbour city

A.14.2.1.6. An enhanced harbourfront can improve tourism
A.14.2.2. Reasons for not supporting the establishment of HFA

A.14.2.2.01. The objectives of HFA can be achieved by a well-funded office
under Chief Secretary

A.14.2.2.02. The objectives of HFA can be achieved by existing government
departments

A.14.2.2.03. The establishment of HFA involves additional expenses and put a

strain on our finance
A.14.2.2.04. The current development at harbourfronts is good enough

A.14.2.2.05. The function of HFA overlap with existing Government
departments

A.14.2.2.06. There will be too many commercial activities at the harbourfronts

under HFA's management
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A.14.2.2.07. HFA is another layer of red tape or bureaucracy

A.14.2.2.08. The establishment of HFA involves transfer of benefits to the
Board members or private sector

A.14.2.2.09. HFA will not be able to balance the interests of different parties

A.14.2.2.10. Modifying the regulations and allowing cycling at harbourfront
park are good enough

A.15. Other expectations on future harbourfront
A.15.01. Urban Planning and Design
A.15.1.01. There should be plan to link up adjacent harbourfronts

A.15.1.02. There should be a comprehensive master plan for harbourfront
development and re-allocation of existing premises and facilities

A.15.1.03. There should be harbourfront enhancement plans for each district

A.15.1.04. There should be plans to develop waterfronts outside Victoria
Harbour

A.15.1.05. There should be good planning for the harbourfronts

A.15.1.06. There should be a master plan to identify all of the potential
harbourfront sites which can be allocated to HFA

A.15.1.07. There should be more public space for leisure activities at the
harbourfronts

A.15.1.08. The planning of harbourfronts should show characters of different
districts at the harbourfronts

A.15.1.09. There should be a mechanism for the Government to recover the lands
allocated to HFA if needed

A.15.1.10. There should be an appeal mechanism to review HFA development
projects

A.15.1.11. There should be guidelines and rule to ensure that the urban planning
and design is good and visionary

A.15.1.12. There should be conceptual drawing before a development plan can
be evaluated
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A.15.1.13. The harbourfront should not be over-developed

A.15.1.14. Innovation and originality in urban design should be encouraged
through tendering process, competitions and workshop etc.

A.15.1.15. There should be less tall and big buildings at the harbourfronts

A.15.1.16. There should be a comprehensive zoning plan for each the allocated
sites

A.15.1.17. The planning at harbourfronts should meet the society's needs

A.15.1.18. The public utilities involving the use of water bodies use should have
the priority to occupy the harbourfronts

A.15.02. Suggested new facilities at the harbourfronts
A.15.2.1. Land sports facilities
A.15.2.1.1. Cycling facilities
A.15.2.1.2. Roller skating facilities
A.15.2.1.3. Facilities for riding skateboards or scooters
A.15.2.1.4. Walking, jogging or running facilities
A.15.2.1.5. Playground
A.15.2.2. Water sports and transportation
A.15.2.2.1. Marina
A.15.2.2.2. Water-sports facilities
A.15.2.2.3. Piers
A.15.2.3. Commercial facilities
A.15.2.3.1. Catering facilities
A.15.2.3.2. Small shops
A.15.2.3.3. Entertainment facilities
A.15.2.4. Pet park
A.15.2.5. Information centres and management office

A.15.2.6. Washroom
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A.15.03. Environmental issues

A.15.3.01. Concerns on whether HFA would help to improve water quality at the
harbourfront areas

A.15.3.02. Concerns on whether HFA would help to reduce road traffic or air
pollution by encouraging use of pedestrians, cycling or water transportation

A.15.3.03. Concerns on whether the facilities used in the harbourfront should be
powered by green energy

A.15.3.04. Concerns on whether HFA would help to improve air quality at the
harbourfront areas

A.15.3.05. Concerns on whether the environmental sustainability can be achieved
A.15.3.06. There should be more green areas at harbourfronts

A.15.3.07. Concerns on whether environmental assessment will be carried out at
harbourfronts

