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Executive Summary
ancillary to private developments, and have often
been used in a waterfront context to require
private developers possessing waterfront lots to
build and manage publicly accessible promenades.
There have been several well-documented
problems with POSPDs in the past, such as
developers using or renting out POSPDs for
commercial purposes, managing public usage
in a highly restrictive manner, making public
access deliberately difficult, and substandard
maintenance. Some POSPDs were also created
within residential developments, generating
objections from homeowners who had to pay for
the maintenance of a public amenity. In response
to these complaints, the Development Bureau
has largely curtailed the creation of new POSPDs,
particularly in residential developments, since
2009; and created design guidelines for POSPDs in
2011. However, the POSPD mechanism continues
to be used to build and manage waterfront
promenades in commercial developments, and the
underlying problems with their governance and
accountability have remained in place. The main
problems are as follows:

Hong Kong is in the midst of a shift away from
using the waterfront for logistics and infrastructure
towards leisure and recreation. The Government
is in the process of assembling a continuous
public promenade along 38 kilometres of Victoria
Harbour’s 72 kilometre shoreline. In doing so,
the Government expects the private sector to
play a significant role in building and managing
promenades and other amenities. It argues that
the private and non-profit sectors possess greater
creativity and flexibility, enabling them to provide
unique attractions. The Government also wishes
to take advantage of the private sector’s expertise
in forming commercial partnerships, organizing
events, and attracting corporate sponsorships. This
raises many questions about how the management
of these spaces will be structured, given the
problems that have been encountered in the past.
While some policy adjustments have already been
made, there are still issues which have not yet
been fully addressed. This report aims to review
existing mechanisms for the private management
of waterfront public open spaces and recreational,
leisure, and tourism facilities, identify gaps in
quality of implementation, monitoring, and public
accountability, and to provide recommendations
for their improvement.
There are two major mechanisms through which
privately managed public open spaces are set up:
a) Public Open Spaces in Private Developments
(POSPDs), and b) Public-Private Partnerships
(PPPs). Below, the major issues, challenges, and
recommendations for each mechanism will be
summarized in turn.

POSPDs
POSPDs are built and maintained by private
developers under planning conditions imposed by
the Government to help fulfil public open space
requirements within a district. They are legally
established through clauses written into land
leases. They normally provide passive open space
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•

Land leases are an inflexible mechanism for
governing the management of a public open
space. They can only be altered when a lease
is renewed (usually every 50 years) or when
the developer applies for a lease modification.
They are therefore unsuited to governing
operational matters which may change over
time.

•

Land leases also lack a proportionate
enforcement mechanism. If the developer
is found to be in breach of a lease, the only
recourse the Lands Department has is to place
an encumbrance against the lot in the Land
Registry, or to take back the land entirely. This
latter course is only ever considered in very
serious cases such as when public safety is
endangered through negligence. Therefore,
there is no effective means of enforcing lease
terms.
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•

•

•

Recommendations for POSPDs are as follows:

The 2011 POSPD design guidelines are basic,
general, and not tailored towards waterfront
promenades. They have a restrictive
attitude towards user activities and towards
commercial activities such as outdoor
dining that can contribute to a more vibrant
waterfront.

Planning
• If new POSPDs are planned, they should be on
Government land as far as practicable. This
will allow the Government to take back the
management of promenades more easily in
the future if necessary. Where possible, the
Government should negotiate the surrender of
promenade strips from owners of marine lots
during redevelopment.

While prescriptive design guidelines such as
those being implemented at Kai Tak may set
a baseline for consistency and forestall lowquality design, they also do not encourage or
allow developers to exercise the creativity that
the Government argues the private sector is
better suited for.

Quality implementation
• To facilitate developers in designing
promenades with creative features and unique
facilities, government takeback clauses in land
leases should include a timeline (e.g. after
20 years unless renewed). This would give
the developer the confidence to make the
investment while the LCSD would not have to
worry about having to take over facilities it is
not prepared to manage in the near future.

While the Government’s recent practice of
stipulating that a commercial developer should
maintain a POSPD until the Government asks
for it back provides the Government with
easier recourse in case of mismanagement,
the lack of any timeline in such clauses also
discourages creativity. Since the Government
must theoretically be prepared to take over
•
such spaces at any time, it is unwilling to permit
any designs or facilities which the Leisure and
Cultural Services Department would not be
able to manage itself.

As a result, POSPD waterfront promenades tend
to provide basic passive space which is often
•
restrictively managed, prohibiting activities such
as walking dogs and fishing. Active frontages are
quite limited even in areas intended for tourism.
Different stretches of promenade have inconsistent
opening hours, which can impede connectivity at
night.
The Government has become increasingly
interested in promoting active uses and
programming on the waterfront, for example by
planning a shared pedestrian/cycle track in Kai Tak, •
and by requesting that bidders for Site 3 in Central
submit a plan for inclusive activity programming
in the site’s POSPDs. However, while the POSPD
mechanism can require developers to build the
physical amenities, it cannot ensure that the spaces
are managed in an inclusive and vibrant manner.
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Design guidelines, applied through lease
conditions, should be used to promote the
construction of active frontage, as well as
consider factors like crowd control, lighting,
sound, and stage design for events, and
activating the interface between land and sea.
To support vibrancy at appropriate locations,
the Harbour Office needs to provide high
level policy co-ordination among different
departments to improve connectivity to
the hinterland during the planning of new
developments. After they are completed,
it needs to provide regulatory support and
co-ordination to allow activities such as fairs,
performances, and outdoor dining to take
place.
For landmark developments, the Government
needs to use alternative methods to the
normal land sale process to select the
developers in order to promote creativity,
innovation, and top quality design. The twoenvelope tender utilized in the sale of Site 3 is a
step in the right direction. Design competitions
are another way forward.
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and therefore involve smaller investments with
temporary facilities. Profit-making projects allow
investors to seek a return, while non-profit projects
rely substantially on subsidies and donations and
require any excess revenues to be reinvested back
into the facility.

Monitoring and accountability
• To enable better accountability and flexibility
for POSPDs with more complex operational
requirements, the Government should draw up
separate operational contracts. Regular review
mechanisms should be built into such contracts
to ensure that standards are maintained over
time.
•

Most of the problems associated with PPPs derive
from the conflict between the Government’s
expectation that these projects will be mostly selffinancing to reduce government expenditures, and
the need for public open spaces to be inclusive:

For less complicated spaces and older POSPDs,
the Lands Department needs to keep up with
its annual inspections. Civil society can also
play a more energetic role in monitoring these
spaces, for example through crowdsourcing.

•

Public open spaces are not fee-for-service
facilities like tunnels; they must remain broadly
inclusive and accessible. While there may be
profit-making elements, operators must also
provide substantial amenities or programming
for free or low cost.

•

High-quality public spaces still require a
significant degree of investment, both upfront
and in day-to-day maintenance.

•

For-profit projects must therefore have a
long contractual period to make back the
investment, or be limited to temporary, lowcost materials. Depending on the nature of
the facilities, they may still require substantial
government funding.

•

Non-profit projects are likely to be dependent
upon a mixture of subsidies and private
donations.

•

The challenge is in how to structure
government subsidies or profit-sharing
arrangements to incentivize good
performance, especially in terms of fulfilling
the social objectives of inclusivity. In most
examples to date, government subsidies were
provided in the form of upfront investment in
the infrastructure and facilities or in providing
land at nominal cost. This has no relationship
to performance.

•

The inclusive character of public open spaces
makes the public especially sensitive to signs of
privatization. PPP projects may be controversial
if they can be seen as exclusive or benefiting
private interests.

PPPs

Public-private partnerships are structured
through contractual arrangements between the
Government and a private entity (for-profit or
non-profit) to provide a specific public facility.
Unlike a standard procurement contract in which
the Government pays upfront for the construction
of a facility, under a PPP, the private operator is
subsidized or allowed to profit from a facility on
an ongoing basis, with pay ideally being tied to
performance. Most past examples of PPPs in Hong
Kong have been for the design, construction, and
operation of large infrastructure projects such
as the Cross Harbour Tunnel. In the waterfront
context, the Government aims to use PPPs to
provide dedicated recreational, tourism, or cultural
venues. There have been a few projects so far that
fall under the PPP umbrella, but there is not yet
an established method for implementing PPPs for
public spaces. Hence, most deviate substantially
from the typical PPP-for-infrastructure model and
have been implemented through a wide variety
of mechanisms. Existing projects can be grouped
according to whether they are long-term or shortterm, and whether they are for-profit or non-profit.
Long-term, for-profit projects such as the Kai
Tak Sports Park currently under construction are
closest to the typical large-scale PPP model. Shortterm projects such as the Central Harbourfront
Event Space have been implemented under
the Lands Department’s Short Term Tenancy
mechanism (that allows government land to
be rented out for a maximum of seven years)
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Monitoring and accountability
• Long-term PPP contracts should be structured
to provide financial incentives for the fulfilment
of performance goals and social objectives.
Subsidies should be tied to performance, and
profit-sharing arrangements could provide
bonuses for meeting certain targets. Good
incentives will reduce the need to use punitive
measures and decrease the likelihood of the
Government having to use its powers of reentry.

Recommendations for PPPs are as follows:
Planning
• Public engagement needs to be carried out at
an early stage to demonstrate transparency,
understand community aspirations, and
avoid unexpected opposition. It should not
be assumed that non-profit led projects will
automatically receive public acceptance, nor
should it be assumed that it is sufficient to only
consult district councils.
•

When setting up a new PPP project, the
length of leases must be commensurate with
the level of investment necessary. E.g. shortterm tenancies, which have a maximum of 7
years, are only suited to relatively low-budget
projects, and the Government will likely have
to provide the site infrastructure. For more
complex projects, longer leases should be
granted through “leases for special purposes”
which may last up to 21 years.

•

Quality implementation
• To ensure high-quality, inclusive facilities, the
Government needs to adjust its expectation
that all waterfront PPPs can be financially
self-supporting. Ongoing government subsidies
tied to performance and social metrics will be
necessary in many cases, especially for nonprofit sites. The overall value for money, i.e.
the cost of subsidizing a private operator that
is able to provide a unique service, compared
with a government department running a
similar facility itself, should be considered.
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Learning from the example of the Avenue of
Stars, future PPP contracts need to include a
mechanism for regular performance reviews
and for addressing unsatisfactory performance.
They should also incorporate ways for the
public to be engaged in monitoring, reviewing,
or even directly participating in the management
of said spaces.

