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Civic Exchange conducted a public opinion survey of 3,600 Hong Kong residents across 18 
districts on the quality of open space between January and February 2018. The goal was to 
develop evidence-based recommendations to inform policies on the planning, design, and 
management of open space as envisioned in “Hong Kong 2030+: Towards a Planning Vision 
and Strategy Transcending 2030”. In the strategy, the government aims to “reinvent public 
space” in terms of function, quality, design, accessibility, provision, and management. 

The survey’s objectives were to:

In addition to the public opinion survey, four focus groups with eight participants each were 
held to obtain qualitative insights into people’s views. Three of the focus groups – parents, 
young adults (aged 18 to 29), and the elderly (aged 60 and above) – focused on their open 
space needs. The fourth consisted of adults aged 35 to 55 living in housing types including 
public housing, private individual buildings, and private developments to explore differences in 
their perceptions of open space quality and attitudes towards the provision of open space by 
private developers versus the government. 

Eight Types of Open Spaces
Respondents were asked about their visiting habits to eight types of open spaces:

Major findings and recommendations are outlined below:

Proximity and Connectivity Are Key
Overall, retirees visit open space most frequently, followed by students and homemakers. 
Retirees mostly go to small playgrounds and sitting-out areas as well as open spaces in public 
housing estates. People who live with elderly relatives also visit open space more often. This 
illustrates the importance of open space in an ageing society. In contrast, respondents aged 16 
to 29 prefer to use sports facilities or shopping malls.

Measure how frequently people use different types of open space and their activities.
Assess their satisfaction with different dimensions and qualities of open space.
Gain a clearer understanding of respondents’ attitudes and aspirations towards activities 
and facilities in open spaces.
Investigate possible relationships between open space usage and subjective well-being.

Small playgrounds and sitting-out areas
Medium or large parks
Leisure and Cultural Services 
Department’s outdoor sports facilities
Plazas or podium gardens in shopping 
malls and commercial buildings

Seafront or riverfront promenades
Unofficial open spaces
Open spaces in public housing estates 
or Home Ownership Scheme estates
Open spaces in private housing estates

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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The vast majority of users (97 per cent) usually visit open space within walking 
distance of their homes, making this a critical factor in future planning and design. 
Only 15 per cent go to open space near work or school, while 15 per cent regularly 
travel to open space by public transport, private car, or bicycle. People who live in 
public housing estates or large private developments visit open spaces significantly 
more often than those living in private individual buildings, which lack their own 
open spaces on the premises. 

Frequency of visits to seafront or riverfront promenades also varies by district. 
Some districts with waterfront promenades such as Southern and Eastern see 
high rates of waterfront usage, as the waterfronts are adjacent to major housing 
developments such as South Horizons and Heng Fa Chuen. Other districts such as 
Kwun Tong, Wan Chai, and Yau Tsim Mong have very low percentages of residents 
who visit waterfronts at least once a month; the waterfronts in these districts are 
separated from residential areas by major roads, commercial buildings or industrial 
areas. Pedestrian connections as well as signage and wayfinding to the waterfronts 
in these districts need to be improved. 

Most Popular Activities
Walking (74 per cent) and resting or relaxing (68 per cent) are the most common 
passive activities. Around 33 per cent say they go to open spaces to socialize, 30 per 
cent to wait or kill time, and 23 per cent to enjoy fresh air and nature. In terms of 
active recreation, the most popular types of exercise are jogging (33 per cent) and 
tai chi, yoga or stretching (34 per cent). Only around 15 per cent of respondents 
play any type of ball sport, with basketball being the most popular (9 per cent). 

As a relatively small proportion of the population plays ball sports, the government 
should consider putting ball courts in indoor sports centres, on rooftops, or 
underground to free up more open space for broader public use. Open space 
managers should also promote alternative uses of ball courts when they are not in use. 

What People Want: Cycling, Jogging, Lawns, and Shade
When asked to choose the three amenities they would most like to have in their 
communities, nearly half of all respondents picked shared cycling and jogging 
paths as well as more lawns, shade, and places to sit and chat as their top choices. 
Priorities vary among districts: for example, 57 per cent of respondents in Yau Tsim 
Mong want shared jogging and cycling paths versus only 38 per cent of respondents 
in Sha Tin.

Parents, the elderly and their family, and people under 30 with no children were 
additionally given separate sets of choices and asked to choose the top three things 
they most wanted to improve open spaces for children, the elderly, and youth, 
respectively. 
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Parents: Interactive and Adventure Playgrounds
Three quarters of parents demanded space for their children to ride bicycles and scooters. 
About half asked for interactive natural environments and adventure playgrounds. In both 
the survey and focus group discussions, parents strongly supported giving children more 
opportunities to play in nature and making playgrounds more exciting and challenging. 

Elderly: Safety and Comfort
Among the elderly respondents, 58 per cent wanted better safety features such as handrails 
and non-slip paving, while 55 per cent asked for more places to sit and multi-purpose exercise 
space for tai chi and other activities. These choices show that the elderly prioritize safety and 
comfort and prefer unstructured open space for exercise. Surprisingly, having more elder-
friendly exercise equipment was not a high priority for them, with this option chosen by 47 per 
cent and coming in 4th out of six. 

Youth: Photogenic and Comfortable Hang-Out Spaces
About 57 per cent of the young respondents wanted more barbecue areas and 52 per cent 
asked for multi-purpose exercise spaces. Nearly half supported areas for movie screenings, 
cultural performances, and skateboarding. In focus group discussions, they reported mostly 
using open spaces for exercise. They perceived of parks, especially small sitting-out areas, as 
primarily catering to the elderly and expressed a desire for photogenic and comfortable places 
to hang out with friends without having to spend money at cafés or shopping malls. 

People are Moderately Satisfied 
Respondents are moderately satisfied with the quality of open space in their communities, 
giving a median score of 6 out of 10 for most aspects such as quantity, greening, activities, and 
facilities. People living in private individual buildings are, however, less satisfied with every 
aspect of open space compared to those living in other types of housing. 

Residents in Wan Chai, Yau Tsim Mong, Central and Western, and Kwai Tsing are significantly 
less satisfied than the norm. Sha Tin, Tai Po, Islands, and Southern residents are among the 
most satisfied. This shows that residents in older urban areas have poorer perceptions of the 
quality of open spaces in their districts compared to those living in more recently developed 
districts and new towns. Several aspects such as quantity, beauty, and trees, plants and 
landscaping scored the biggest differences between districts (see Chapter 6). 