A.15.3.08. Concerns on whether the building materials and construction methods
are environmentally friendly

A.15.3.09. Concerns on whether there will be proper recycling and waste
collection points at harbourfront

A.15.3.10. Concerns on whether HFA will help to solve the environmental issues
surrounding harbourfront areas

A.15.3.11. Concerns on whether HFA will set up an environmental Key
Performance Indicators (KPI)

A.15.3.12. Concerns on whether temporary facilities will create excessive use
resources and waste

A.15.3.13. Concerns on whether proposed water transport will use green and
renewable energy

A.15.04. Strategy of harbourfront development

A.15.4.01. HFA should learn from overseas experience in harbourfront
development

A.15.4.02. HFA should balance the needs of tourism development and
recreational life of local residents
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A.15.4.03. HFA should have long-term vision and strategy

A.15.4.04. HFA should try other strategies before acquiring land and develop the
harbourfronts by themselves

A.15.4.05. HFA should adopt a strategy to increase human flow at the
harbourfronts

A.15.4.06. HC should continue to enhance the harbourfronts before the
establishment of HFA

A.15.4.07. HFA should have a strategy to enhance social interactions at
harbourfronts

A.15.4.08. HFA should have a unique place-making strategy

A.15.4.09. HFA should adopt a people-oriented strategy

A.15.4.10. HFA should have short-term goals or projects
A.15.05. Connectivity

A.15.5.1. Concerns on whether the connectivity at the harbourfront areas can be
improved

A.15.5.2. Concerns on whether HFA will encourage water transportation
connecting the harbourfront

A.15.5.3. Concerns on whether water transport will be made preferable to land
transport

A.15.5.4. Concerns on potential impediment (e.g. cycling, dog walking) to the
pedestrian comfort and ease of access

A.15.5.5. Concerns on whether proposed water transport will allow passage of
bicycles and pets

A.15.5.6. Concerns on whether proposed water transport will utilise existing
infrastructure

A.15.06. Reclamation and Protection of Harbour Ordinance
A.15.6.1. The PHO should be reviewed to enable improvements at harbourfronts
A.15.6.2. HFA should avoid reclamation at the harbour in future

A.15.6.3. HFA should ensure compliance of the PHO Ordinance
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A.15.07. Target users of harbourfront
A.15.7.1. Pets should be allowed to enter harbourfronts
A.15.7.2. There should have provide facilities for the poor at harbourfronts
A.15.7.3. Pets should be restricted from entering the harbourfronts

A.15.7.4. Tourists should be restricted from bringing their luggage to the
harbourfronts

A.15.7.5. HK residents should be given the priority of using the harbourfronts
A.15.7.6. There should be facilities for evening people who enjoy night life
A.15.08. Timetable for harbourfront development
A.15.8.1. Concerns on whether there is time table for establishing HFA
A.15.8.2. The harbourfront development should speed up
A.15.09. Safety issues

A.15.09.1. Concerns on whether HFA will enhance the safety measures at the
harbourfronts

A.15.09.2. Concerns on the possible land subsidence issues at the harbourfronts
A.15.10. Cultural and Arts development
A.15.10.1. HFA should help to cultivate arts and cultural life in Hong Kong
A.15.10.2. HFA should conserve heritages at the harbourfronts
A.15.11. Maritime industry development

A.15.11.1. Concerns on how the establishment of HFA would facilitate maritime
industry development

A.16. Other Miscellaneous opinions or concerns
A.16.1. Complaints on the existing facilities or management at harbourfront
A.16.2. Opinions on general policy of planning and development
A.16.2.1. The city should NOT work on useless development projects
A.16.2.2. The Government is indecisive in planning and development

A.16.3. General positive comments
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A.16.4. Any other opinions or concerns (which cannot be categorised)
A.16.4.1. Unintelligent comments

A.16.4.2. Description of respondent's own past experience in dealing
harbourfront issues

A.16.4.3. Asking the progress of the current harbourfront development instead of
giving opinions on establishment of HFA or expressing expectation on future
harbourfronts
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Annex H: Feedback questionnaire

Phase Il Public Engagement Form for the
Proposed Establishment of a Harbourfront Authority

BRHOIDSEEER - B _WBRARSEME

This form is intended to collect anonymous public feedback from Hong Kong residents and
organisations on the proposal for a Harbourfront Authority. By providing comments and views
you will be assumed to have given consent to the Development Bureau and the Harbourfront
Commission to use or publish (including posting onto an appropriate website) those comments
and views in anonymous format for the purpose of this consultation.