1

BACKGROUND
AND CONTEXT

1.1
		

Opening Victoria Harbour’s
coastline for public access

community groups,3 in 2004 the Government
established the Harbourfront Enhancement
Committee (HEC),4 the predecessor to the current
Harbourfront Commission (HC).5 It was granted
Hong Kong is in the midst of a shift away from
using the waterfront for logistics and infrastructure advisory jurisdiction over 22 action areas on both
sides of the harbour, stretching from Kennedy
towards leisure and recreation. The Government
Town to Shau Kei Wan on Hong Kong Island and
is in the process of assembling a continuous
from Tsuen Wan to Yau Tong/Lei Yue Mun in
public promenade along 38 kilometres of Victoria
Kowloon.6 The HEC promulgated a set of Harbour
Harbour’s 72 kilometre shoreline. This follows
Planning Principles and developed Harbour
the 1997 Protection of the Harbour Ordinance,
Planning Guidelines in 2006 and 2007 respectively
which forced Government to scale down its
(discussed in detail in Section 2) to serve as
reclamation plans. In 1999, the Town Planning
guidance documents for government departments.
Board (TPB) recognized that “The Harbour is to
be protected and preserved as a special public
asset and a natural heritage of the people of
1.2 A major role for the private
Hong Kong”. The Government subsequently
commissioned a planning study to examine how to
sector in waterfront
make the harbour “attractive, vibrant, accessible
development and management
and symbolic of Hong Kong”, focusing strongly
on tourism. Said study, completed in 2003, set
The Harbour Planning Guidelines encourage the
the goal of creating “maximum continuity” of
development of land uses such as retail, dining,
waterfront promenades around Victoria Harbour,
leisure, culture, and tourism along with public
especially in the “inner harbour core”.1
open space along the harbourfront to promote
diversity, vibrancy, and public enjoyment.7 The
In 2003, the Society for Protection of the Harbour
Government expects the private sector to play
mounted legal challenges against ongoing
a significant role in building and managing these
reclamation projects in Central and Wan Chai.
and other amenities, particularly in the more
While the courts allowed those projects to go
commercial inner harbour core.8 It argues that
ahead, future projects were effectively halted by
the private sector possesses greater creativity
the imposition in 2004 of a strict legal test requiring and flexibility than the Government,9 enabling
an “overriding public need” to justify further
it to provide unique attractions in contrast to
reclamation.2 As a result of growing advocacy by
standard government-managed passive open
professionals, academics, environmentalists, and
space.10 The Government also wishes to take
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space on the waterfront, notably the Avenue of
Stars in Tsim Sha Tsui, which is managed by New
World Development (NWD) under a 20-year
contract. Another major project, currently under
construction, is the Kai Tak Sports Park which
was also contracted to NWD for 25 years in late
2018. The only other existing PPP-like waterfront
recreational spaces are temporary spaces under
short-term leases, discussed further in Sections
3.3.1 and 3.3.2. In early 2019, when announcing his
budget, Financial Secretary Paul Chan stated the
Government’s intent to pursue more PPPs on the
waterfront and indicated that some of the funding
allocated for harbourfront enhancement will be
used to support such projects.16

advantage of the private sector’s commercial
expertise in contracting with partners, organizing
events, and attracting corporate sponsorships.11
It emphasizes that the “private sector” includes
not only commercial organizations but also nonprofits, social enterprises, community trusts, and
other non-governmental bodies.12 Another, less
frequently articulated motivation is to reduce
public expenditures as private operators are
expected to contribute partially or fully to the
development and running costs.
There are currently two major mechanisms
through which the private sector can be recruited
to build and manage public open space and other
public facilities. The first is through Public Open
Spaces in Private Developments (POSPDs), a form
of planning gain in which commercial developers
are required to provide public open space within
their properties to obtain planning approval. Said
conditions are usually written into the land leases
for the site and enforced by the Lands Department.
The Government has implemented POSPDs since
at least 1980, making them a longstanding method
of providing public space in land-constrained
Hong Kong. The 2003 Harbourfront Planning
Study stated that developers would be expected
to provide promenades in or adjacent to their
waterfront properties.13 Several privately managed
segments of waterfront promenade have already
been constructed through this method, mainly
in Hung Hom. POSPDs have fallen out of favour
since 2008, when public controversies emerged
over their misuse and mismanagement, discussed
in Section 3.2.2. However, the Government
continues to use the POSPD mechanism to provide
waterfront promenades attached to commercial
developments.14

This means that privately managed waterfront
open space, whether carried out under land lease
requirements or through PPPs, will be a major
fixture of Hong Kong’s built environment in the
coming decades. It is therefore important to
ensure that the spaces designed and built adhere
to best practices (see Section 2) and are operated
in the public interest.

1.3

Report objectives

This paper aims to review the existing mechanisms
for private involvement in the management of
waterfront public open spaces and ancillary
recreational, leisure, and tourism facilities to
identify gaps in quality of implementation,
monitoring, and public accountability.
Section 2 below will explain the emergence of the
vision and principles that the Government hopes
to achieve on the Victoria Harbour waterfront
while placing them in an international context. This
will establish the standards against which success
should be measured.

The other major mechanism is through PublicPrivate Partnerships (PPPs). In Hong Kong, PPPs
have traditionally been used to build major
infrastructure projects such as tunnels and waste
treatment plants through a design-finance-buildoperate model, in which a commercial operator
is required to finance and build the infrastructure
in return for the right to operate and earn profits
for a period of around 20-30 years.15 There are
only a few examples of PPPs for public open

Section 3 will map Victoria Harbour’s waterfront,
providing an overview of existing and planned
privately-managed open spaces to identify gaps in
the quality of implementation of existing POSPDs
and PPPs.
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the Government’s 2017 decision not to set up
a Harbourfront Authority. It looks at the ways
in which the Government has so far addressed
limitations and gaps in the existing system and
problems that remain.

Section 4 will compare post-construction
monitoring performance accountability
mechanisms for POSPDs and PPPs by looking at
existing guidelines, how they have been or can be
applied to waterfront projects, and their strengths
and limitations in incentivizing good performance.

Section 6 will provide recommendations for
improving processes for the development and
management of POSPDs and PPP, as well as for
waterfront development in general.

Section 5 will place privately managed waterfront
open spaces into the broader harbourfront
planning and development context in light of

10

2

HONG KONG’S
HARBOUR PLANNING VISION

2.1
		

Hong Kong in the
international context

Many schemes involved redeveloping abandoned
industrial docklands into mixed-use recreational
districts combining office, hotel, retail, and
residential developments with cultural, tourism,
and recreational facilities linked up with waterfront
promenades and public open space. The first
cities to do this were Boston and Baltimore in
the 1970s.22 This model inspired Sydney and
London, followed by continental European cities
such as Barcelona, Amsterdam, and Hamburg,
before going fully global. In these cases, PPPs
were an attractive model due to governments’
desperate need for private investment: many
of these derelict harbour sites were heavily
contaminated, requiring expensive clean-up.
Being former industrial sites, they often lacked
the adequate public infrastructure for mixed-used
development. Additionally, some had complicated
land ownership issues, necessitating collaboration
between various layers of government, the private
sector, and in some cases an independent harbour
authority.23 As the concept spread, city leaders
learned from previous examples and adapted
methods for their own purposes.

The Government’s and civil society’s visions of a
publicly accessible, vibrant, continuous waterfront
promenade along Victoria Harbour was heavily
influenced by international trends in urban
development and regeneration. Numerous cities
have pursued similar waterfront development
programmes, creating a body of expertise
developed and promoted by built environment
professionals, planning consultancies, architecture
firms, academics, and non-profits. Organizations
and networks of cities such as the Waterfront
Center in the United States,17 the EU-based
WaRe (Waterfront Regeneration) Project, and
the Edinburgh-based Waterfront Communities
Project,18 the Venice-based International Centre
Cities on Water,19 and the Association International
Villes et Portes (AIVP)20 have sought to share
knowledge internationally by developing toolkits
and manuals of best practices.21
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FIGURE 1

Baltimore Inner Harbour

Baltimore Inner Harbour, an early model for waterfront redevelopment
Photo credit: Chris6D, Wikipedia

2.2
		

Waterfront regeneration projects evolved beyond
the need to revitalize derelict industrial harbours
and became desirable to policymakers as vehicles
for city branding, tourism promotion, and global
economic competition.24 This was the case in
Hong Kong, where by the time the recreational
waterfront concept was adopted, most of its
obsolete docklands had already been redeveloped
into commercial and residential complexes (i.e.
Harbour City and Whampoa Gardens). Instead
of being an economic dead zone, Hong Kong’s
waterfront land was highly desirable and lucrative.
Decontamination was considered unnecessary,
public infrastructure was already nearby, and
marine lots could be readily redeveloped by private
owners. This produced a waterfront that was
economically active but publicly inaccessible. The
challenge in Hong Kong was to prevent the last
remaining area of reclaimed land from becoming
dominated by more infrastructure and private
development.

Learning from overseas in
Hong Kong

From the beginning, both policymakers and civil
society groups in Hong Kong sought to draw
lessons and adapt ideas from international
examples. The Planning Department’s initial
2003 waterfront planning study framed the
development of the newly reclaimed waterfront
as an opportunity for city branding and tourism
promotion. It was conducted by Shankland Cox
Asia Ltd., an international planning consultancy,
and made heavy reference to Darling Harbour
in Sydney; Boat Quay, Clarke Quay, and East
Coast Park in Singapore; and Canada Place and
Granville Island in Vancouver as successful models
of public access, interface with adjoining areas,
visual quality, mix of uses, user enjoyment,
and place-based authenticity.25 The study also
examined various “festival markets” in the United
States as models for tourism development.26
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FIGURE 2

Darling Harbour, Sydney

Photo Credit: Adam J.W.C, Wikimedia Commons

FIGURE 3

Clarke Quay, Singapore

Photo credit: William Cho, Wikimedia Commons
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However, further anti-reclamation and pro-public
2.3 International best practices and
accessibility advocacy by professionals and green
		 principles
groups in the mid-2000s led to the establishment
of the HEC and the reframing of the harbour’s value The spread of best practices in waterfront
in terms of its heritage, cultural, and environmental development across the world was not entirely
significance.
straightforward. Although there were many
similarities between various cities’ projects, local
As the Government worked to review its harbour
policymakers and stakeholders adapted, remixed,
planning objectives in the light of changing
and evolved ideas, policies, strategies, and
social aspirations, the HEC and its successor the
ideologies to suit local conditions.29 For example,
HC continued to look to overseas examples for
while projects such as the London Docklands
lessons on how to effectively manage waterfronts. Development Corporation’s Canary Wharf
In 2007, the HEC set up a Task Group to study
redevelopment were top-down and commercially
different management models to come up with
oriented, other cities such as Hamburg and
recommendations for Hong Kong. The presence
Edinburgh sought to promote participatory
of various types of “strong and centralized
planning and to ensure that the social and
authority” for waterfront development in cities
economic benefits were fairly distributed.30
such as Sydney, Singapore, San Francisco, London,
and Vancouver made these inspirational models
Urban waterfront development programmes must
(see Section 5 on the proposal to establish a
accommodate multiple goals, some of which lie
Harbourfront Authority).
in tension with each other. For example, financial

objectives may conflict with environmental and
social objectives, and city branding objectives
may conflict with the needs of local residents. The
resolution of those tensions is influenced by local
circumstances, debates, and power dynamics.
Therefore, there is not one single agreed-upon set
of best practices, but several different competing
guidelines and toolkits created by groups with
different concerns, focuses, and priorities.
Appendix 1 provides a summary of several sets
of guidelines promoted by different experts and
professional associations internationally. Still, these
various guidelines do share several overlapping
themes, summarized briefly below.

Research, professional, and business groups also
sought international knowledge exchange. For
example, the Harbour Business Forum, a coalition
of 121 businesses founded in 2005, looked at
numerous international case studies.27 Between
2005 and 2007 it invited at least 10 overseas
experts working in planning consultancies,
government agencies, non-profits, and academia
to speak in Hong Kong.28 Starting in 2009,
students from the Worcester Polytechnic Institute
(WPI) in Massachusetts have been continuously
involved in research on Hong Kong’s waterfront
and presenting their findings to the Harbourfront
Commission through WPI’s Hong Kong Project
Center, which is sponsored by the Harbour
Business Forum and Designing Hong Kong.

1. Public access
Public access to waterfronts must be
protected, promoted, and facilitated. This
refers both to the public’s legal right to access
the waterfront, its physical accessibility, and its
inclusivity. Some sets of guidelines emphasize
connectivity along the shoreline and between
the waterfront and the hinterland. High-quality
public spaces also increase accessibility by
enhancing visitor comfort and safety, thereby
encouraging more use. Waterfronts should also
facilitate public access to and interaction with
the water itself.
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of engagement and community envisioning.
Stakeholders must be included early in the
process to build consensus so that plans are
not blindsided by later objections. There
can also be opportunities for the public to
participate in the operation and management
of waterfront public spaces (e.g. through
committees or stewardship organizations) after
construction.

2. Vibrancy and mixed use
Many experts advocate mixed land uses on
waterfronts, e.g. commercial, residential,
cultural, and recreational in order to provide a
variety of destinations and activities to attract
a wide range of people. Some guidelines focus
on economic attractiveness, while others
are more concerned with public enjoyment
and quality of life. There is a consensus that
waterfronts should not be dominated by a
homogenous, exclusive use, such as luxury
housing.