Overall, residents living in districts with less open space per capita are less satisfied than those 
living in districts with more open space. Some districts like Yuen Long and Tuen Mun buck this 
trend however, suggesting that quality, not just quantity, affects satisfaction levels. 

Open Space and Happiness
The survey found a small but statistically significant positive relationship between the 
frequency of open space visits and “happiness”. In other words, respondents who visited open 
space more frequently reported feeling happy more in the two weeks preceding the survey. 
More research is needed, however, to determine which way the causality runs – whether open 
space makes people feel happier or people who are happier to begin with visit open space more. 
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A companion study by Jeffrey Chow analysing the same survey data using Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) also found that respondents who live closer to parks and small 
public open spaces felt less worried. Living close to open spaces may therefore provide some 
mental-health benefits in reducing stress and improving mood. 

Creative Strategies Needed to Meet Varying Needs 
Respondents were presented with nine activities frequently banned in open spaces 
throughout Hong Kong and asked which of these activities they thought could be feasibly 
allowed in most open spaces. 

Their responses revealed major differences among different age groups on how open spaces 
should be regulated. Around three quarters of the young respondents picked at least one 
activity that they believed should be allowed, while only around 30 per cent of the elderly 
did. For example, nearly 40 per cent of 16 to 29-year-olds thought that walking dogs should 
be allowed in most open spaces, but just 12 per cent of people aged 60 and above agreed. 
Differences between districts on dog-walking were minor – only Yuen Long and Kowloon City 
were significantly less welcoming of dogs in open spaces than the norm. 

In focus group discussions, some participants of all ages felt that different activities should 
take place in designated facilities to prevent accidents and conflicts. Elderly participants were 
especially worried about injury or arguments with others, while the young participants were 
less likely to perceive activities such as playing with remote-controlled cars as dangerous. 
Many felt that existing facilities were insufficient and wanted more. 

These differences pose challenges for open space providers: people want more activities to 
be available but also to separate potentially conflicting activities. Creative strategies should be 
devised to meet varying needs. 

Open Space Planning and Design Recommendations

Open space design guidelines should be created to cater for the needs of different 
generations and encourage inclusive usage. This should include strategies for planning 
around and dealing with potentially conflicting activities.

Consider incorporating shared cycling and jogging paths into larger open spaces, increasing 
the number of trees and seasonal shade sails to provide shade especially for the elderly and 
children, and adding more lawns to meet public aspirations.

Conduct community-wide consultations on open space design and planning in each district 
to serve the different needs and preferences of residents. Engagement on a district level 
will help residents reach compromises regarding potentially conflicting priorities, for 
example whether to allow dogs or cycling in open space (please see full report for detailed 
district findings).

Pilot alternative open space management strategies. Certain locations can be selected to 
experiment with more flexible open space regulations. This would allow those who want 
to enjoy more activities, such as cycling and walking dogs, the opportunity to do so while 
allowing others to avoid such activities.
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Tailor-made guidelines are needed for different types of open space to promote diversity in 
open space design.

Revitalize open spaces in old urban areas where the housing stock consists primarily of 
private individual buildings, where open space facilities are few and small. Residents are 
measurably less satisfied with the quality of open spaces in these areas, but their potential 
can be maximized by including high-quality landscaping with plentiful seating to encourage 
social interaction. Such open spaces can also be better integrated with the surrounding 
streetscape by removing walls and fences.

Improve access to the waterfront in districts such as Kwun Tong, Wan Chai, and Tsuen Wan 
by enhancing pedestrian connections and providing better wayfinding.

Most people are able to easily access some type of open spaces, but they do not 
necessarily have easy access to high-quality or larger open spaces. While it is difficult 
to change existing built-up areas, the Planning Department should, for future planning 
purposes, set specific walking distance targets (that is, a catchment radius) for district open 
spaces, such as medium and larger parks. Currently, there are only walking distance targets 
for local open spaces. To measure progress, the Planning Department should also collect 
statistics on what percentage of residents in each district live within walking distance of 
different categories of open spaces.
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Hong Kong policymakers increasingly recognize the importance of good-quality 
public open space in creating a liveable city. As part of the “Hong Kong 2030+: 
Towards a Planning Vision and Strategy Transcending 2030” (2030+ Strategy), the 
Development Bureau states that one of its aims is to reinvent public spaces such as 
public parks and streets in terms of function, quality, design, accessibility, provision, 
and management, as well as to enhance Hong Kong’s green and blue assets in 
order to provide a sustainable built environment. High-quality open space is also 
important to the 2030+ Strategy’s goals of building an inclusive city that takes care 
of the needs of all ages, creating a healthy living environment, and fostering unique, 
diverse and vibrant places. 

High-quality open space is especially important in light of Hong Kong’s extremely 
high urban densities and compact urban form. According to the Planning 
Department, Hong Kong has an average 2.7m2 of countable recreational open 
space per person (excluding country parks), which is much lower than that of 
major Asian cities such as Tokyo (5.8m2), Seoul (6.1m2), and Singapore (7.4m2). 
Civic Exchange’s 2017 report “Unopened Space: Mapping Equitable Availability of 
Open Space in Hong Kong” found that Hong Kong’s open space is also unevenly 
distributed. The report estimated that in 2012, some outline-zoning plan areas 
in old urban districts had less than 1m2 of existing open space per person. This 
disparity and Hong Kong’s high urban density pose significant challenges to the 
goal of making efficient use of Hong Kong’s limited amount of public open space to 
meet differing needs.

The focus of this research is to examine how well Hong Kong’s public open spaces 
meet residents’ needs and to explore residents’ aspirations for improvements in 
their districts. To achieve this, Civic Exchange carried out a public opinion survey on 
residents’ usage of open spaces and their attitudes towards them between January 
and February 2018. This summary report presents the key survey findings. For a 
more detailed overview, please see the full report at: http://www.civic-exchange.
org/research-report/open-space-opinion-survey-full-report/  

1.  INTRODUCTION
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Measure how frequently people use different types of open spaces and the activities they 
do there.

Assess their satisfaction with different dimensions and qualities of open space.

Gain a clearer understanding of respondents’ attitudes and aspirations towards activities 
and facilities in open spaces.

Investigate possible relationships between open space usage and subjective well-being.

2.1 Survey Objectives

2.2 Methodology

Tablet-assisted street intercept (Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing); some questions 
involved visual aids that were shown to respondents on the tablets  

Two to three interview locations per district in high foot-traffic areas

Stratified sampling by age and gender according to the 2016 by-census for each district

Conducted between January and February 2018, the survey polled 3,604 Hong Kong permanent 
residents across 18 districts (around 200 people per district) using the following methods:

The response rate, including half-way drop-outs, was 19 per cent and the completion rate was 
17 per cent. Overall figures for Hong Kong in this report are weighted by district population 
because while the survey sampled an equal number of respondents from each district, actual 
district populations vary considerably.