Please leave blank any questions that you do not wish or feel unable to answer.

LSRR A EANT R EEE R R BN SRR — AR ETRRORR - EAHREey
EFERIES - FEREFREARRRRICEETHZRGEANTIR (BfE L= aEE
uh) BERE RS - METEERFERUR AT R -

NEAFBEARAEEAME » FEESREEET -

“Harbourfront™ refers to the harbourfront areas within the Victoria Harbour Limit and generally refers to
the land area between the shoreline and the first main road.

PR, FRFEMSBEERGEE ARERT  ZERQENES -REEEEY
By, -

Please fill in (Il ) one appropriate box or circle in each question to indicate your views,

HEBEHENAASHEIERTEERREE 2R () DREFVER -

Objectives of the proposed Harbourfront Authori

1. To what extent do you agree to the following objectives of the proposed Harbourfront Authority
(HFA):

B R EE RN EE  ARTAEASRE U TEEHE

(a) should protect, preserve and enhance Victoria Harbour, uphold and strengthen its position as the
icon of Hong Kong, and nurture the sense of belonging that Hong Kong people have for Victoria
Harbour and its harbourfront.

FEPRE - fREFRE(LEE  SRUINBAFERTESBE0N © DREREANHE

BERFBENEBR -
[] Strongly agree JEEREE [[] Agree [5lF
(] Neither agree nor disagree FLA i St R & FRE
] Disagree EN b= [ ] Strongly disagree JIEHEA- [ &

(b) should promote and deliver an attractive, vibrant, green, accessible and sustainable harbourfront
with diversified attractions and activities for public enjoyment.

Public Engagement Form 4% &% 1



(©)

(d)

(¢)

6y

EEERITE—ERRS 1 - HRED - &L BE  IREERRREES AN
REAEHIEEEARE

[] Strongly agree IEFFEE L[] Agree [
[[] Neither agree nor disagree B [E Z th A 2 R[5 5
[] Disagree el [] Strongly disagree 33 (5]

should recognize Victoria Harbour as both an efficient working harbour and its harbourfront as a
unique public urban space for all people of Hong Kong to enjoy and maintain this existing balance
going forward.

EERGEEEESRRFEREE  MEEERIERLETREAFZHOBER AL
W - R R 2 R AT T -

L] Strongly agree FEEE ] Agree g
[[] Neither agree nor disagree B EE A £ [EEH
[] Disagree AEE [] Strongly disagree JF# A [6 &

should facilitate and enhance partnership and collaboration among HFA, Government, non-
govcmmcnl organizations and the private sector

FE(RE R NG RERE - BUF - FEBURTRMAIRL 2186 2 eV R R & 1F -
:J Strongly agree JeR [] Agree ok
[] Neither agree nor disagree 5 £ |5 5 th A = A5 &
[] Disagree AEFE [7] Strongly disagree JEFEF[BIFE

should aim to achieve balance in economic benefits, social objectives and environmental well-being

FESERERMNE - 118 AR RS RE L T -

L] Strongly agree FEEE [] Agree EE
[ ] Neither agree nor disagree Ei FE S A EFEE
[ ] Disagree FEE [] Strongly disagree JFFEA[EE

should promote public engagement at all stages of project development and encourage wider
participation of the local community in designing and managing the public open space within the
sites allocated to HFA.

iR A #Rn & EREE - BN ‘%fﬁi R R T S A R EEE
1% F T R Y R Y 2 AR ZE R

[[] Strongly agree FEEE [] Agree [&lE
[] Neither agree nor disagree Ei A [FE A EFEE
[ | Disagree FEE [] Strongly disagree JFFF 6 &

should promote the concept of sharing for public space and create an inclusive and diversified
harbourfront with innovative designs and flexible management.