6. Environmental sustainability
Different aspects of environmental
sustainability are mentioned by different
guides. One essential aspect is to maintain or,
if necessary, rehabilitate the water quality in
the body of water on which the waterfront is
set. Another important consideration is the
conservation of biodiversity on the waterfront
through the preservation or provision, of
wildlife habitat, or mitigation of impacts.
An increasingly important issue is climate
change. With expected rises in sea level and
the frequency of extreme weather events,
planners are considering how waterfronts can
be made more resilient.

3. Integration with the urban fabric and urban
heritage
Newly developed or redeveloped waterfront
developments should be physically and
economically well-integrated into the urban
fabric and reflect the area’s urban history.
Some sets of guidelines focus on the physical
integration of transport and pedestrian
networks and the grain of the urban fabric,
while others focus more on social and
economic integration in terms of affordable
housing and job opportunities. Buildings of
heritage significance should be conserved or
adaptively reused, and architecture and design
should be used to evoke the history of the site.

7. Long-term vision
Many sets of guidelines emphasize the
importance of having a long-term vision as
waterfront developments are typically very
4. Public-private partnerships
large and ambitious projects that must come
Some guidelines explicitly promote PPPs as a
together coherently over a long period of
desirable means of developing waterfronts to
time. Some guidelines argue that long-term
circumvent bureaucratic red tape and speed up
waterfront planning should be insulated from
development, creatively finance large projects,
short-term political and economic cycles,
and obtain the co-operation of landowners.
while others argue that while the overall vision
Other guidelines are more ambivalent
should be decided by consensus at the outset,
towards PPPs and private sector investment,
individual projects can be implemented flexibly
emphasizing that private investment should be
over time. During the development phase,
done in service of public benefit and not shortopportunities for short-term and small-scale
term profits, and that private developments
quick wins should be pursued.
should not overshadow public spaces.

5. Participatory planning
The public should be able to participate
in the planning process to ensure that the
development is responsive to the community’s
needs. Some guidelines focus only on
informing and consulting the public at a basic
level, while others recommend deeper levels
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2.4
		

Hong Kong’s Harbour
Planning Principles

to balance competing objectives. “Accessible
harbour”, “vibrant harbour”, “public enjoyment”
and “stakeholder engagement” map fairly closely
onto “accessibility”, “vibrancy and mixed use”, and
“public participation”. One difference is that Hong
Kong’s vision of “vibrancy” encompasses the need
to maintain the maritime and logistics functions of
the harbour in addition to recreation. This glosses
over a conflict to be managed, as some working
pier functions are incompatible with public access.

In 2004 the Planning Department commissioned
the Harbourfront Plan Review under the advice
of the newly formed HEC to take into account
changing public aspirations. In 2006, the HEC
endorsed a new vision statement with eight
guiding principles for Victoria Harbour (see Box 1).31
Compared to the 2003 planning study’s emphasis
on tourism,32 the new principles incorporated
“Sustainable development” and “integrated
broader, more people-centric concepts such as
stakeholder engagement, sustainability, and public planning” cover similar ground to “environmental
sustainability” and “long-term vision”, although the
enjoyment in addition to enhancing Hong Kong’s
Hong Kong Harbour Planning Principles use a more
international image.
expansive definition of sustainability, including
social and economic as well as environmental
The Harbour Planning Principles reflected most
aspects.
of the seven themes from international best
practice listed above, while incorporating Hong
Kong-specific considerations and attempting

BOX 1

Harbour Planning Principles

1 Preserving
Victoria
Harbour

Victoria Harbour must be protected and preserved for Hong Kong people and visitors as a
special public asset, a natural and cultural heritage asset, and a driver for the creation of
economic and social values.

2 Stakeholder
Engagement

All sectors of the community must be engaged at an early stage and on an on-going basis
in the planning, development and management of Victoria Harbour and its harbour-front
areas through transparent and inclusive consensus building processes.

3 Sustainable
Development

The planning, development and management of Victoria Harbour and its harbour-front
areas should embrace the principles of sustainable development to balance and cater for
the economic, social and environmental needs of all sectors of the present generation,
without compromising the needs of future generations.

4 Integrated
Planning

Integrated and long-term planning, development and management of infrastructure,
land and marine uses, and water quality is essential to ensure that Victoria Harbour and
its harbour-front areas support and enhance the economic, environmental and social
aspirations of Hong Kong.

5 Proactive
Harbour
Enhancement

The planning, development and management of Victoria Harbour must proactively
enhance the harbour and its harbour-front areas as Hong Kong’s symbol of urban design
excellence and Hong Kong’s brand identity to the international community.

6 Vibrant
Harbour

It is essential to balance the use of the harbour to provide both a maritime and logistics
hub for the safe and efficient passage of people and goods, and as a cultural and leisure
facility. Both marine and land-side activities must cater to and balance with the aspirations
of all sectors of the community.

7 Accessible
Harbour

Victoria Harbour must integrate with the hinterland in a comprehensive manner, including
ample unrestricted and convenient visual and physical access for pedestrians, preferably at
grade, to and along the Harbour as well as the harbour-front areas.

8 Public
Enjoyment

The planning, development and management of Victoria Harbour and its harbour-front
areas should maximise opportunities for public enjoyment. Land required for and the
impact from infrastructure developments, utility installations and land uses incompatible
with the Harbour Planning Principles should be minimised.
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A unique feature of the Harbour Planning Principles
is that they include the preservation of Victoria
Harbour as a public asset in light of Hong Kong’s
history of reclamation. Another interesting feature
is the explicit inclusion of city branding under
“Proactive Harbour Enhancement” as a guiding
principle, demonstrating policymakers’ concern
with global competitiveness. This objective may
sometimes conflict with stakeholder engagement
and social sustainability goals.

2.5
		

enjoyment as well as to provide gathering
spaces for social and cultural activities.
The HPG also advise that new private
developments or redevelopments should be
set back from the waterline to provide space
for a promenade. Different sections of the
waterfront should be connected to each other
as much as possible to provide continuity, as
well as linked to inland open spaces in order
to increase permeability and linkages between
the waterfront and nearby urban areas.

Hong Kong’s Harbour
Planning Guidelines

3. Urban design
Developments along the waterfront should
be of lower density and avoid large podiums
to preserve air flow and visual and physical
permeability to and from the water. Building
frontages should be active, i.e. with shops and
restaurants, while blank walls and mechanical
plant rooms should be avoided. High-quality
street furniture, public art, and lighting should
be provided.

In 2007, the HEC developed the Harbour Planning
Guidelines (hereafter referred to as the HPG) to
operationalize the abstract Harbour Planning
Principles into a set of practical recommendations
for government departments and developers.33
These non-statutory guidelines ask relevant
authorities to refer to them when approving
developments on the harbourfront. The Guidelines
4. Landscaping
cover nine main areas: public engagement, land
Landscape schemes should be included in
use planning, urban design, landscaping, physical
all waterfront developments – land leases
linkage, land formation, harbourfront management,
should require developers to submit landscape
sustainable development, and temporary land uses.
proposals for approval by the relevant planning
Below is a summary of eight of those nine aspects
authorities (e.g. Town Planning Board). Hard
which are relevant to the private development and
paving should be reduced and appropriate
management of waterfront open spaces. The ninth
salt-tolerant tree species should be planted to
aspect, land formation, is not included here as it
provide shaded seating for promenade users.
pertains to reclamation.
Landscaping should not obstruct pedestrian
movement (e.g. raised planters).
1. Public engagement

The form, level, and detail of public
5. Physical linkage
engagement exercises should be
A traffic-free environment along the
“commensurate to the scale of the proposed
harbourfront is encouraged. Pedestrian
developments”. For private development
movement should be prioritized along the
proposals involving “change of land use or
waterfront and vehicular access should be
increase in development intensity/building
limited to the landward side of developments.
height”, stakeholders should be consulted early
At-grade access both along the waterfront and
on. Project proponents are also encouraged to
between the waterfront and the hinterland
proactively engage stakeholders beyond the
should be encouraged. The waterfront
required statutory mechanisms.
should also be well-integrated with the public
transport network.
2. Land use planning
The HPG encourage the integration of land
6. Harbourfront management
uses like retail, dining, leisure, culture, and
The private sector is encouraged to finance,
tourism with public open space in order
build, and manage waterfront promenades and
to promote diversity, vibrancy, and public
open spaces adjoining private developments.
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given Hong Kong’s top-down planning system. The
sustainable development guidelines so far do not
have a strong emphasis on resilience to climate
change, an aspect which may need to be updated
as Hong Kong faces more extreme weather events
in the future.

Waterfront promenades should be accessible
to the public free of charge. They should be
open to the public 24 hours a day where
possible. In government-managed public
spaces, the Government should adopt more
liberal licensing policies to facilitate smallscale retail, dining, cultural events, and street
performances to enhance vibrancy.

2.6
		

7. Sustainable development
Project proponents should comply with
the social, economic, and environmental
sustainability requirements laid out in the
Harbour Planning Guidelines and use the
sustainability indicators included to assess their
proposed developments. Project proponents
should also carry out green building
assessments.

The Harbour Planning Guidelines clearly encourage
private developers to build and manage
waterfront promenades and open spaces. The
HEC also endorsed PPPs as a means of providing
public waterfront facilities after studying
overseas examples. In 2010, its Task Group
on Management Model for the Harbourfront
(TGMMH) recommended an expanded role for
PPPs in the future, citing successful examples
overseas (see below). It argued that the private
sector, including “commercial, community, social
enterprise, community-based trusts, special
purpose companies and other non-governmental
organisations” would bring benefits to the
waterfront, providing creativity, flexibility, and
expertise that the Government would not be able
to provide due to being bound by strict rules and
regulations, a rigid departmental structure, and a
more conservative, risk-averse attitude.34 It laid out
several criteria for successful PPPs, shown in Box
2 below. These criteria illustrate its concern with
balancing the public interest with financial viability
for the private partner.

8. Temporary land uses
Opportunities should be taken to provide
temporary venues for public leisure and
entertainment and “quick win” improvements
in public space and landscaping along the
waterfront.
The above guidelines therefore operationalize
the Harbourfront Planning Principles to the
Hong Kong urban design context, which can
be seen in the concern with preserving sightlines and breezeways, reducing building mass,
and avoiding bulky podiums on the waterfront.
Public engagement is included, but somewhat
deemphasized in comparison to calls for
participatory planning in some overseas contexts,

BOX 2

HEC recommendations for
harbourfront PPPs

A good PPP Model according to HEC

1 There will be community involvement throughout
the different stages of the PPP process,
from planning, design, and development to
management and operations of the harbourfront

5 The PPP should, as appropriate, incentivize the
private sector partner by some form of revenue
sharing with the Government
6 The ultimate ownership of the harbourfront shall
remain vested in the Government; and

2 Be able to ensure that the public purpose is
achieved

7 Acknowledge that aspirations and needs may
change over time, necessitating review of
arrangements to avoid creating undue risk for
the parties involved.

3 There should be opportunities for the private
sector, for-profit or non-profit alike, to participate
and contribute
4 The PPP should bring alternative capital and
recurrent funding to the future benefit of the
harbourfront, without being over-reliant on the
Government for capital or recurrent funding
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THE EXISTING AND
PLANNED WATERFRONT –

PROGRESS SO FAR AND GAPS IN IMPLEMENTATION

3.1

Progress so far

According to the Development Bureau, the HC
oversees 73 kilometres of coastline around Victoria
Harbour, of which 38 kilometres have been or will
be made accessible for public enjoyment.35 About
25 kilometres are currently open to the public, but
about three kilometres of this consists of ordinary
pavement alongside arterial roads which are not
especially pedestrian-friendly. Around another 13
kilometres are either under construction or being
planned for public use.36 According to Government,
the remaining 35 kilometres will likely not be
made available for public use in the foreseeable
future due to the presence of inaccessible natural
coastline, port facilities, public infrastructure, and
private residential and commercial properties.