2.3 FOCUS GROUPS
Four focus groups with eight participants each were held to obtain more qualitative insight 
into people’s views. Three of the focus groups, namely youth (aged 18 to 29), the elderly 
(aged 60 and above), and parents with children under 18, centred on their specific needs in 
open space. The fourth group asked adults aged 35 to 55 living in different housing types, 
including public housing, private developments, and individual private buildings, to discuss 
their understanding of public versus private open spaces and the role of the public and private 
sectors in providing them. 

2. OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY
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Seafront or riverfront
promenades

Unofficial open spaces, 
e.g. hillside, vacant 

land, cargo pier, 
Garden Hill in Sham 

Shui Po & “Instagram 
Pier” in Sai Wan

Open spaces in a 
public housing or 
Home Ownership 

Scheme (HOS) 
estate

Open spaces in a 
private housing 

development

Medium or
large parks

LCSD’s* outdoor 
sports facilities, e.g. 

basketball courts, 
swimming pools, or 

sports grounds

Plazas or podium 
gardens of shopping 
malls or commercial 

buildings

Small playgrounds 
or sitting-out areas

3.1 Open Space Visiting Habits
Respondents were asked how often they visited each of eight different types of urban open 
spaces in Hong Kong.

3. OPEN SPACE USAGE HABITS

I want to ask about your usage of different open spaces that can be found in urban 
areas and new towns in Hong Kong. During the last 12 months, how often did you 
use the following open spaces on average? Please do not count the times when you 
only passed through an open space.

a) Once a month or more
b) More than three times a year but less than once a month
c) One to three times a year
d) Never in the past 12 months

QUESTION

Photo credit: Dimswokyaong, 
Wikimedia Commons

*LCSD stands for the Leisure and Cultural Services Department.

Photo credit: Chong Fat, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: HK Arun, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: Wueifodo, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: Malcolm Koo, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: WiNG, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: Wang Hong Liu, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: WiNG, 
Wikimedia Commons
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Figure 1  Overall Open Space Usage Frequency (Weighted)

Small playgrounds and sitting-out areas, open spaces in public housing estates (or HOS estates), and 
the plazas or podium gardens of shopping malls are the most frequently visited types of open spaces. 
Unofficial open spaces, which are not designed for recreation but are nonetheless used by the public 
as such (for example, the Sai Wan Public Cargo Working Pier), were the least frequently visited. Not all 
respondents were necessarily familiar with the concept of or had access to spaces of this type. 

As about half of Hong Kong’s population lives in public rental or HOS housing, these estate open spaces 
serve a large proportion of the population. People who do not live in large residential estates use 
small playgrounds and sitting-out areas, which are distributed throughout Hong Kong, as a major form 
of local open space. Another well-used type of open space is the outdoor spaces attached to major 
shopping malls, particularly in new towns, mainly for people to relax while shopping and eating out. 
This finding indicates that although public open space in private developments makes up only about 2 
per cent of Hong Kong’s overall open space provision1, it plays an important role in people’s daily lives. 

3.2 Access to Waterfronts
Residents in Southern and Eastern districts visit seafront or waterfront promenades most frequently, 
with over 40 per cent of them going at least once a month. Between 20 and 30 per cent of residents in 
Sha Tin, Central and Western, Islands, and Sai Kung visited waterfronts at least monthly. 

In comparison, some districts have waterfronts, but few residents visit them regularly. Only 6 per cent 
of residents in Yau Tsim Mong, 6 per cent in Kwun Tong, and 5 per cent in Wan Chai visited waterfronts 
at least monthly. Kwai Tsing also had a relatively low percentage of monthly waterfront users (10 per 
cent) but this is likely an underestimate due to under-sampling of residents from Tsing Yi. Participants 
in focus group discussions reported getting confused or lost on their way to some waterfront 
promenades such as Kwun Tong and the West Kowloon Cultural District. Signage and wayfinding can 
be improved to increase pedestrian access to waterfronts.

20% 40% 60% 80% 100%0

Once a month
or more

More than 3 
times/year but less 
than once a month

1-3 times/year Never in past
12 months

Small playgrounds or
sitting-out area

Medium or
large parks

Outdoor sports
facilities (LCSD)

Plazas or podium gardens
of shopping malls

Seafront or
riverfront promenades

Unofficial
open spaces

Open spaces in a 
public housing estate

Open spaces in a private
housing development

10%17%35%38%

13%35%35%18%

31%28%23%17%

13%26%31%29%

27%33%24%16%

59%26%10%5%

21%21%18%40%

38%26%14%22%
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     Figure 2    Waterfront Visiting Frequency by District

Map of Waterfront Promenades with Percentage of “Regular” and “Never” Visitors

Central and Western C&W Tai Po TP

Wan Chai WC Sha Tin ST

Eastern E Kwai Tsing KwTs

Southern S Tsuen Wan TW

Yau Tsim Mong YTM Tuen Mun TM

Sham Shui Po SSP Yuen Long YL

Kowloon City KC North N

Wong Tai Sin WTS Sai Kung SK

Kwun Tong KT Islands I

     Table 1    Abbreviation Table of 18 Districts

DISTRICT DISTRICTABBREVIATION ABBREVIATION

SKNYL
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TsTPSTKT

WTSKC
SS

P
YTMSE

WC
C&W I

50%

100%
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or more
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1-3 times/year Never in past
12 months

28

31

28

13

5

30
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49
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30

19

25

36
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18

42
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6

%

%
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47%9%

33%

36%

10%

3%

18%25%
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4%49%
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13%
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36%8%

34%

6%
39%6%

21%21%

22%12%

18%10%

9%

18%

29%
22%

28%

44%
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3.3 TraveLling to Open Space
Regular open space users – respondents who visited open space at least once a month – 
were asked if and how often they walked to different types of open spaces near their homes, 
workplaces or schools, or travelled to open spaces by private and public vehicles.

The vast majority of regular open space users, 97 per cent, visited open spaces within walking 
distance of their homes. Only 15 per cent of all regular open space users walked to open 
spaces near their workplaces or schools at least once a month; another 14 per cent of regular 
open space users live and work or go to school in the same neighbourhood. Only around 15 
per cent regularly travelled to open spaces by vehicle, despite Hong Kong’s excellent public 
transport links. Therefore, easy pedestrian access to open spaces in residential areas is 
extremely important.