EREEAZFAAEENES  UESAINRH REERE  DEE—FEBRAST
{LRYIEE -

e ————————————————————————————
Public Engagement Form /4B &8 % 2
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[] Strongly agree FERRE [J Agree [FI
[ ] Neither agree nor disagree B A [6 S th A 2 4[5 5
L] Disagree FEE [ Strongly disagree JF A EE

Is there any other objective you consider important for the proposed HFA? Please list them out
and indicate your reasons.

F o R R A B E RRAA M ERE B R ? A5 BHA - WA -

If vou disagree or strongly disagree with any of the objectives of the proposed HFA listed above,
please indicate your reasons and/or concerns.

NREHEERGREEROL LB E A EIAREREE FARNER. - FHEH
eV RS E -

Public Engagement Form /4B &85
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Functions of the proposed Harbourfront Authority

Governance and Management Functions

FenEEnE

2(a). To what extent do you agree that the proposed HFA Board should have broad-based representation,

2(b).

comprising not more than 20 members, with a Chairman and a Vice-Chairman (one being a public
official with the other being a non-public official).
BEEEREEBNREREARZARE  ABAEE - +4KE  BHPEELR
AR EFEEHP—MURLBAR  TE—UAELBAR)  ARTNECHIZIHEER
=

[7] Strongly agree IEEEE [ Agree [EE
[ ] Neither agree nor disagree i FEEFEFEE
["] Disagree ARl LI Strongly disagree JF A [FE

To what extent do you agree that HFA should establish committees (such as working groups or
task forces) to involve or co-opt members other than the appointed Board members,

AEHRBEEERERTIZAE (PlOTF/MIRERNE) - BEERHRE LMY
ATTRESERR T(F - REEZR R FARREEZHEZERE

[] Strongly agree FEFE R [ Agree [Ehs)
[] Neither agree nor disagree FE 4[5 5 th A & A6 &
[] Disagree FEE [] Strongly disagree JEHEF[EIFE

—————————————————————————————
Public Engagement Form /4B &8 % 4
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3. To what extent do you agree that the proposed HFA should have the following statutorv governance
and management functions:

AEEREE T EREANE AN ERE - ARAEH SRR T ELR A

The statutory governance and Neither

management functions of the Strongly agree nor Strongly
proposed HFA agree disagree disagree
BRRIAREERN IFE Agree  BEFRFEIE®  Disagree IFE
EaEERE EE EE FRAEE *Eg FEE
Draw up corporate and business

plans 0 0 0 O O
it 2 il 5 B sl

Oversee the overall development

and management of the sites

allocated to HFA O ] ] 0 ]
HERTEAEERNREY

BRABRNEE LR

Implement public accountability

measures | ] ] @i ]
& (5] 2 K B YA O

Manage the resources and

finances O O O O ]
B AR B

Set key performance indicators

and evaluate performance of the

executives O H | |l [
ol 1L E SR B ISR 1T

B\ BBy

If you disagree or strongly disagree with the governance and management functions of the
proposed HFA, please indicate your reasons and/or concerns. You may also wish to elaborate on
your alternative views on such functions.