The purpose of this section is to provide a clear
and up to date picture of which segments of
Victoria Harbour’s waterfront promenade have
already been built, which are under construction,
which are planned for future public use, and
which will remain inaccessible to the public for
the foreseeable future. It also identifies which
segments of the waterfront are managed by the
Government or the private sector, and which will
be under public or private management in the
future.
The map in Appendix 2 at the end of this report
provides an overview. Dark blue lines indicate
promenades managed by the Government, pale
blue indicates those managed by the Government
after having been built by the private sector, dark
orange lines indicate POSPDs or those managed
by developers under similar arrangements, and
pale orange lines show those managed under
PPPs. Shaded areas indicate waterfront public
open spaces managed by the Government (blue),
or by the private or non-profit sector (orange).
Solid lines show existing promenades or open
spaces, while dotted lines show those planned
or under construction. The map also shows
connectivity between different waterfront
segments, with white circles indicating continuous
pedestrian access, and black perpendicular marks
indicating barriers between adjacent segments.
Each segment is numbered and described in the
accompanying table.

However, of this inaccessible 35 kilometres,
perhaps only about 28 kilometres will remain
inaccessible in the very long term, as they are
occupied by the Kwai Chung and Tsing Yi container
terminals, shipyards on the north coast of Tsing Yi,
the naval base on Stonecutter’s Island, government
dockyards, public works buildings such as sewage
treatment plants, and natural cliff sides.37 Most
of the remaining seven kilometres could be made
accessible to the public. It may be possible for
some government facilities to allow access, like
the promenade in front of the Western Wholesale
Food Market. Other government facilities might
be relocated. Private properties are a challenge as
most will not be redeveloped in the near future,
but the planned North Point boardwalk could open
the door to similar design solutions. For example,
the Planning Department’s Urban Design Study
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map). Another segment further to the north-east
is owned and managed by Laguna Verde, a large
residential development (no. 20 on map).

for Wan Chai North and North Point Harbourfront
Areas, released October 2019, proposes a
cantilevered boardwalk to enable pedestrians to
bypass the Tung Lo Wan Fire Station and electrical
substation building between the Causeway
Bay Typhoon Shelter and the future East Coast
Park Precinct.38 In other cases, improved inland
pedestrian routes will need to be provided where
access to the coastline cannot be implemented.

3.2.1 Defining POSPDs
POSPDs are a form of recreational open space
created by imposing planning requirements on
developers. The usual justification for POSPDs is
“planning gain”, a concept that originated in the UK
and refers to a means of capturing the benefits of
an increase in land value caused by the granting of
planning permission by requiring the developer to
provide some sort of community benefit. In Hong
Kong, its purpose is primarily to achieve a more
efficient utilization of land and to meet population
1
needs by integrating public facilities into private
developments.40

Some non-governmental bodies have also
proposed innovative solutions. For example, in
2017, the Harbour Business Forum commissioned
a planning study proposing to build a 550 metre
elevated walkway along the Yau Ma Tei Public
Cargo Working Area, which if adopted would
connect the West Kowloon Cultural District to
Olympic, providing pedestrian access to another
1.5 kilometres of West Kowloon’s coastline.39

During a land sale or a redevelopment involving
planning permission, lease modifications, or land
exchange, Government bureaus or departments
We now turn to a discussion of existing privately
managed waterfront promenades and public open may request that certain public facilities be
included within the development. Alternatively,
spaces in Hong Kong and the problems they have
developers sometimes volunteer to include
so far encountered during implementation.
facilities that would benefit the property. The
facilities are then entered into the planning
conditions required by the Town Planning Board,
3.2 Public Open Spaces in
and written into the land lease.41 The lease, which
		 Private Developments
is enforced by the Lands Department, becomes
Privately managed waterfront promenades in Hong the mechanism through which the requirement
is enforced. In addition to public open spaces,
Kong are usually set up as Public Open Spaces in
commonly required facilities include community
Private Developments (POSPDs) under land lease
centres, pedestrian passages, vehicular access
terms. There are some existing segments along
routes, and public transport termini. The facilities
the Victoria Harbour waterfront, all of them in
are built at the expense of the developer.
Kowloon. One stretch in Olympic, parallel to Hoi
Certain types of facilities are handed over to
Fai Road, is technically not a POSPD, but a public
Government departments after completion, while
facility for pedestrian access required by land
others, including POSPDs, remain under private
lease. However, it is wide enough to function as
management.
a recreational promenade. The land is owned by
the Government but managed by three adjacent
POSPDs may fall under two land ownership
residential developments: the Long Beach, the
scenarios. In the first, the POSPD is located on
Imperial Cullinan, and One Silversea (no. 9 on
private land (i.e. land leased by the developer),
map). The other main stretch is in Hung Hom.
and is integrated within the development.
One segment, owned and managed by Whampoa
This especially applies to POSPDs located at
Property Services Ltd., is adjacent to One
podium level. In the second, the POSPD remains
Harbourfront, the Harbour Grand Kowloon Hotel,
on Government land adjacent to the private
and the Harbourfront Landmark, all properties
development for which the developer bears
owned by Hutchison Whampoa Ltd. (no. 18 on
maintenance responsibility.
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POSPDs are distinct from the dedication of land for
public use or passage in exchange for bonus floor
area. Here, the Buildings (Planning) Regulations
incentivize developers to give up floor area for
public use in exchange for bonus floor area two to
five times the dedicated amount depending on its
location, or 20% of the development’s entire gross
floor area (GFA), whichever is smaller, provided
the bonus fits within town planning development
density limits.42 This arrangement is entered into a
deed of dedication rather than the land lease, and
is enforced by the Buildings Department instead of
the Lands Department. However, this mechanism
is usually for pavement widening or provision
of pedestrian passageways through buildings,
rather than for recreational open space.43 As no
waterfront promenades have been created in this
manner to date, this report will focus primarily on
POSPDs.

As a result of these problems, in 2009, the
Development Bureau discontinued the practice
of requiring the provision of POSPDs in most
development projects, especially residential ones.
It also commissioned a consultancy to create a
set of design guidelines for POSPDs, which was
published in 2011.47 However, POSPDs were still
implemented in certain circumstances, including
cases where there is an acute shortfall of open
space in the area, Urban Renewal Authority
projects, and most notably, planned waterfront
promenades adjacent to private developments.48
Waterfront promenade locations mitigate some
of the most common design problems of POSPDs
as they cannot be hidden on upper podium levels
or easily closed to public access. An audit of eight
POSPD waterfront promenades by the advocacy
group Hong Kong Public Space Initiative found
that most were officially open 24 hours a day and
had satisfactory seating and planting. However,
some lacked sufficient seating and shade, were
too narrow to accommodate any activities besides
walking, lacked signage indicating that they were
open to the public, or were designed to look like
part of the private residential estate grounds,
thereby discouraging use.49

Gaps in implementation quality for
POSPDs
POSPDs have been implemented in Hong Kong
since at least 1980 as a means of addressing the
shortfall of public open space in urban areas and
New Towns. Problems arising from this practice
have since been documented and publicized by
the Government’s Audit Commission, non-profit
organizations,45 and in media reports.46
3.2.2

While physically accessible, the POSPD promenade
at Olympic lacked signage indicating that it was
open to the public except for one small plaque on
the segment managed by One Silversea. The three
segments also varied in landscaping and design as
there was no unifying design guidance like the one
that will be implemented in Kai Tak.

Many POSPDs were approved without sufficient
regard to the appropriateness of their location,
design quality, or the property owner’s longterm interest in maintaining them for public
use. There were cases where POSPDs had been
inappropriately rented out for commercial
uses or placed in poorly accessible and rarely
frequented locations. Some were found to be
poorly maintained, lacking in essential facilities
such as seating, had poorly indicated entrances,
short opening hours, or were made hostile to users
through overzealous management practices. In
some residential developments, home buyers were
not made aware that they were required to pay
for the maintenance of a public space, resulting
in unexpected liabilities and perceived risks to
residents’ security.

The waterfront promenades in Hung Hom are
physically accessible and open to the public, and
generally have enough seating although there
is very little shade. There are also numerous
restrictions on activities – for example, on the
segment managed by Laguna Verde, pets, fishing,
and public assembly are prohibited (it is unclear
how large of a group constitutes an assembly).
Active frontage is limited even in areas zoned for
tourism despite Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) guidance
encouraging such uses. At Hung Hom, there is only
one restaurant on a terrace facing the waterfront.
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A major for-profit PPP project was commenced in
late 2018, when the Government signed a 25-year
contract with Kai Tak Sports Park Ltd., a subsidiary
of New World Development and NWS Holdings,
for the design, construction, and operation
of the Kai Tak Sports Park (no. 25 on map).53
Construction began in 2019 and the expected date
of completion is in 2023.54

The Kerry Hotel, which was completed in 2017, has
outdoor dining space at podium level while a bus
terminus fronts the waterfront at grade. The K11
Musea in Tsim Sha Tsui which was completed in
2019 also has little active frontage.
Privately managed waterfront promenades
will continue to be provided under POSPD
arrangements for the foreseeable future, with
several being planned and constructed in Kai Tak
and Kowloon East, Site 3 in Central, and possibly
other sites on Hong Kong Island. According to
the Harbour Office, the principle going forward
is that developers of residential waterfront
properties will be required to build waterfront
promenades but will then transfer them back to
the LCSD to manage.50 This ensures that the public
open space and the residential development are
completed at the same time, but the responsibility
for maintenance will not fall on homeowners.
However, developers of commercial properties
will still be expected to develop and manage
waterfront promenades as it is expected that they
will have a commercial interest in providing public
spaces to enhance their property values and attract
more customers.51 In many cases, the land lease
states that the Government may ask the developer
to return the promenade to it at any point in the
future. An unintended result of this practice is
that the design of the promenade and its facilities
must be acceptable to the LCSD in terms of safety
standards and future ease of maintenance, thereby
deterring developers from implementing creative
designs or building special facilities.

3.3

Also included are several sites on short-term
tenancies or leases with Government agencies.
The Observation Wheel (no. 54 on map) and the
Central Harbourfront Event Space (no. 55 on map)
in Central have been tendered out to for-profit
companies on three-year short-term tenancies
under the Lands Department.55 A small nonprofit community arts venue in Kwun Tong, The
Vessel (no. 35 on map), has been open since 2017.
It is spread across three small sites controlled
by the Energising Kowloon East Office, and was
contracted to a non-profit for a period of four
years.56
Another small-scale site, K-Farm, was recently
opened on the Belcher Bay Waterfront Promenade
(no. 45 on map). K-Farm is a hydroponic community
garden which was let out to a non-profit by the
Lands Department under a short-term tenancy in
2019.57
3.3.1 Defining PPPs
Unlike POSPDs, PPP-run waterfront public spaces
and recreational facilities are not ancillary to an
adjacent property development, but free-standing
projects contracted to private entities for a certain
period.

Public-Private Partnerships

The World Bank’s PPP Knowledge Lab defines PPPs
as having four major characteristics:

There are at present only a few sites around
Victoria Harbour that are managed through
PPP or PPP-like arrangements. The oldest is
the Avenue of Stars in Tsim Sha Tsui (no. 14 on
map), which is managed on a non-profit basis
under a 20-year contract with the LCSD by New
World Development, which owns the adjacent
commercial property, the K-11 Musea and
Rosewood Hotel.52

a) A long-term contract between a private party
and a government entity,
b) Provide a public asset or service,
c) The private party bears significant risk and
management responsibility,
d) Remuneration is linked to performance.58
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These features distinguish PPPs from conventional
procurement contracts where the government
pays for the construction of a facility, a service
contract in which the government outsources a
service (e.g. street cleaning), or privatization in
which the government sells a public asset and
subsequently withdraws from the responsibility of
providing it. According to the Efficiency Unit’s “An
Introductory Guide to Public-Private Partnerships”,
the most suitable candidates for PPPs are largescale, long-term, Design-Build-Operate projects.

TABLE 1
Long-term
Short-term

TABLE 2

However, most of the existing PPP-like projects
on the waterfront do not meet these traditional
criteria as they are short-term or non-profit. Table
1 below categorizes the current PPPs according
to whether they are short- or long-term, forprofit or non-profit. Non-profit arrangements
are sometimes referred to as Private-Public
Community Partnerships (PPCs), but this report will
use “PPP” to refer to all types. Different types of
PPP generate different challenges for management
and governance, shown in Table 2.