     Figure 3     Travel Habits to Open Space

Since the survey did not ask about visits that occurred less than once a month, occasional 
outings (that is, domestic tourism) were not captured. These trips, albeit infrequent, may form 
a significant portion of overall open space use in Hong Kong; thus, district and regional open 
spaces should not be disregarded. 
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3.4 Demographics of Open Space Use
Regular open space users were asked how many times a month they walked to each type of 
open space near their homes. Adding them all up yielded the total number of visits to open 
spaces near home by each regular user per month. Multivariable regression analysis was 
carried out to identify which demographic and housing factors made people visit open spaces 
more or less often.2 

Retirees, students, and homemakers visit open spaces most frequently, while blue-collar 
workers visit them less often. Visits to open spaces per month also rise with income, and 
people living with elderly relatives are more frequent visitors than those who do not live with 
elderly relatives. Residents of public or subsidized housing and private developments visited 
open spaces more often than those living in private individual buildings. This is consistent with 
the finding in Chapter 6 that residents of private individual buildings are least satisfied with 
the quality of open spaces in their communities. 

It was also found that different age groups prefer going to different types of open spaces. 
The results, broken down by age, are shown below. People aged 60 and over go to small 
playgrounds and sitting-out areas as well as open spaces in public housing estates much more 
frequently than all other age groups. The elderly also visit medium-to-large parks significantly 
more often than most other age groups, except the 30 to 39 year-olds. 
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    Figure 4    Demographic Factors Affecting Frequency of Open Space Visits
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Young adults aged 16 to 29 prefer going to sports facilities and shopping malls instead. All 
age groups visit waterfront promenades and open spaces in private housing estates with 
similar frequency.

    Figure 5 

    Mean Monthly Visits to Different Open Space Types within Walking Distance of Home 

3.5 Activities in Open Space
Respondents were asked what activities they usually did in open spaces near their homes, 
workplaces, or in open spaces which they travelled to by vehicle. The following chart focuses 
on activities near people’s homes as the vast majority of respondents go there. They were 
allowed to choose multiple activities, divided into active (exercise) and passive (relaxation) 
recreation. 

Most respondents went to open spaces for passive recreation, for example, walking (74 per 
cent) or relaxing and resting (68 per cent). About a third of respondents went to open spaces 
to socialize or wait or kill time, and about a quarter went to enjoy fresh air and the natural 
environment. 
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The most popular types of exercise were jogging (33 per cent) and stretching, tai chi or 
yoga (34 per cent). Only about 15 per cent played ball sports, with the most popular one, 
basketball, being played by 9 per cent of respondents. Ball sports are probably less common 
because they cannot be done alone or spontaneously, unlike jogging or tai chi. 

     Figure 6   Usual Activities in Open Spaces near Home (Regular Users)

Such usage patterns may have implications for open space planning, as the Hong Kong Planning 
Standards and Guidelines require a certain number of sports facilities to be provided on a 
population basis. If only a small proportion of the population uses sports facilities, open space 
planners should consider putting them in indoor multi-storey sports centres, on rooftops, or 
even underground to free up more open space for broader public use. They can also promote 
alternative uses of sports facilities when they are vacant, such as allowing children to cycle on 
hard pitches.
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1. Lawns to sit on 2. Mist fountains
for summer cooling

3. Outdoor 
strength-training
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4. Shared cycling/
jogging/walking paths

5. More trees
and shrubs

6. More places to
sit and chat

7. Water stations 8. More shade

1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8

4. WHAT PEOPLE WANT IN OPEN SPACE

Survey respondents were asked to choose three open space facilities that they would most like to 
see in their communities out of the following list of eight. 

Please choose up to three things that you would like to see to improve the open 
spaces in your community. Please prioritize 1 to 3. 

QUESTION

45%

35%

18%

46%

32%

26%

47%

47%

None/Don’t know 4%

    Figure 7

    Percentage of Respondents Choosing Each Option in Any of Their Three Choices

Photo credit: Olaongdees, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: Brisbane 
City Council

Photo credit: Melinda
Young Stuart

Photo credit: RM, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: Mattbuck, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: 
Carine Lai

Photo credit: 
Sam Saunders

Photo credit: Mattes, 
Wikimedia Commons
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The four most popular choices were shared cycling and jogging paths, shade, places to sit 
and chat, and lawns, chosen by almost half of all respondents. Lawns were the most popular 
choice for respondents under 40, and the second-most popular choice for those aged 40 
to 49. This represents a generational change in attitudes towards lawns. Previously, few 
lawns in Hong Kong parks were for public use, and people were accustomed to thinking of 
grass as primarily ornamental. In focus group discussions, some participants were happy to 
accept ornamental lawns, but others argued that sitting on lawns was a fundamental part of 
everyone’s right to enjoy open space. 

Shared cycling and jogging paths were also among the top-three most popular facilities for all 
age groups except the elderly. Those aged 40 to 49 picked this as their most desired facility. 
Meanwhile, the elderly leaned towards shade and more seating. 

In Hong Kong’s climate, shade is essential during the summer: All age groups above 30 chose 
this as one of the three most sought-after facilities. In focus group discussions, parents 
strongly favoured the following image of a shaded children’s playground, which would allow 
their children to play on both sunny and rainy days. 

Shaded Children’s Playground

      Table 2   Top-Three Most Popular Choices by Age Group

16-29 Lawns 56% Cycling/jogging paths 55% Seating 41%

30-39 Lawns 53% Cycling/jogging paths 52% Shade 43%

40-49 Cycling/jogging paths 52% Lawns and seating (tied) 45% Shade 45%

50-59 Shade 47% Cycling/jogging paths 47% Seating 46%

60-70+ Shade 55% Seating 54% Trees 38%

 sh

AGE
1ST MOST
POPULAR

2ND MOST
POPULAR

3RD MOST
POPULAR

% OF AGE 
GROUP

% OF AGE 
GROUP

% OF AGE 
GROUP

Photo credit: Bahnfrend, Wikimedia Commons
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    Figure 8    Percentage of Respondents Choosing Each Option by District