NREHBABAEEBNEAATERERAIABSERFTRAENER, Wit
BA RO SR P/ R NE. TR, T DAGERIGR BRI E AR EE B AT A N R R E
EJH

——————————————————————————————————————————————————
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4. To what extent do you agree that the proposed HFA should adopt the following accountability
measures currently adopted by similar statutory bodies:

ST 2 PR T T 9 TR FTRB A ES  CE B PT0 F DAT RP52
s

Neither
The accountability measures of the Strongly agree nor Strongly
proposed HFA agree disagree disagree
ﬁabﬁﬂfﬁ?ﬁ’gﬁﬁ rﬁ,f ’i}ﬁ FEE i 3"?% Agree ﬁ$ﬁ]ﬁﬁ!‘ Disagrcc 3":'#
YR EE HE FEFEE FEg FHE
Submit a corporate plan, and a
business plan for approval by the
Government O | | O 0
R AT E R EH B
ik
Submit a statement of accounts, an
annual report, and an auditor’s report
to the Government and LegCo 0 ] ] il ]
W R SLEERZER ., F
BEREREHBRSE

Empower the Director of Audit to

examine into the  economy,

efficiency and effectiveness of HFA

in expending resources O O | | ]
REFHEEREEHATHE
53 75 ) F R 17 SLRE T |
EYAETRAES ~ B R

The Chairman of the Board and the
Head of the executive arm to atiend
LegCo meetings upon LegCo’s
request
HHRETHATEESAEL
EEERURILEE §3
Consult the public on matters
relating to the development and
management of the harbourfront
related facilities
REHERHENRBREESR
W EE AR

Conduct Board meetings openly
except  for  confidential  or
commercially sensitive issues O O O O O
B et o % 1 B B AT R

o REREHEAFIET

Public Engagement Form 4: 5 &5 6
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Neither

— - . Strongly agree nor Strongly
I'he accr:] ;;t; [\)Illl“' measures of the agree disagree disagree
PLIDIS 7 3F-'ﬁ§ Agre&' ﬁ$ﬁlﬁﬁ’. Disagree 3'5#

BRI E AR ERNERE FE A AEFEE #FEg FA%

All members of the Board and

committees to disclose their interest

regularly

EEENEEEHARESE U - - - -
EMHE S SO RS GED

REMN

All members of the Board and

committees to disclose their interest

regularly . _ _
EERNZAGHARANE U H U - H
ENEEZEO B FIEMGEN

REM

Include HFA and its committees in

Schedule 1 of the Prevention of

Bribery Ordinance; O O i i m
EEEEEREARZEENA

(BHIEBAREERGI) ik 1 ZA

Make HFA accountable to a

Principal Official and to empower

the Government to give directions in

public interest O O O O O
BAETERHAR —-AHFEE

BEAEW  UREBNTEL

B HES T i85

Establish committees to deal with

such matters as audit, staff and

finance, planning, marketing; and set

up a consultation panel to collect

public views ]
RUZRGLURERS - AN . . . . .
W R~ BLE R B iR

EHE  LRIIENE 0 MUE

FETREER

If you disagree or strongly disagree with the accountability measures of the proposed HFA, please
indicate your reasons and/or concerns, You may also wish to elaborate on your alternative views on
such measures.
NRALEERBEAEERNARH RN AIFARRERTRABNER » #HEH
EE R A ERAERE « F8F - S DS A EE AR MR E AR EER -

e ——————————————————————————————
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5. To what extent do you agree with the following financial arrangements for the proposed HFA:

ARG EEERNMBEH  FRREASHFL TR S

Neither
The financial arrangements for the Strongly agree nor Strongly
proposed HFA agree disagree disagree
BREUNEEEERN IER Agree BEREE Disagree FEH
MBS AE HFE FEFEE FHE FEHE
Capital injection and land allocated by
the Government at nominal or reduced
premium O O O O O
BURF 52 (£ 7 B DA BB
EHEH EEGEE
A dedicated fund be set aside within the
Government that is roughly sufficient to
cover the capital costs of the designated
sites/projects, with further injection of
capital funding to be considered having
regard to the future development plans 0 0 0 0 N

of HFA

EHFATAEE -ESEARE
DIt E R/ M ENEA KA
BEEREE - ERESEEERH
Ry BT EE R E— T E

To provide an initial endowment/seed
funding to cover, say, the first five vears
of operation, and resources will be
drawn from the dedicated fund when its
project(s) is/are ready for
implementation, subject to funding
approval from LegCo similar to other
public works projects

meREERREgmEn e 20— 02— 5 2 O
Ed  UHENRGAFNEE
B - XA REERSERT
FET  EO{EERES RN
R - H I B e B B R
# 0 EEAMTE TAEEREEE
A HE

Through maintaining a balanced
portfolio of projects, to achieve overall
financial sustainability over the long
term