Existing PPP projects
For profit
Kai Tak Sports Park

Non-profit
Avenue of Stars

Central Harbourfront Event Space
Observation Wheel

The Vessel
K-Farm

Challenges for the management and governance of waterfront PPPs

Long-term

For profit
Inclusivity
Quality incentives and assessment

Non-profit
Inclusivity
Quality assessment
Cash flow

Short-term

Inclusivity
Upfront capital costs

Inclusivity
Upfront capital costs
Cash flow

invest a great deal in the facilities if the project is
of short duration. Non-profit partners equally face
difficulties in finding donors willing to spend large
sums on a temporary project.

Inclusivity can be an issue for all types of PPPs
since there is a potential conflict between revenueraising activities by private operators and the
affordability of the amenities to the public. While
this is primarily a problem for for-profit sites, it can
also affect those run on a non-profit basis.

Non-profit PPPs are vulnerable to cash flow
problems if they are expected to fund their own
operational and maintenance costs, especially
when non-profit models are usually chosen for
projects with low commercial potential. This
makes them dependent on private donations or
sponsorships, which may compromise their longerterm viability.

Long-term PPPs face the issue of how financial
incentives can be set up to promote high-quality
service delivery, and how the Government can
assess and remedy the operator’s performance
over the long term. Short-term PPPs face the
problem of raising the upfront capital to develop
the site since private investors will not be willing to
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3.3.2 Gaps in implementation quality for PPPs
The six existing examples will be presented as case
studies below for comparison and to explain in
detail the trade-offs involved in adopting different
models.

This plan would have extended NWD’s
management eastwards towards Hung Hom,
creating room for new food, beverage, and retail
outlets, a film exhibition centre, and an observation
deck.65 The old agreement would be superseded
by a new 20-year management contract, lasting
until 2036, in which NWD would form a non-profit
organization to manage the AoS.66

a)
Avenue of Stars (no. 14 on map)
The Avenue of Stars (AoS) is located on the Tsim
Sha Tsui waterfront on a pedestrian walkway
alongside a commercial development owned by
New World Development (NWD). In 1971, when
Swire Properties sold Holt’s Wharf to NWD for
redevelopment, the Government required the
construction of a public promenade.59 Since NWD
owned the site up to the coastline, the promenade
was built on a bridge structure along the line of the
former pier. This became Government land and
was managed by the Urban Services Department
(predecessor to the LCSD) from when it opened in
1982 until its rebranding as the Avenue of Stars in
2003.60

Although the plan was supported by the Harbour
Commission and approved by the TPB in 2015,
it proved highly controversial. This was partly
because the public was not aware of the TPB
Section 16 application and missed the 3-week
comment period (see Section 5.3 for further
discussion of public engagement), and partly
because the Government did not put it to an open
bid. This fuelled a perception of favouritism.67
Nearby property owners also objected to the
observation deck on the grounds that it would
obstruct views from their buildings.68
Initially, the Government argued that the Efficiency
Unit’s guidelines about open bidding did not apply
to this project because NWD was to run it on a nonprofit basis.69 The LCSD held a last-minute public
consultation on the promenade’s design, without
addressing the bidding issue. A threat of judicial
review resulted in the plan being scaled down and
retaining the original expiration date of the NWD
contract.70 A simplified renovation went ahead in
2016 and the AoS reopened in early 2019.71

At that time, the Government, hoping to promote
Hong Kong’s tourism industry in the midst of a
recession, signed a PPP contract with NWD, under
which NWD would renovate the promenade
into a film industry-themed attraction based on
the Hollywood Walk of Fame, and manage it for
20 years for a nominal concession of HK$1. Its
day-to-day operation was overseen by a steering
committee composed of representatives from
the Architectural Services Department, the Home
Affairs Department, the Hong Kong Film Awards
Association, the Tourism Commission, and the
Hong Kong Tourism Board.62

The AoS illustrates both the advantages and pitfalls
of a PPP arrangement. In spite of the mishandling
of the revamp, private sector involvement resulted
in better design quality. NWD had the flexibility to
select James Corner, the internationally renowned
architect of New York City’s High Line, for the
redesign. This would have been more difficult
for a Government department as any project not
designed by the Architectural Services Department
would be put to tender, which usually prioritizes
cost over design quality.72 Private developers can
be more cost-effective as they do not have to
adhere to the Government’s rigid procurement

Initially, the AoS was criticized for a lack of shade,
seating, greenery, amenities, and its kitschy
design. It was named by CNN Travel in 2011 as
one of the world’s 12 worst tourist traps.63 The
redevelopment of New World Centre into the K-11
Musea/Rosewood Hotel in the 2010s created an
opportunity to revamp it. In 2013 the Yau Tsim
Mong District Council asked NWD to upgrade the
facilities, to which it responded in 2014 with a
revitalization plan.64
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processes.73 In this particular case, because the
AoS was contracted under the LSCD, the architect
was able to follow the Architectural Services
Department’s relatively more flexible building
standards instead of the highly prescriptive
Buildings Ordinance which applies to private
developments.74 The finished promenade, which
was reopened in early 2019, features improved
seating, shelter, planting, and a number of
environmentally sustainable and technological
elements.75 The co-ordination between NWD and
the LCSD also enabled the AoS to be seamlessly
integrated with the surrounding LCSD-managed
public spaces.

These short-term contracts deviate from PPP
Knowledge Lab’s definition of PPPs. However, the
private partners do bear the entire financial risk
and management responsibility. Remuneration
is tied to performance objectives in that their
income comes entirely from user charges, so
earnings depend on the commercial success of
their attractions. However, although the operators
are expected to meet certain social objectives (i.e.
hosting a certain number of free events per year),
there are no particular financial incentives for
meeting these.

FIGURE 4
Central Observation Wheel

However, PPPs also carry pitfalls for long-term
management unless carefully structured. Long
contracts such as the one originally signed
between LCSD and NWD can lack flexibility and
adequate mechanisms for public accountability.
It was 11 years after opening that NWD finally
became willing to address complaints regarding
the quality of the AoS, mainly because its
redevelopment of New World Centre gave it the
incentive to do so. Problems of this nature are
more fully discussed in Section 4.4 to 4.6.
b)

Observation Wheel (no. 54 on map)
and Central Harbourfront Event Space
(no. 55 on map)
The Observation Wheel and the Central
Harbourfront Event Space (CHES) were both
tendered out under 3-year short-term tenancies
(STTs) to for-profit companies. The Entertainment
Corporation Ltd. (TECL) currently operates the
Observation Wheel and AIA Vitality Park (an
event space),76 while Central Venue Management
manages and rents out the CHES for events
throughout the year, including Formula E,
Clockenflap and the Hong Kong Wine and Dine
Festival.77

Photo credit: Carine Lai, October 2019
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FIGURE 5

Carousel and food stands at the AIA Vitality Park

Photo credit: Carine Lai, October 2019

flexibility and stability. While the Government
has a stronger recourse in case of unsatisfactory
performance, disruptions due to changes in
management are more likely. As it is difficult to
anticipate and prevent such problems, the tenancy
period should therefore be appropriate to the level
of capital investment. For larger projects requiring
more investment, the Government should not
use STTs, which have a maximum of five years,
but leases for special purposes which can run for
up to 21 years. Such cases may require a separate
operational contract for long-term performance
monitoring.

The tenders for the two sites in Central followed a
two-envelope process, in which bidders submitted
both a technical (content) proposal and a rental
proposal. Each envelope is awarded points, and the
bidder who accumulates the most combined points
wins the contract.78 The contracts are awarded
for three years, after which they are retendered.
Short-term tenancies enable the Government to
change operators if performance is unsatisfactory
or if a competitor offers a better package. This can
be an advantage over long-term contracts where
it might be more difficult to enforce performance
standards. For example, in 2016, the original
operator of the Observation Wheel, Swiss AEX, lost
its rebid to TECL, which reduced ticket prices from
HK$100 to HK$20 for adults and offered bigger
discounts for senior citizens.79 It was able to do so
by collecting and monetizing customer data.80

STTs provide the Government with a simple and
flexible mechanism to impose social objectives. For
example, the operator of the Central Harbourfront
Event Space is required to host events that are free
to the public for at least 120 days of the year, and
to allow public access to the site while it is not in
However, the transition was nearly derailed by
use.82 When it was retendered, additional clauses
a payment dispute between the new and old
operators over the purchase of the wheel, resulting were added requiring the operator to conduct
community outreach activities such as giving out
in the attraction being closed for almost four
free event tickets to non-profit organizations
months, and risking a potential delay of up to two
81
years. STTs therefore present a trade-off between and providing free services to non-profit event
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organizers.83 While clauses requiring periodic
review may be included in long-term PPP contracts,
the retendering process for STTs imposes a
periodic discipline.

from attending events, the public may freely
access the three sites, where they are permitted to
conduct activities prohibited in the adjacent LCSDrun park, such as skateboarding and walking dogs.
EKEO initially subsidized it by paying HK$20
million for the construction and design by the
Architectural Services Department, which used
recycled shipping containers to control costs and
work around site constraints.86 It is supposed to
be operationally self-financing with all revenues
ploughed back into operations and any surplus to
be turned over to the Government at the end of
the four-year contract period.87

The biggest drawback of commercial STTs for
waterfront leisure and entertainment sites is
that bidders would not be willing to invest a
great deal of resources into the sites. This means
that it would not be feasible to manage long
stretches of waterfront promenade under STTs.
The Government must provide the infrastructural
connective tissue including the sea wall, any
marine facilities (i.e. landing steps), utilities,
transport connections, pedestrian links, and public
space amenities such as landscaping, seating,
shade, drinking fountains, and toilets.
The STT approach may also make it more
challenging to achieve an integrated and seamless
waterfront design, as site operators may need
to fence off their areas, reducing permeability,
connectivity, and accessibility.

A similar non-profit model is being pursued at
other sites, such as a hydroponic community farm
on the Belcher Bay waterfront (see below),88,89 a
planned waterfront park in Hung Hom,90 and the
planned Water Sports and Recreation Precinct in
Causeway Bay.91,92
Small-scale non-profit PPPs such as The Vessel
depart substantially from a standard PPP model
in that they are short-term, and the Government
must bear much of the financial risk. The
Government’s upfront investment in the Vessel
was necessary since a non-profit is unlikely to
be able to afford such costs, but the one-time
nature of the subsidy also means that there is no
relationship between Government support and the
site’s performance.

The Vessel, Kwun Tong Promenade
(no. 35 on map)
The Government has stated that it is interested in
forming PPPs with non-profit organizations and
social enterprises as well as for-profit companies.
This approach is being explored for sites without
much commercial potential. The earliest example
of this model is The Vessel (formerly the Fly the
Flyover Operation) under the Kwun Tong Bypass
next to the LCSD-managed Kwun Tong Waterfront
Promenade. It consists of three sites managed
by HKALPS, a non-profit arts organization that
was formed specially for this purpose. It is not
leased under a short-term tenancy by the Lands
Department but rented at a nominal rate of HK$1
a year from the Energising Kowloon East Office
(EKEO), to which the land has been allocated.
HKALPS was accepted in 2016 after it was the only
applicant to submit a bid.84
c)

While the Vessel has been relatively successful in
attracting vibrancy to the Kwun Tong waterfront,
it illustrates some problems with the non-profit
model. The lack of competing bidders shows that
there are few organizations with the capacity or
desire to manage recreational and cultural sites.
Secondly, it needs to charge close to market rate
for its venue rentals, which has excluded local
artists in Kwun Tong who see it as a gentrifier.93
The Vessel is dependent on external donors and
sponsors for its continued viability. It is difficult
for non-profit sites with low commercial potential
to break even without negatively impacting the
inclusivity of the amenities. Hence, the expectation
that such sites can self-finance their operations
over the long term may not be realistic.