Lawns to 
sit on

Mist
fountains

Shared cycling/ 
jogging tracks

More trees 
and shrubs

Places to 
sit and chat

Water
stations

More
shade

Strength
training

equipment

SKNYLTMTWKw
Ts

TPSTKTWTS
KCSS

P
YTM

SEWCC&W
I

23 28 3624 2725 26 3720 23 27 24 27272126 24

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

%

21 17 2321 16 2018 18 1521 18 15 21 17231819 16

42 57 4133 36 4142 41 4848 40 49 52 48485045 54

37 27 3131 33 3331 32 3336 25 30 36 30314132 29

57 38 4643 53 5550 41 4646 53 48 51 47444047 42

33 35 3035 40 3939 32 3639 32 25 27 32323949 36

47 45 4351 44 4751 47 4841 50 50 38 54444735 47

41 46 4955 52 3945 53 3545 55 51 49 41504440 51

23



22 23

C&W Trees 49% Cycling/jogging paths 47% Lawns 45%

WC Lawns 48% Cycling/jogging paths 46% Shade 45%

E Seating 51% Cycling/jogging paths 50% Shade 45%

S Shade 55% Seating 51% Cycling/jogging paths 43%

YTM Cycling/jogging paths 57% Seating 47% Lawns 42%

SSP Lawns 54% Shade 51% Cycling/jogging paths 42%

KC Shade 55% Cycling/jogging paths 53% Seating 50%

WTS Shade 53% Seating 47% Cycling/jogging 
paths & lawns (tied) 41%

KT Cycling/jogging paths 53% Shade 52% Seating 47%

ST Lawns 57% Shade 46% Seating 45%

TP Shade 51% Seating 50% Lawns 49%

KwTs Seating & lawns (tied) 48% Cycling/jogging paths 46% Water stations 37%

TW Cycling/jogging paths 55% Seating 47% Lawns 41%

TM Shade 49% Shade 46% Cycling/jogging paths 43%

YL Lawns 50% Seating 47% Shade 44%

N Shade 50% Lawns 48% Cycling/jogging paths 
& seating (tied) 44%

SK Lawns 52% Cycling/jogging paths 51% Shade 49%

I Seating 54% Lawns 48% Cycling/jogging paths 47%

    Table 3     Top-Three Most Popular Choices by District

DISTRICT TOP SECOND THIRD
% OF 

DISTRICT
% OF 

DISTRICT
% OF 

DISTRICT

Respondents from different districts also had varying preferences. The table above ranks the 
first, second, and third choices of each district, which are broadly similar. Choices may have been 
affected by people’s perceptions of what facilities were already available in their communities. For 
example, fewer respondents in Sha Tin (38 per cent) asked for shared cycling and jogging tracks 
(there are plenty of them in their district) than those in Yau Tsim Mong (57 per cent). 
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1. More playgrounds
near people’s homes

2. Challenging
adventure

playgrounds

3. Play areas integrated
into shopping mall

plazas or pedestrian zones

4. Interactive
natural

environments

5. Spaces to ride
bicycles, scooters, etc.

6. Water- and
sand-play areas

1 2 3 4

5 6

Please choose up to three things that you want in your community to make open 
spaces better for children. Prioritize one to three. 

QUESTION

4.1 Children
Parents of children were asked to pick three out of six improvements to children’s play facilities.

Spaces to ride bicycles and scooters was the top choice, picked by three quarters of parents. This 
echoes the strong demand for shared cycling and jogging paths and suggests that a change in the 
existing rule banning cycling, scooters and skates in a vast majority of Hong Kong parks might be 
necessary. Park designers also need to note that conventional bicycle paths might not suit the 
needs of children, who need wide, flat spaces where parents can watch them. 

48% 51% 42% 52%

74% 31%

None/Don’t know 3%

    Figure 9    Percentage of Parents Choosing Each Option in Any of Their Three Choices

Photo credit: 
Jim Henderson

Photo credit: 
Sean Donohue

Photo credit: 
Public domain

Photo credit: Exploringlife, 
Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: 
Public domain

Photo credit: 
Public domain
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and other 

cultural events

1 2 3 4

5 6

About half of the parents wanted to have interactive natural environments, challenging adventure 
playgrounds, and more playgrounds near homes. Parents participating in the focus group 
discussions said Hong Kong’s playgrounds were too safe and boring for children over the age of 
five; they would like to see a wider variety of more challenging playground equipment and open 
space design that would expose their children to nature. Most reacted positively to the idea of 
“dirty” play with natural materials as it was viewed as beneficial to children’s development. 

4.2 Youth
Respondents aged 16 to 29 with no children were asked to pick three out of six improvements to 
open spaces targeted at youth.

Please choose up to three things that you want in your community to make open 
spaces better for young adults and teenagers. Prioritize one to three.

QUESTION

48%

57%

48%

44%

52% 48%

None/Don’t know 3%

    Figure 10  Percentage of Young People Choosing Each Option in Any of Their Three Choices

Photo credit: 
SeattleYogaNews.com

Photo credit:
Public domain

Photo credit: Mick Lobb

Photo credit: Taman 
Warisan Melayu, 

Wikimedia Commons

Photo credit: Hazel Chan

Photo credit: 
Vicky Kung
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Respondents in the youth group had more diverse preferences in choosing their most desired 
facilities. About 57 per cent opted for barbecue areas and another 52 per cent wanted multi-
purpose exercise spaces. In focus group discussions, participants said they visited open spaces 
to exercise but rarely went there for relaxation as they felt such spaces catered more towards 
children and the elderly; one participant said she was driven away from children’s playgrounds 
by security guards as she was above the age of 12. Participants wanted to have comfortable, 
peaceful and attractive open spaces to socialize with their friends without having to spend money 
at cafés or shopping malls.  

4.3 The Elderly
Respondents aged 60 and above were asked to select three improvements to open spaces they 
would like to see to help plan for an ageing population.

In order to help us plan for an ageing society, please choose up to three things that 
you want in your community to make open spaces for older adults and the elderly. 
Prioritize one to three.

QUESTION

39%

47%

58%

41%

55% 55%

    Figure 11

    Percentage of Respondents Aged 60+ Choosing Each Option in Any of Their Three Choices

Photo credit: Carine LaiPhoto credit: Deborah Kuh

Photo credit: Tiia Monto

Photo credit: Malcolm Koo

Photo credit: Carine Lai

Photo credit: Craig Nagy
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More than half of the elderly respondents opted for safety features, places to sit and chat, 
and spaces for tai chi, martial arts and dancing as their most sought-after facilities. Contrary to 
popular expectations, elder-friendly exercise equipment was only the fourth highest priority, 
chosen by 47 per cent of elderly respondents.

Focus group participants for this group were shown photos of interactive railings (see 
photograph below) of varying heights located along walls and seating. Most respondents 
considered such railings useful for leaning against, stretching and exercising, as well as 
providing support for getting up from seats.