ARG - ENENSEEEE
& DERRRMEES

Public Engagement Form /4B &85
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If you disagree or strongly disagree with the financial arrangements of the proposed HFA, please
indicate your reasons and/or concerns. You may also wish to elaborate on your alternative views
on such arrangements.
NECHEREETCEROVBEZERAIAIENEEFRENER  HEHAH
PRNAN/ESERE - [FIRF - A LR A S B Z TR A A R R R -

6. To what extent do you agree that the initial allocation of land to the proposed HFA for
development and management should be relatively modest (see possible list in Q7 below) with the
allocation of land to expand gradually to other suitable sites when it has accumulated experience,

and build up its reputation and track record?

ERBABETEER OV AEMEFRESE D TASRAERE (JUSELT
Q7 B51F%) - FRAMENEER BUBTRETERFCHEE BESRREAME

BRORERN - FRAEH Z 5 B R

[7] Strongly agree JEERE [[] Agree [alE
[] Neither agree nor disagree i[RI E A Z 715
[] Disagree Ny [] Strongly disagree Jf 5[5/ 5

7. To what extent do you agree that the following sites should be allocated to HFA:
ROABSEREEENAL - ARTEASEED THESE

Potential sites which can be

: 1 Neither
considered for allocationto the Strongly agree nor Strongly
proposed HFA agree disagree disagree
OHSRBTRENETER % Agee BAEEL Disagre R
oY R 3 P& Mg ARAFE AfEE FEE
New Central harbourfront
g O il O O 0
Wanchai-North Point harbourfront _
BF - LA O O O O O
Quarry Bay harbourfront N i
0l o B O | [ N
Kwun Tong harbourfront
5 1 i [l Ll l O L]
Hung Hom harbourfront
LR O O O O o

Public Engagement Form 47 &84
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If you disagree or strongly disagree with the land allocation arrangement of the proposed HFA,
please indicate your reasons and/or concerns. You may also wish to elaborate on your alternative
views on such arrangements.
NREHERSETEROBH L ZHRETREREEFAENER AW
PRI RN/ EREERE < [E10% > T LA B O B L s R AR A AL -

Advisory and Advocacy Functions

a8 (8 B R AE

It is proposed that HFA will take over the current advisory and advocacy roles of the

Harbourfront Commission (HC) in relation to the Harbourfront as a whole, allowing
disbanding of HC to avoid confusion or the perception of multi-layering.

ERSEEERORASIN AR BZAGEERBABEBNENNER TEOR
fE - ERAEERRIRFBEHERZRE  UEARBARRKREBE -

8. To what extent do you agree that the HC should be disbanded after the establishment of HFA and for
HFA to take over the current advisory and advocacy role of HC in relation to the Harbourfront?

ARER R TERNIRBNEEEHZAG BATERERASNEAS
BZEGTESEBRNZNNEETENESE - ARrEHSHRAEERE

[7] Strongly agree FER R [] Agree [FI
[7] Neither agree nor disagree f§ A [ th A 245 &
"] Disagree FEE [] Strongly disagree JF A [EE

If vou disagree or strongly disagree with HFA taking over the advisory and advocacy functions of HC in
future, please indicate your reasons and/or concerns. You may also wish to elaborate on your alternative
views on such functions.