HKALPS curates cultural events and runs an urban
farm. Its income comes from venue rentals and
rents from three food and beverage/retail outlets
on the premises for which it can charge market
rates, although a 20% discount was offered after
LegCo members asked it to lower its rates.85 Aside
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In terms of financing, K-Farm received a HK$38.2
million subsidy from a Development Bureau
programme started in 2019 to assist nongovernmental organizations with the site formation
and infrastructure hook-up costs associated with
setting up vacant Government sites for use.96
This programme formalizes the approach used
earlier for The Vessel. To support its operational
costs, K-farm appears to rely mainly on charitable
and corporate sponsorships as its activities and
programmes are offered to the public for free or at
minimal cost.97 Depending on its ability to attract
funding, it may face similar problems to The Vessel
in the long run.

The Efficiency Unit’s guidelines on PPPs provides
a useful way of thinking about cost-effectiveness.
It states that the objective of a PPP is to provide
better value for money by tapping into the
efficiencies of the private sector, but this does
not always mean that the lowest-cost method is
the best. It states that “Value for money refers
to the best available outcome taking account of
all benefits, costs, and risks, over the whole life
of the procurement”, both quantitatively and
qualitatively. Better value could take the form of
less financial uncertainty or higher quality service
for end-users as well as lower costs.94 The guide
advises the Government to estimate the cost of
providing a comparable facility itself (a Public
Sector Comparator) and use this as the baseline
for deciding whether a potential partner’s bid is
worthwhile.

e)
Kai Tak Sports Park (no. 25 on map)
The Kai Tak Sports Park, which began construction
in early 2019, most closely resembles a traditional
PPP as it is a large-scale project on a 25-year
contract. However, there are still major departures
from the traditional model.

In the case of waterfront recreational projects, the
purpose of tapping the private sector is to obtain
public services that are qualitatively different
from what the Government can provide, or can
only provide at great cost or difficulty. This added
value should be considered when assessing the
cost-effectiveness of the project. This may mean
that subsidizing them to some degree over their
operating lives to ensure the facilities remain
broadly accessible to the public would still be more
worthwhile from a whole cost perspective.

The contract was awarded to a subsidiary of New
World Development, Kai Tak Sports Park Ltd., in
December 2018, granting NWD four to five years
for design and construction, followed by 20 years
of operation. The Government will finance the
construction costs, while NWD will pay for the
operating costs and share 3%of its income plus
HK$1.724 billion with the Government after it
opens.98 This departs from a key principle of the
K-Farm Kennedy Town Community Garden Efficiency Unit’s PPP Guide (“An Introductory Guide
d)
(no. 45 on map)
to Public Private Partnerships”), which advises
In response to a proposal by the Central and
that the Government should only pay when public
Western District Council, the Harbour Office
services are actually delivered in order to tie
allocated 2,000 square metres for a community
payment to performance (see Sections 4.4-4.6
garden which will be managed by a non-profit
for further discussion). Legislators questioned the
organization under short-term tenancy in a new
arrangement on these grounds and asked why the
waterfront public open space on the site of
construction did not involve private financing.99
decommissioned berths in the Western District
The Government’s response showed that it was
Public Cargo Working Area (see Section 5.3.2 for
worried that the project would be unattractive
details on the community controversy surrounding to private investors due to the requirement to
the proposal). The short-term tenancy was
provide a significant number of unprofitable public
allocated to K-Farm in 2019 under an existing Lands facilities. The project will include a 50,000-seat
Department mechanism which allows non-profit
stadium with a retractable roof, an indoor sports
organizations to apply for temporary use of vacant centre with 10,000 seats, and a 5,000-seat multiGovernment sites for community, non-profit, or
purpose sportsground, a public park connecting
institutional purposes.95 The site was completed in the Kai Tak MTR station to the waterfront
mid-2021.
promenade, retail and dining, a bowling alley, and
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the Advisory Committee may consider setting up a
mechanism for various stakeholders to share their
views with the management on a regular basis.

a health and wellness centre. The Government
therefore preferred to ensure its control over the
project by funding it in its entirety.100 Instead of
providing incentives for good performance, the
contract is structured to penalize NWD if it fails to
meet certain performance targets.

3.4

The targets include ensuring that the sports stadia
host a certain minimum number of events per
year.101 For every day below the target, NWD will
be penalized HK$500,000 for the main stadium,
HK$100,000 for the indoor sports centre, and
HK$50,000 for the multi-purpose sportsground.102
NWD is also obligated to ensure that the sports
facilities in the three stadia are in good repair and
available to the public for at least two-thirds of the
year, with financial penalties for each additional
hour that they are unavailable or taken up by
non-sports activities.103 They are also required to
conduct an annual customer satisfaction survey.104

Sites for future development

As the map shows, several key sites are expected
to be built and managed by the private sector in
the future. These are listed below. The sites fall into
three major categories: those designed and built by
the private sector but handed over to the LCSD for
management, those which will be designed, built,
and managed by the private sector as a POSPD, and
those which will be built and managed under a PPP.
Those furthest along the development pipeline are
listed first.
Sites to be constructed by private
sector and handed back to LCSD for
management
Developers are sometimes required by the TPB to
build a waterfront promenade, then hand it over
to the Leisure and Cultural Services Department
after completion. This approach ensures that
the promenade will be completed at the same
time as the adjacent development, eliminating a
potential mismatch between the development
schedule and the Government’s funding cycle.
Transferring the site to the LCSD eliminates the
risk of mismanagement by a developer, and is now
the preferred option for residential developments
where property owners do not want to assume the
financial responsibility for the upkeep.
3.4.1

The Sports Park’s contractual performance will
be monitored by a Joint Review Committee
composed of Kai Tak Sports Park top management
and officials from the Home Affairs Bureau, and
will be advised on strategy, business plans, and
management by a Kai Tak Sports Park Advisory
Committee appointed by the Secretary for Home
Affairs. It will be made up of representatives from
sports federations, retired athletes, entertainment
sector representatives, management and
marketing professionals, legislators, and district
councillors.

As the park is scheduled to open in 2023, it remains
to be seen how effective these incentive and
1. Comprehensive residential development in
governance measures will be. Some potential
Cheung Sha Wan (no. 8 on map)
problems can be anticipated. The main risk
A comprehensive residential development
expressed by critics is that the facilities are
received planning permission in November
overbuilt and NWD will not be able to fill them.105
2018 and is currently under construction near
Still, if successful, it may become a model for future
the Cheung Sha Wan Wholesale Food Market
PPP projects on the waterfront.
(no.7). The developers, Sino Land Company Ltd.
and Wheelock Properties Ltd., are required
There is room for the public to become more
to construct the promenade on adjacent
meaningfully involved in advising its management
Government land as well as 3,600 square
than taking part in annual surveys. In the near
metres of public open space within their
term, Kai Tak Sports Part Ltd. could conduct
site linking the promenade to Lai Ying Street
community outreach to involve future users in coand the nearby public housing estate under
designing the public facilities. In the longer term,
construction, then hand them over to the LCSD
for management.106
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2. Kai Tak Runway residential developments (no.
27 on map)
Land sales for a series of residential
developments in the middle of the Kai Tak
Runway were completed in early 2021. In the
conditions listed in the land sale documents,
developers are required to construct
the waterfront promenade on adjacent
Government land, including the shared bicycle/
pedestrian path of the Kai Tak Greenway,
according to the Kai Tak Urban Design
Guidelines and Manual. Upon completion,
they will be required to hand over the site to
the LCSD for management. The OZP zoning
states that retail and dining uses are “always
permitted” on the ground floors of residential
developments facing the promenade in order
to encourage vibrancy, and the land lease
documents require a minimum gross floor area
dedicated to “non-industrial (excluding private
residential, office, godown, hotel, and petrol
filling station) purposes” along the waterfront,
essentially requiring the developer to build for
commercial uses.

portion of the site in 2012, which was extended
in 2016.108 The developer will also be required
to construct a promenade and hand it over to
the LCSD when asked. The sites have yet to be
redeveloped.
3.4.2

Sites to be managed by private sector as
POSPD
There are several sites of future waterfront
development in which developers will be
responsible for managing public open space at
their own expense as a planning requirement
enforced under lease conditions. In several cases,
the waterfront land itself is private, as the projects
involve the redevelopment of marine lots directly
fronting the water. In others, developers will be
required to design, build, and manage waterfront
open space on adjacent Government land until
such time the Government requests it back.
Surrender upon request is a standard right of reentry clause included in leases, but does not mean
that the Government has any intention to take over
the space in the foreseeable future. In commercial
or mixed-use developments with a significant
commercial component, the Government usually
intends for the promenade to be privately
managed indefinitely.

3. Godown redevelopment sites in Kowloon Bay
(no. 33 on map)
A commercial zoned site at Kai Hing Road
in Kowloon Bay is composed of four private
lots that go right up to the waterline and are
currently occupied by godowns. The OZP
requires a 20 metre waterfront promenade
to be provided for public enjoyment upon
redevelopment to connect Kai Tak to the Kwun
Tong Waterfront Promenade. In 2010, the TPB
granted planning permission for a residential
development with eating places, shops, and
services on the eastern portion of the site. The
planning conditions state that in addition to
providing the promenade on private land, the
developer will construct landing steps for the
use of local vessels, and manage them until the
Government asks for them to be surrendered.
The LCSD plans to take over the site as soon
as possible after completion.107 Planning
permission was also granted for a residential
development with a clubhouse on the western