Interactive Railings

Seating is also very important to this age group. Focus group participants were concerned about 
insufficient seats and other users taking up more than their fair share of seating. The participants 
also wanted seating in different configurations, from individual seats to round picnic tables, to 
accommodate groups of different sizes. 

Older respondents seemed least concerned with proximity to open spaces, as only 39 per cent 
opted for more parks near homes. The elderly are more likely to use open spaces in public 
housing estates and small sitting-out areas and playgrounds (see Section 6), usually located in 
close proximity to residences. 

Photo credit: Deborah Kuh
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Respondents from different age groups clearly have varying priorities in terms of open space 
facilities desired. Most want more shared jogging and cycling paths, parents want spaces for 
children to ride bicycles and scooters, and the youth want spaces for activities ranging from 
cultural performances to barbecue areas. The elderly ask for shade and seats. These different 
preferences may have implications not just for the construction of facilities but for how activities 
in open spaces are managed and regulated.

To better understand people’s preferences for allowing particular activities in open space, 
respondents were shown “prohibited” signs depicting nine commonly banned activities. 

5. WHAT SHOULD BE ALLOWED IN OPEN SPACE

a) The following activities are not allowed in some open spaces in Hong Kong. Which,   
     if any, would you personally want to do? Choose all that apply. 
b) Which of the following activities do you think is feasible for the government to 
     allow in most open spaces? Choose all that apply. 

QUESTION

2. Cycling 3. Walking dogs

6. Playing music

4. Remote
controlled cars

5. Lying down on
benches

7. Roller skating

10. Other9. Walking on grass

8. Skateboarding

11. None

Ball games1

5 6 7

9 10 11

8

2 3 4

Applicable only to 
question a
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   Figure 12 

   Percentage of Respondents Who Would Like to Do Activities and Think They Should 
   Be Allowed in Most Open Spaces

Overall, about half of the respondents, or 48 per cent, wanted at least one activity to be 
allowed in most open spaces, but no single activity garnered majority support. Walking dogs 
was the most popular option, chosen by 23 per cent of respondents. 

Different districts showed varying levels of support for allowing dogs in most open spaces, 
from 13 per cent in Yuen Long to 30 per cent in Tsuen Wan. Statistically, only Yuen Long and 
Kowloon City are significantly different from the others, with these two districts being less 
accepting of dogs than usual.3 

    Figure 13 

    Percentage of Respondents Who Think Dogs Should Be Allowed in Most Open Spaces by District
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    Figure 14  Activities that Should Be Allowed in Most Open Spaces by Age Group

Only 16 per cent of respondents thought cycling should be allowed, which seems to contradict the 
finding that 47 per cent of respondents wanted more shared cycling and jogging paths. This is probably 
due to respondents’ worries that such activities would be inserted into existing spaces designed 
primarily for passive recreation, leading to conflicts among open space users. However, in focus group 
discussions, many participants supported adding more facilities for a greater variety of activities and 
said facilities for activities ranging from volleyball to roller-skating were inadequate.  

While a lot of focus group participants said activities should only be allowed in venues designated 
for that purpose to minimize conflicts, others said more flexibility should be introduced, particularly 
regarding lawns. They suggested that grassy fields could accommodate different activities and quiet 
corners of parks could be allocated for children to ride scooters and bicycles. Many agreed that cycling 
tracks could be incorporated into larger parks. Younger focus group participants tended to be less risk-
averse than older ones. For example, while several focus group participants aged 60 and over thought 
that remote-controlled cars might be a tripping hazard, none of the participants under 30 felt that 
there was anything dangerous about them.   

Open space providers and operators have to devise creative solutions to accommodate the wide range 
of needs expressed by the different age groups. While people want a greater variety of activities, they 
are unwilling to allow most activities to take place in general open spaces. Delineating parts of open 
spaces for different activities will pose challenges for planners given Hong Kong’s limited space. 
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People were asked how satisfied they were with different aspects of open spaces in their 
communities.

6. SATISFACTION WITH OPEN SPACE

Overall, on a scale of 0 to 10, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the following 
aspects of open spaces in your community? 0 means “completely dissatisfied” and 10 
means “completely satisfied”.

a) Quantity
b) Maintenance and management
c) Crowdedness
d) Personal safety
e) Trees, plants, and landscaping
f) Beauty
g) Available facilities and activities

QUESTION

Respondents were moderately satisfied with open spaces in their communities. Around 65 to 
75 per cent of them gave scores from 5 to 7 for each of the question items. Personal safety 
scored higher, with over 70 per cent of respondents giving scores from 6 to 8. 

    Figure 15      Mean Level of Satisfaction with Open Space

5.8 6.1 6.1 7.0 6.2 6.2

Quantity Management &
maintenance

Crowdedness Personal
safety

Trees, plants,
landscaping

Beauty Available
activities

& facilities

5.7

Mean score



31

    Figure 16    Mean Satisfaction with Open Space by Housing Type

Respondents who lived in private individual buildings were significantly less satisfied with 
open spaces than residents of public rental housing, Home Ownership Scheme housing, and 
private developments on every measure.4 Private individual buildings are mainly located in 
older urban areas and have no open spaces of their own. These residents likely have access to 
less open space overall, and the open space that they do have access to may be affected by 
worse environmental quality such as exposure to traffic noise, poorer air quality, litter, more 
hard-paved surfaces, and “hostile design” intended to deter the homeless. 

The biggest differences between districts were seen in quantity; beauty; as well as trees, 
plants, and landscaping (see mean level of satisfaction for these aspects in the charts 
below).5 Older urban districts like Wan Chai, Yau Tsim Mong, and Central and Western were 
consistently among the least satisfied districts, as well as Kwai Tsing, an industrial district. 
Sha Tin, Southern, Tai Po (and to a lesser extent, Islands and Sham Shui Po) were among the 
most satisfied. Sha Tin likely benefits from its extensive riverfront promenades and cycling 
path network as well as its mixed-use town planning. Sham Shui Po’s level of satisfaction may 
appear surprisingly high given its reputation, but its official district boundaries include Mei 
Foo, Lai Chi Kok, Cheung Sha Wan, and Shek Kip Mei. Mei Foo in particular has high-quality 
open spaces. 