UREHERSETERRAR AN SEERZ A n a5 EERNF A B R H
RYMRAE R A ARG AR ERTE R, SRR A EGER - IR » Sl DR
HEAHBSEEEZ A RS RERNSIAEE T ENBEMBANIEESR. -

e —————————————————————————————————
Public Engagement Form /AR &M% 10
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Executive Function

BB AE

9. To what extent do you agree that the proposed HFA should be empowered with the following

executive functions

REFEEATEBEER T U TS - FRACAZEE

The executive functions for the proposed HFA
BRRINEAEERN
TTBOREE

Strongly
agree

EL2
&

Agree
=S

Neither
agree nor
disagree

B FERE
FEAFEE

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

IFH

AEE  AEE

Plan, design, construct. operate and manage
the allocated sites in accordance with the
statutory plans and where necessary,
propose amendments

AT ERRYSE - Bl - B -
BENEEEE TR - OAR
2 BEERHET

Conduct project-level planning and prepare
plans

HETTIR B i T B A5 A i L
Design. construct, operate, and manage
harbourfront facilities at the allocated sites
aal « B - B ER B E R
A

Initiate and oversee public engagement
exercises and research and studies related to
the development of allocated sites
SHAREARRE TEERE
ARV AT S EET RV
Monitor the implementation and
management of allocated sites
EEEE T L AEE T IF

Foster temporary, quick-win or other
enhancement projects

(AR « A R R

Public Engagement Form /4B &85
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10. To what extent do you agree that the proposed HFA should build its own independent executive team
and gradually phase out the government officers and replace them with suitable talents recruited from
the private sector when the operation of HFA and its development of projects are on track?

ERFESETERENEFAAHNSRE FyE > BRETACHETERE - I
ZHUBALABRENSEES - NRBUFABRTRE - ARTEFSEFEER
i 7

[] Strongly agree FEEE L] Agree Ik
[ ] Neither agree nor disagree Fi A EE A EF G &=
[7] Disagree AEE [ ] Strongly disagree 57 [6FE

If you disagree or strongly disagree with the proposals about the executive function of HFA, please indicate your
reasons and/or concerns. You may also wish to elaborate on your alternative views on such functions.

NREHFEEEENTERERE FEEEIEE A BENER » SRR EREEE -
i - ST LGSR E e EE R A EEA, «

Please indicate any other views you have about the roles of the proposed HFA.
RO O R R 2 AEA R HANEE - HET RN -

Other Feedback

At B

Please share with us any suggestions or views regarding any other aspect of the public engagement
exercise.

HERMO EEEAREEA T2 B EHERTER -

Please share with us any suggestions or views regarding this feedback form.

A FEE BN ER GO ERTER -

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————
Public Engagement Form 4:f &85 12
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Which of the following identities are you using to respond to this questionnaire?

CREATRRHES HEREEGEE ?

| Company (Please specify your type of business):
AF] (HEFTRYRBEL)

)
[] Organisation (Please specify the nature of your organisation):
e (FRPHTEBASER)
)
[] Individual {gA,
Which age group do you belong to? 55 F T2 &1 A —(HFE4ER 7
O 18 JELLT below 18 0 18-29 0 30-39
0 40-49 0 50-59 060 el 60 or above
Which district are you living in? SRR AA -(HH0E ?
O Central and Western Hong Kong Island &2 (17
O Eastern Hong Kong Island 325 O Southern Hong Kong Island 352355
O Wan Chai E{F O Kowloon City /|58,
O Kwun Tong &% O Shan Shui Po 77K
O Wong Tai Sin =71 O Yau Tsim Mong 28
O Islands # 2 O Kwai Tsing 33
O North New Territories ¥ L& O Sai Kung (5%
O Sha Tin b O Tai Po Jf
O Tsuen Wan 352 O Tuen Mun i[5
O Yuen Long JGER O Tourist 3%

We look forward to receiving your views. Please send us your views through the channels below
on or before 24 December 2014:

RITARREIRNER - BB TR 20145125 U4 H R FIRZIRER. ©
Email BHf : hape@hlc.orghk
Fax E : 21100841

Post: 17/F, West Wing, Central Government Offices, 2 Tim Mei Avenue, Tamar, Hong Kong
B : SARNHRE _WBETERE -

Thank you very much for your participation!
EEBHEHSHE |

Public Engagement Form 4:R&5[%
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