1. Comprehensive hotel development in Cheung
Sha Wan (no. 8 on map)
A comprehensive hotel development is
currently under construction immediately
adjacent to the Cheung Sha Wan Wholesale
Food Market. Its developer, Sun Hung Kai, is
required to design, build, and maintain the
waterfront promenade on Government land
at its own expense, including a public pier
with landing steps for boats. The promenade
is to be open to the public 24 hours a day.
This section is immediately adjacent to the
comprehensive residential development in
Cheung Sha Wan mentioned in Section 3.4.1.
This means that there will be two management
bodies sharing responsibility for a relatively
short stretch of promenade (see Sections 4.14.3 for a discussion of management issues in
POSPDs).
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suggested developing these sites through
2. Comprehensive Development Areas (CDA) in
PPPs,113 in early 2019, the owner of the private
Yau Tong (no. 38 on map)
There are two major CDA sites in Yau Tong.
lots received planning permission to develop all
The first is a large CDA zone that is composed
of the larger western site for hotel, retail, and
of multiple marine lots around Yau Tong
office use through a land exchange with the
Bay. A consortium led by Henderson Land
Government.114 In return, the developer will
obtained planning permission for a mixed-use
surrender part of its private land to construct
development including residential, commercial,
a minor westwards extension of the Quarry
hotel, and Government, Institution or
Bay Promenade (which will be handed over
Community (G/IC) uses in 2013 (modified in
to the LCSD), and provide public access to the
2015, extended in early 2019), but construction
first floor landscaped podium at “reasonable
has not yet started, likely due to disagreements
hours”.115
109
between multiple lot owners. The developer
is required to provide a 20 metre wide public
4. Site 3 CDA, Central (no. 53 on map)
promenade on private land as well as public
Site 3 is a large, mostly vacant site on the
landing steps for local vessels and will manage
Central reclamation adjacent to the temporary
the public open space until the Government
Observation Wheel that also encompasses
asks for it to be surrendered. The opening
the Star Ferry Car Park and Central General
hours were not specified in the planning
Post Office, which are to be demolished.
approval.
Due to its size and location, Site 3 will have
a major impact on the quality of the future
Central waterfront’s public realm. Plans for
A second CDA area in the Yau Tong Industrial
this site have changed over time. In 2006,
Area is divided into five smaller CDA sites,
the Government displayed a design concept
which are still occupied by private industrial
for the new reclamation area featuring a
buildings, warehouses, and the Kwun Tong
“groundscraper” that comprised a single
Wholesale Fish Market. The OZP states
massive mid-rise commercial building with
that upon redevelopment, a 15 metre wide
a GFA of 190,000 square metres over a
promenade should be provided on private
landscaped deck connecting Statue Square to
land for public enjoyment, with shops and
the waterfront. The Central District (Extension)
restaurants along the promenade to enhance
110
OZP still largely reflects this original idea.116
vibrancy. A planning application for a
residential development on one of the sites
was approved in 2016, but construction has
After an unfavourable response from
not yet started. The developer (Cheung Kong
stakeholders and the general public, especially
Holdings) is required to build and manage the
in light of the controversy surrounding the
promenade until the redevelopment of all five
demolition of the Star Ferry and Queen’s Pier,
CDA zones is complete, upon which they will be
the TPB asked the Planning Department to
surrendered to the LCSD.111 It is to be open to
conduct an Urban Design Study for the New
112
Central Harbourfront with public engagement.
the public from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. daily.
This study, released in 2011, recommended
that the GFA be reduced to 150,000 square
3. Other Specified Uses (OU) sites in Quarry Bay
metres and that the groundscraper be broken
promenade (no. 68 on map)
into five separate building blocks of varying
Two sites on the hinterland side of the Quarry
heights linked by a landscaped deck over the
Bay Promenade are zoned “Other Specified
western portion of the site. The eastern part
Uses (1): Cultural and/or Commercial, Leisure
of the site would be developed into an atand Tourism Related Uses”. Some of the OU
grade public open space with basement-level
(1) zones lie on private waterfront lots, while
retail and commercial facilities, providing
most of them are on Government land. While
a view corridor from Statue Square to the
in 2011, the Development Bureau initially
waterfront.117
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6. Commercial development on Kai Tak South
After a technical feasibility review in 2016,
Apron (no. 31 on map)
the Planning Department drew up a planning
This commercial zoned site located next to
brief for the site in 2017 based on the Urban
the Hong Kong Children’s Hospital has not yet
Design Study. However, it does not specify the
been put up for sale, but it is probable that
number of building blocks, leaving this decision
the developer will also be required to build
up to the developer. It does specify that the
and manage the promenade on adjacent
developer should build and maintain 25,000
Government land, based on the Government’s
square metres of public open space within the
overall policy whereby promenades adjacent
site, with 12,000 square metres of this being atto residential developments will be handed
grade. The development would also include the
back to LCSD but those adjacent to commercial
reconstruction of the old Star Ferry clock tower
developments will be managed by the
at its original location.
developer.120 The planned Kai Tak Greenway
The land tender was launched in December
will extend through this site.
2020 with a non-standard two envelope
bidding process, whereby developers needed
7. Comprehensive development/residential site in
to submit both a design proposal and a price,
To Kwa Wan (no. 24 on map)
with the government judging bids on both
Two blocks near the Cattle Depot Artist’s
factors equally instead of solely on price.
Village in To Kwa Wan have been zoned CDA.
Design requirements for the provision of the
The land is currently occupied by mixedlandscaped deck, public open space within
use tenement and industrial buildings.
the site (to be managed by the developer),
The land includes multiple small private
and additional public open space adjacent
lots as well as Government land including
to the site (to be handed over to the LCSD
roads and a very narrow (approx. 5 metre)
upon request) were written into the tender
waterfront sitting out area managed by
conditions. Developers were also required
the Home Affairs Department. These lots
to submit a plan for the management and
would be consolidated when the area is
programming of the public open spaces on an
redeveloped. The OZP requires a 20 metre
118
inclusive basis.
wide waterfront promenade to be provided
upon redevelopment, fronted by buildings
of more than two storeys providing “shops
5. Commercial developments on Kai Tak Runway
and services” and “eating places” in order
(no. 28 on map)
to “enliven the waterfront”.121 To date, no
There are three commercial zoned sites in
the middle of the Kai Tak Runway that the
planning applications for redeveloping the site
Lands Department is in the process of selling.
have been filed.
Tenders for two sites were cancelled in June
and September 2019, then again in May 2020
Adjacent to the CDA site is an existing
due to lack of interest from developers.119
residential development, the Grand
Waterfront, completed in 2006. The OZP also
According to the conditions listed in the land
requires the provision of a 20 metre wide
sale documents, developers are required to
waterfront, but this has not been built because
construct the promenade according to the
the waterfront (the site extends all the way up
Kai Tak Urban Design Guidelines and Manual.
to the coastline) is still occupied by Towngas’s
Unlike the residential developments, the owner
Ma Tau Kok Offtake Station and naphtha jetty,
will be required to manage and maintain the
which serve the remaining gas works nearby.
promenade as a POSPD until such time the
Government asks for it to be handed back. It is 				
to be open to the public 24 hours a day.
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3.4.3 Future PPP projects
There are several planned projects that will involve
private sector operators under PPP agreements.
The Hung Hom Waterfront Park and the Wan Chai
Water Sports Precinct projects are in the process
of being implemented, though partners have yet
to be appointed. The futures of Central waterfront
sites 1, 2, 4, and 7 are less certain.

pontoons, landing steps, fence-free access
to the enclosed water body, and two multifunctional buildings.123 The Harbour Office
has informed the Harbourfront Commission
that the Government is considering tapping
private sector expertise to manage the facility.
With the completion of reclamation works, in
December 2020, part of the site was developed
as a quick-win promenade and opened to the
public. The promenade is managed by the
Government.

1. Hung Hom Waterfront Park (no. 17 on map)
The Harbour Office announced plans to
develop an urban waterfront park on the site of
the coach park adjacent to the new Kerry Hotel 3. Sites 4 and 7, Central Waterfront
(nos. 55 and 56 on map)
in Hung Hom through PPP. In January 2019,
Sites 4 on the newly reclaimed Central
it carried out a market-sounding exercise to
Waterfront is currently occupied by the
gauge interest in the proposal. Proposed uses
Central Harbourfront Event Space. According
should conform to the “open space” zoning
to the Central Harbourfront Urban Design
for the site, which permits passive recreation
Study, the long-term vision for this site is
and playing fields, or with permission from
for it to be developed into three mixedthe Town Planning Board, places of recreation,
use buildings providing retail and dining,
sports or culture, eating places, or places
entertainment, recreation, sports and culture,
of entertainment. The market-sounding
and Government services. A courtyard-based
document states that the promenade portion
building design is recommended to provide
of the site should be open to the public 24
“intimate activity pockets” and green spaces
hours a day, and that the hinterland side should
to add vibrancy to the waterfront.124 Site 7 is
“be managed in an open style so as to create
the promenade itself, extending from where
a welcoming environment” while enhancing
122
the Observation Wheel is located up to the
north-south pedestrian connectivity. The
soon-to-be-completed Wan Chai Temporary
Harbour Office proposes that the operator
Promenade through Tamar Park. The Central
design, develop, and manage the site under
Harbourfront Urban Design Study proposes
a revenue-sharing arrangement with the
for Site 7 to be developed into an urban
Government, in which the Government
waterfront park with a cycle track, smallretains ownership of the land and sets up a
scale food-and-beverage kiosks, plazas, event
performance monitoring mechanism with an
spaces, and viewing platforms.125 In 2011, the
element of public participation. The market
Development Bureau conducted a marketsounding exercise has been completed but the
sounding exercise with the intent of gauging
results have not been announced at the time of
private sector interest in developing the two
writing.
sites through PPP.126 However, no further
developments have since been announced.
2. Wan Chai Water Sports Precinct
Due to the success of the Central Harbourfront
(no. 60 on map)
Event Space, it is unlikely that site 4 will
The Urban Design Study for the Wan Chai
be redeveloped before Site 3.127 Site 7 will
and North Point Harbourfront recommended
probably be redeveloped after the sale of site
that the planned Wan Chai Basin (near the
5, a planned office/hotel development north of
Royal Hong Kong Yacht Club) be developed
the Citic Tower in Admiralty.128
into a water sports centre, involving floating
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4. Sites 1 and 2, Central Waterfront
(no. 52 on map)
Sites 1 and 2 are adjacent sites linking Central
Piers 4-6 with the existing bus terminus on
the other side of Man Kwong Road. The
Central Harbourfront Urban Design Study
proposes that this site will be redeveloped
into a low-rise mixed use “civic node” for
cultural, entertainment, retail, and dining uses.
The design concept includes a landscaped
deck connecting the International Financial
Centre II with the harbourfront.129 In 2011, the
Development Bureau reported to LegCo that
it planned to develop Sites 1 and 2 through
a Public Private Collaboration arrangement.

However, as parts of these sites have been
occupied by works for the Central-Wan Chai
bypass, no major developments have since
been announced. However, the Transport
Department has moved ahead with part of the
recommendations of the Urban Design Study
for the New Central Waterfront and applied
to the TPB in 2013 for permission to build
an additional 1.5 floors of commercial retail
uses above the existing Piers 4-6. These extra
floors will be assigned to the ferry operators
to rent out for restaurants, shops, and other
waterfront uses. However the extra floors have
not yet been built and in 2017 TD applied to
extend their planning permission until 2021.130
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4

MONITORING AND
ACCOUNTABILITY

Once a public open space or public recreational
BOX 3
facility has been built, there is the issue of
Topics covered by the POSPD Design
its long-term management. Monitoring and
and Management Guidelines
accountability mechanisms are needed to ensure
that private owners/operators continue to manage
Design
Spatial
The size, shape, and
and maintain the space in the public interest.
issues
location of the open
space
Monitoring and accountability mechanisms for
POSPDs and PPPs are different, with the latter
Perceptual
Visibility, openness
issues
to the sky, slope,
offering much greater scope for creating incentive
and arrangement
structures, monitoring performance indicators, and
of attractions and
seeking recourse in the event of failure.
amenities
Below, existing accountability guidelines and
Landscape
Landscaping,
mechanisms for privately managed public spaces
planning
planting, provision of
facilities, signage, and
and recreational facilities will be examined to
local character
identify areas for improvement.
Typology of
POSPDs

4.1

POSPD Guidelines
Management Permissible
activities

In 2011 the Development Bureau released the
“Public Open Space in Private Developments:
Design and Management Guidelines” to set some
voluntary standards for future POSPDs. Owners
of existing POSPDs were advised to follow them
on a “reasonable basis”.131 Box 3 below provides a
brief summary of the topics covered in the POSPD
Design and Management Guidelines.

Operational
standards
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Public green,
plaza, courtyard,
pocket space, and
promenade

Always permissible
activities, noncommercial/
charitable activities,
and commercial
activities
Opening hours,
transparency
of information,
maintenance, and
upkeep
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Management guidelines are relatively conservative
as they are intended to apply to all POSPDs
including ones in existing residential developments.
There is a limited range of “always permissible”
activities such as walking, relaxing exercise, and
temporary stay (i.e. sitting). Otherwise, property
owners/managers have broad discretion over
any other activities such as dog walking, jogging,
busking, playing games, fishing, eating, smoking,
etc. This could result in fragmented management
regimes across the waterfront. While this is
not necessarily a major problem for stationary
activities such as fishing, it could impede
movement for cyclists, joggers, and dog walkers.
This is especially relevant to the future Kai Tak
Greenway, which will pass through a few POSPDs.

The POSPD guidelines are broadly intended for
all types of POSPDs, and even the “promenade”
typology listed does not necessarily refer to
waterfronts, but simply to linear spaces. It is
recommended that promenades are at least 15-20
metres in width to allow space for recreational
activities other than pure pedestrian passage,
with “spatial recesses” every 50 metres to
provide seating areas. The intended uses of a
promenade are listed as “leisure, walking, jogging,
relaxing, brief stop(s), resting, sitting, occasional
programmed activities, and arts and sculpture
display”. The recommended amenities include
seating, planting, tree shading, and weather
protection for spatial recesses. General guidelines
on accessibility state that POSPDs should be
indicated with clear signage, have good visibility,
and should be accessible from the street frontage.
They recommend that POSPDs should be open
for at least 13 hours a day. However, waterfront
promenades should ideally be open 24 hours a day.
These guidelines are meant to have the broadest
possible applicability and should be regarded
as the minimum standard. They do not contain
recommendations on the design of interfaces
between the promenade and the building frontage,
nor on facilitating interaction with the water.