The less satisfied districts tend to have lower provision of open space per person (see Planning 
Department figures below), while residents in districts with more open space seem to be 
more satisfied. However, some districts, such as Tuen Mun and Yuen Long, buck this trend, 
suggesting that open space quality, not just quantity, affects satisfaction levels.
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    Figure 17               Satisfaction with Quantity of Open Space by District

    Figure 18    Satisfaction with Trees, Plants, and Landscaping by District
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    Figure 19       Satisfaction with Beauty of Open Space by District
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    Figure 20             Open Space Per Capita by District, 2012
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To explore the relationship between open space visiting habits and subjective well-being, 
respondents were asked to score their happiness level in the two weeks preceding the survey:

7. OPEN SPACE AND HAPPINESS

The following questions ask how you felt in the past two weeks on a scale from 
0 to 10. 0 means you didn’t experience the feeling “at all”, while 10 means you 
experienced the feeling “all the time”. 

a) Happy
b) Worried
c) Depressed

QUESTION

Physical fitness 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.1 7.4 7.2

Stress relief 6.7 6.8 6.6 6.5 6.2 6.5

Connection to community 5.5 5.7 5.8 5.8 6.0 5.8

Family time 5.7 6.3 6.6 6.3 6.2 6.2

Social life 6.6 6.5 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.4

Daily walking routes 6.0 6.3 6.1 6.2 6.3 6.2

AGE GROUP 16-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-70+ OVERALL

A regression analysis showed a small but statistically significant positive relationship6 between 
the frequency of open space visits and “happiness”. In other words, respondents who visited 
open space more frequently reported feeling happy more in the two weeks preceding the 
survey, after controlling for demographic variables. More research is needed, however, to 
determine which way the causality runs – whether open space makes people feel happier or 
people who are happier to begin with visit open space more. 

A companion study by Jeffrey Chow analysing the same survey data using GIS found that 
respondents who live closer to parks and small public open spaces felt less worried.7 Living 
close to open spaces may therefore provide some mental health benefits in reducing stress 
and improving mood.

Respondents were also asked to subjectively rate on a 0 to 10 scale the importance of open 
space on their physical fitness, stress level, sense of community, social life, family time, and 
walking routes. One key finding is that elderly respondents value open space more than other 
age groups for giving them a sense of community, even though they are less likely to visit 
open space with friends. Further study can be conducted to examine if open space can play an 
important role in reducing feelings of isolation among the elderly. 

     Table 4 
       Mean Scores for the Importance of Open Space in Different Aspects of Your Life 
      by Age Group
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While Hong Kong residents are moderately satisfied with the quality of open spaces in their 
communities, Civic Exchange makes the following recommendations for further improvement:

1. Inclusive design guidelines 
The survey results show that different age groups have varying priorities and preferences 
in using open space. Guidelines should be developed for inclusive open space design that 
balance the needs of different demographic groups, including special consideration for the 
ageing population, and strategies for dealing with and planning around potentially conflicting 
needs. Planning of open spaces also needs to be considered across a whole neighbourhood or 
district. 

2. Creative guidelines for diverse open space types
Tailor-made guidelines are needed for different types of open spaces to promote diversity in 
open space design. Small sitting-out areas, waterfront promenades, and commercial plazas 
all differ in character, but at the moment, the Hong Kong Planning Standards and Guidelines 
only differentiate open space by size and catchment area instead of by typologies. Introducing 
diversified guidelines for different types of open spaces will introduce more flexibility and 
make it easier to cater for the needs of different user groups. 

For example, retirees are most likely to use the open spaces in public housing estates, small 
playgrounds, and sitting-out areas, so these types should be designed and managed more 
with their needs in mind. Larger parks and waterfront promenades, which are attractive for a 
wider range of open space users, could accommodate cycling and other amenities that appeal 
to younger people, such as lawns.

3. Engage communities in open space planning, design, and management
As shown in the research findings partially covered in Chapters 5 and 6, people’s preferences 
may vary from district to district or neighbourhood to neighbourhood. Local communities 
should therefore be engaged on open space design, planning, and management. 

There have been some public engagement initiatives along these lines; for example, in 2016-
17, the Leisure Cultural Services Department and the Architectural Services Department 
engaged primary students through the Playright Children’s Play Association, which provided 
inputs for the design of a new inclusive playground in Tuen Mun.8 The bylaw of the West 
Kowloon Cultural District (Public Open Spaces) was drawn up following a public consultation 
and opinion survey, resulting in a more flexible management regime. Engagement on a district 
level will help residents reach compromises regarding potentially conflicting priorities, for 
example whether to allow dogs or cycling in open space.

4. Pilot alternative open space management strategies 
Open space providers should experiment with more creative and flexible management 
strategies at selected locations, especially larger district and regional parks that have 
more space. For example, activities such as frisbees, kite-flying, or roller skating could be 
encouraged in certain zones. Time-based rules could also be introduced to allow certain 
activities on weekends or at particular times of day; walking dogs, for instance, could be 
permitted late at night when there are few other park users. 

8.  RECOMMENDATIONS
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As a trial scheme to experiment with more relaxed regulations, the LCSD began to allow 
children to ride scooters in one park in each district in August 2018.9 Such strategies would 
enable people to enjoy more activities while allowing others who want to avoid them to do so.

5. Improve the quality of open spaces in older urban areas
Respondents living in private individual buildings and in districts primarily comprising older 
urban neighbourhoods are less satisfied with the open spaces in their communities. While the 
quantity of open space may be limited, the quality can be upgraded. For example, walls and 
barriers surrounding small open spaces could be removed to make them appear more inviting. 

Sittable ledges can greatly increase the amount of seating, which would make urban areas 
more elder-friendly, while picnic tables or other forms of grouped seating and the provision of 
lawns would facilitate social gathering. This might be especially desirable in commercial areas 
to encourage workers to eat their lunch outdoors. More modern aesthetics would increase 
the attractiveness of open spaces for young adults, who perceive small open spaces as 
catering primarily to the elderly. If larger spaces are available, providing accessible lawns may 
increase their appeal to younger people and families with children.

6. Improve access to the waterfront
The survey identified certain districts with waterfronts that nonetheless have few residents 
using them, such as Kwun Tong, Wan Chai, Yau Tsim Mong, and to a lesser extent, Tsuen Wan. 
Improving pedestrian access to the waterfront is a matter for long-term planning, which 
will involve building more direct pedestrian connections, upgrading at-grade road crossings, 
and in certain cases may involve major works such as building pedestrian decks. In the short 
to medium term, improved wayfinding through clearer signage and strategic use of street 
furniture and feature paving can help guide visitors towards the waterfront. 

7. Increase facilities for cycling
Almost half of all respondents and around three quarters of parents with children under 18 
expressed a desire for more jogging and cycling paths or spaces to ride bicycles. Cycling is 
now only permitted on cycle paths in the New Territories or a small number of dedicated 
cycle parks. Public support for government plans to incorporate shared cycling paths on the 
Kwun Tong waterfront (currently being piloted)10 and the new Kai Tak Development should be 
substantial.

8. Provide better shading and more lawns
Shade is essential to making open spaces comfortable, particularly during the sweltering 
summer months. While not many respondents expressed a desire for mist fountains, possibly 
due to unfamiliarity or hygiene concerns, almost half of them chose shade, particularly among 
those aged 50 and over. Open space providers can consider planting more trees and providing 
flexible or temporary shading such as seasonal sails over activity areas in the summer. Around 
45 percent of respondents, particularly those in their 20s and 30s, picked lawns as one of their 
most desired facilities. Accessible lawns should therefore be expanded to more open spaces 
throughout the city. 
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APPENDIX

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
In addition to the public opinion survey, the programme also included educational outreach 
for secondary and university students as well as engagement with key stakeholders who have 
an interest in open space issues, including the public. 

Engagement with Secondary Students
A “Public Space Creative Lab” consisting three workshops was organized for 80 secondary 
students, teaching them basic open space design, conducting site visits at parks, and building 
miniature models to redesign small parks in Wan Chai. 

We are grateful to Keith Wu, Jeremy Ho, and William Chung from Hong Kong Public Space 
Initiative (HKPSI) for designing, leading, and managing the creative lab. We would also like to 
thank the 80 secondary students and the 30 HKPSI tutors who participated in this project.

Engagement with Journalism Students
Educational workshops about open space were organized for journalism students at the Hong 
Kong Baptist University (HKBU). We also produced an open space handbook, written by Carine 
Lai and edited by Helen Luk, for students and mentored them to write stories on open space 
issues. 

Our gratitude goes to Jenny Lam, Robin Ewing, Zhang Xinzhi from the Department of 
Journalism at HKBU for allowing us to host the workshops in their classes. We would also like 
to thank Holly Chik, editor-in-chief of The Young Reporter, HKBU’s student magazine, and her 
editorial, photo, and design teams for producing a special issue titled “Covering Open Space” 
featuring stories on this topic. 

We are grateful to the Chinese University of Hong Kong, Chu Hai College of Higher Education, 
City University of Hong Kong, Shue Yan University, and the University of Hong Kong (HKU) for 
promoting our reporting workshops on open space issues to their journalism students. 

We would particularly like to thank two journalists, Christopher DeWolf and Naomi Ng, for 
serving as speakers and sharing their reporting tips on urban issues with students participating 
in the workshops. 

Engagement with Urban Planning and Design Students
A workshop was organized for urban planning and design students from various universities 
to teach them the fundamentals of open space design. We would like to thank Vivian Tsang 
from the Planning Department and Ivan Valin from the Division of Landscape Architecture at 
The University of Hong Kong for speaking at the workshop; Mark Pixley of Leadership Inc and 
Glenn Shive of the Hong Kong-America Centre for designing and facilitating the workshop; 
Pauline Lau, also from the Hong Kong-America Centre, for helping with planning, logistics, and 
promotion of the event. We are grateful to Rebecca Chiu, Kevin Hsu, Hendrik Tieben, and Kady 
Wong for promoting this event to their students, and Prof Tang Bo-sin for contributing to the 
content and rundown of this workshop. We are most grateful to the Planning Department for 
providing free venue to us at the City Gallery to host this workshop.
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Engagement with Other Key Stakeholders
A stakeholder engagement workshop titled “Creating Inclusive Open Space” was organized 
for representatives from the government, property developers, universities, open space 
operators, and professional and community groups (see list of participating organizations 
on the next page). We would like to thank all of them as well as the facilitators, 
moderators, and note-takers whose contributions are duly recognized in a separate 
workshop summary report. 

To present findings from the opinion survey, we organized a press conference and a public 
forum titled “Space Talk, Space Walk” to discuss ways to improve the quality of open space 
in Hong Kong. We are grateful to Margaret Brooke, Alain Chiaradia, KK Ling, Robert Wong, 
and Paul Zimmerman for serving on the Programme Committee of the public forum; 
the Estate Office, the Department of Urban Planning and Design, and the Journalism 
and Media Studies Centre from HKU for being our forum partners; Manfred Yuen from 
Groundwork for designing and producing our forum souvenirs; Roger Kwong for designing 
our forum brochure; and all speakers, moderators, facilitators, tour docents, student 
helpers, and volunteers for helping at the forum – they will be individually acknowledged in 
the brochure. 

Last but not least, we would like to thank the Civic Exchange team for their tireless efforts 
and professionalism in ensuring the success of every component of the programme: 
Winnie Cheung led the programme’s overall development and strategy; Michele Weldon 
provided programme guidance and monitoring; Vicky Kung led project management and 
implementation; Carine Lai conducted research and spoke at all related public events; 
Helen Luk oversaw communications materials for all outreach activities and, together with 
Cynthia Wan, Anna Lee, and Chobie Chan organized the press conference and supported 
event management of the forum; Cosmo Lo provided communications and event support; 
finally, John So took charge of publication and finance and assisted in planning and 
administration. Margaret Chuang, Iris Chan and Jonathan Lin provided event support.
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List of Participating Organizations in “Stakeholders’ Engagement Workshop: 

Creating Inclusive Open Space”

ADM Capital Foundation
Architectural Services Department
Asian-Habitat Society
Central Venue Management 
Development Bureau (Energizing Kowloon East Office)
Development Bureau (Greening, Landscape and Tree Management Section)
Elderly Commission
GAW Capital
Groundwork
Home Affairs Bureau
Hong Kong Design Trust
Hong Kong Institute of Landscape Architects
Hong Kong Institute of Urban Design
Hong Kong Public Space Initiative
Hongkong Land Limited
Housing Department
Hysan Development Co Ltd
Leisure and Cultural Services Department
MAD Asia Institute
New World Development
Plan Arch
Planning Department
Playright Children’s Play Association
Policy Innovation and Co-ordination Office
Southern District Council
Sun Hung Kai Properties
Swire Properties Limited
Technological and Higher Education Institute of Hong Kong (Department of Environment)
The Chinese University of Hong Kong (Geography and Resource Management Department)
The Concern Group for Protecting Kennedy Town
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University (Department of Applied Social Sciences)
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University (Jockey Club Design Institute for Social Innovation)
The Chinese University of Hong Kong (Institute of Future Cities)
The University of Hong Kong (Department of Urban Planning and Design)
The University of Hong Kong (Estate Office)
Transport Department
UDP International
Urban Land Institute
Urbis
Very Hong Kong
Wan Chai District Council
Walk DVRC
West Kowloon Cultural District Authority
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