Regarding charitable/non-profit and commercial
activities, the guidelines are primarily concerned
with whether such activities would violate the land
lease or deed of dedication and with the proper
procedures for obtaining licenses or waivers for
such activities. The guidelines recommend that
while certain commercial activities which are
“complementary and related to the use of POSPD
and have local support” (e.g. outdoor dining) may
be allowed to bring vibrancy to the area, they
should take up no more than 10% of the space.
This limitation is not conducive to promoting
vibrant activity hubs on the waterfront, and
makes it more difficult for developers to obtain
planning and regulatory permission for waterfront
restaurants. It would be more helpful to require
a certain width of unobstructed pedestrian and
recreational space, while the remainder on the
landward side could be occupied by attractions like
market stalls, restaurants, or exhibitions.

FIGURE 6
Activity restrictions at a POSPD
promenade

Therefore, the POSPD guidelines alone are not
sufficient to guarantee the sort of high-quality,
vibrant, image-building waterfront envisioned in
the Harbour Planning Principles. Furthermore, they
are voluntary. While developers may refer to them
to obtain TPB approval, once the development is
completed, the guidelines cannot be enforced.
Photo credit: Carine Lai, October 2019
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4.2

Monitoring POSPDs

4.3 Enforceable accountability
		 mechanisms

The main monitoring methods for POSPDs
are inspections by the Lands Department
supplemented by public scrutiny. Since 2008,
the Lands Department has instructed its District
Lands Offices to inspect POSPDs for compliance
with lease terms annually.132 A 2014 audit by the
Audit Commission found that inspections were
not carried out as frequently as they should have
been.133 The Audit Commission’s own inspections
at the time found numerous examples of
poorly maintained and obstructed POSPDs with
inadequate facilities, indicating that enforcement
had been lax. The Lands Department agreed
to step up inspections and to require District
Lands Offices to submit annual reporting to
headquarters.

For historical reasons, POSPDs are implemented
through planning requirements written into land
lease requirements. The Planning Department
lacks the legal authority to enforce zoning and
planning conditions on its own except in rural
areas through Development Permission Area plans,
and therefore in urban areas it relies on the Lands
Department for enforcement through the land
lease system which predates the statutory town
planning system in Hong Kong.

As a result of this fragmented system, there
have been a few cases where POSPD planning
requirements were not entered into land leases.137
For example, the developer may have owned the
land on an unrestricted lease and not needed any
To facilitate public scrutiny, the Lands Department lease modification, giving the Lands Department
has since 2008 published a list of all POSPDs
no opportunity to write requirements into the
constructed since 1980 online. Since 2019,
lease. As a result, the status of those POSPDs as
this list has been incorporated into the Lands
public spaces cannot be legally enforced.
Department’s GeoInfo Map. This list has enabled
When lease conditions exist, they generally include
the media and non-profit groups such as the
requirements regarding public access, opening
Hong Kong Public Space Initiative to scrutinize
hours, provision of certain public facilities, and
POSPDs and report problems. Although public
a level of maintenance to the Government’s
awareness of POSPDs has risen since, such efforts
satisfaction. In the past, these conditions were
have generally been ad hoc. There is still room for
worded broadly enough to enable property owners
more systematic external monitoring by nonto adhere to the letter but not the spirit of the
profits. Additionally, it is unclear whether public
requirements, such that no enforcement actions
scrutiny has led to improvements since the results could ultimately be taken. For example, a space
of inspections or follow-up actions in response to
may be physically accessible but hostile to users.
complaints are generally not publicly disclosed.
A lift or escalator for access might be provided
but not kept in working order. Entrances may
In New York City, a similar lack of formal monitoring be partially obstructed to deter visitors. Users
mechanisms for Privately Owned Public Spaces
may even be required to ask security staff for
(POPS)134 prompted non-profit organizations
permission to enter the spaces.
to maintain a registry of POPS and conduct a
long-term crowdsourcing campaign encouraging
The Lands Department also cannot require
members of the public to share photographs and
property owners to adhere to any planning or
report problems with the city’s 600 POPS.135 Nonurban design guidelines beyond the stipulations
profit advocacy groups successfully persuaded
of the lease. A review of POSPDs by the Audit
the city council to pass a bill in 2017 requiring the
Commission in 2014 therefore recommended that
city government to disclose information about
the Government write adherence to specified
the locations and operating requirements of
guidelines into future leases.138 The Government
POPS, to carry out regular inspections, and to
has begun to implement this in Kai Tak by requiring
report annually on enforcement actions to the city and encouraging developers to adhere to The Kai
council.136
Tak Development Urban Design Guidelines and
Manual in land sale documents.
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majority of problems regarding poor management
of public open spaces, there will be essentially no
consequences.

As a contractual instrument, land leases offer very
little flexibility. Land leases are typically granted
for 50 years,139 and renewed or extended upon
payment of a reassessed rent without revision
of the lease terms.140 They are only modified if
redevelopment or adaptive reuse of the property
requires a change in the terms.

As noted above in Section 3.4.2, an increasingly
common strategy in new development areas is to
retain the waterfront promenade as Government
land but require the developer to manage it
until the Government asks for it to be returned.
While this would make it easier to take back the
promenades if they are mismanaged, it does not
necessarily promote better design quality and
can even dissuade developers from attempting to
provide more creative or unique facilities. Since
takeback clauses provide no clear timeline for the
handover to the LCSD, the promenades must be
built and maintained to restrictive LCSD standards
from the start.

They are therefore poor vehicles for managing
conditions that may change over time, making it
impractical to impose operational requirements
beyond basic clauses regarding public access
and opening hours. In the conditions of sale for
Site 3 in Central, the marking scheme for design
submissions included developers’ plans for the
management of the POSPDs as well as the design.
Developers were asked to submit proposals on
how the future POSPDs would be managed in a
“free, inclusive and vibrant” manner with “active
management” and “vibrant programming”.141
However, it is not known how the Government
plans to enforce these proposals as land leases
are inadequate for the purpose. The Government
needs to consider drawing up separate operational
contracts with their own incentives/penalties
and which are subject to regular reviews. These
contracts can then be referred to in the lease
conditions.

Given the many limitations of POSPDs, they do
not bring many public benefits apart from cost
saving for the Government. Developers do not
always have the financial incentive to provide a
high-quality space, but methods of discouraging
poor execution, i.e. by setting design standards
or writing takeback clauses into leases, do so by
setting a floor for design quality, but at the same
time constrain creativity.

However, even if lease requirements were wellwritten, specific, and flexible, there are limited
consequences that the Lands Department can
impose in response to breaches. The Lands
Department’s power of enforcement lies in its
power of re-entry, i.e. the power to take back
land on behalf of the Government. If a property is
found to be noncompliant with lease conditions,
the Lands Department first issues a warning letter
telling the owner to comply within a specified
time. If this letter is ignored, the Lands Department
can then “impose an encumbrance” against the
property by registering the breach in the Land
Registry. This in and of itself has no power of
compulsion. Only if the breaches are considered
very serious, i.e. a danger to public safety, will
the Lands Department take back the land.142 The
Government has little incentive to take back the
land as it would then become responsible for its
operation and maintenance. Therefore, for the vast

Could dedicated pedestrian spaces under
the Buildings (Planning) Regulations be an
alternative to POSPDs?
In comparison to land leases, the Government
has somewhat more recourse if the terms
of deeds of dedication for public passage
under the Buildings (Planning) Regulations are
violated; it can take developers to court for
breach of contract.
However, deeds of dedication are also inflexible
since they cannot be changed for as long as a
building stands. Additionally, due to the large
size of waterfront promenades along with
planning density constraints, it is uncertain
whether GFA incentives would be a viable way
of creating waterfront promenades.
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4.4

PPP Guidelines

between earnings from user fees and the level of
service provided – the more vehicles that drive
through the tunnel, the more the operator earns.
In 2008, the Efficiency Unit published “An
However, in a public space, profitability is only
Introductory Guide to Public Private Partnerships
(PPPs)”, hereafter referred to as the PPP Guidelines, partly an indicator of the project’s success – there
are trade-offs between maximizing earnings and
to advise government departments on how to
public accessibility and inclusivity. A fee-for-service
conduct them, based on best practice guidelines
structure does not encourage operators to make
from Australia and the UK. It is a wide-ranging
the space more attractive or accessible to non-feeguide covering topics such as how to decide
paying users.
whether a PPP would provide good value for
money, selecting a private partner, managing risks,
The Government’s use of STTs provides a
funding and payment, managing performance,
somewhat effective workaround, as the regular
and creating effective accountability mechanisms
143
retendering process serves as an incentive for
in contracts. The PPP Guidelines were intended
operators to perform well. However, as discussed
for large-scale PPP projects on a Design-Buildin Section 3.3.2, this method has other drawbacks.
Operate model, but contain useful accountability
One method that has been used to create
principles that can be adapted to the smallerincentives to fulfil the project’s social objectives is
scale and shorter-term waterfront projects that
through financial penalties for poor performance,
the Development Bureau is exploring. The major
as in the case of the Kai Tak Sports Park. However,
principles are examined below.
excessively harsh penalties might discourage
bidders from applying at all. Another way is to
4.4.1 Performance incentives
One of the key principles of PPPs is that the private structure a revenue-sharing or subsidy agreement
sector partner is paid for delivering public services so that the partner will receive a greater share of
the profit or greater subsidy if they meet certain
as measured by concrete performance metrics.144
performance indicators for inclusiveness and
The objective is to encourage the private partner
community outreach. Such incentives would
to innovate to efficiently deliver the desired
encourage for-profit partners to devote more
outputs or outcomes.
attention to their social objectives, and for nonThe PPP Guidelines state that there are three basic profit partners, decrease their dependence on the
project’s commercial elements.
ways for a private partner to make a return on
investment. Financially free-standing projects are
those which receive income solely from user fees.
The Observation Wheel, Central Harbourfront
Event Space, and AoS are examples of this.
Subsidized projects are those that provide services
to the public at less than cost, earning income
from a combination of user fees and Government
subsidy. The Vessel and the Kai Tak Sports Park are
closest to this model. The third type are projects
where services are provided directly to the
Government, which pays the private partner. There
are no examples of waterfront PPPs of this nature
to date.

In most of the non-profit PPPs implemented to
date, the Government’s subsidy was provided in
the form of land at a nominal cost and funding
for the initial capital works. However, the PPP
Guidelines actually advise against using land
development rights or land grants as a means of
financing PPPs, stating there must be “a direct
link, throughout the life of the contract, between
the performance of the private partner in respect
of the required services and the revenue it
receives”.145 It goes on to state that granting land
at less than market rate is not in keeping with the
spirit of the Public Finance Ordinance (Cap 2) as it
indirectly hypothecates land revenues, and that if
a desired public amenity cannot be self-financing,
it should be subsidized directly through the budget
allocation process.146 It further advises that if
PPP sites are let by land lease, the lease should
only contain requirements relating to physical

The principle that waterfronts should be broadly
accessible to the public complicates the incentive
structure underlying financially free-standing
projects. In a standard infrastructure project
such as a tunnel, there is a direct relationship
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The PPP Guidelines also advise on the process of
contract management, stating it is more effective
to establish a collaborative relationship with the
private partner than an adversarial one. Both
risks and rewards should be shared between the
partner and the Government to promote a sense of
shared responsibility. There should be clear lines of
communication between the Government and the
private partner to carry out reasonable monitoring.

hardware, and the Government should have a
separate service agreement for operations, as this
can be modified more flexibly as needs change
over time.147
However, these guidelines are not entirely
applicable to non-profit projects. In many cases
it would not be feasible for them to pay market
rents for the land given the limited commercial
potential of the sites and proposed uses. They
are also likely to need financial assistance for the
initial construction of infrastructure and facilities.
However, the guidelines make a valid point that
revenues should be linked to performance over the
entire agreement period. While small-scale sites
could be retendered on a regular basis as a means
of enforcing performance standards, this would be
very disruptive at large-scale sites. The expectation
that non-profitmaking sites be self-financing in
terms of maintenance and operations also does
not set them up for long-term stability since their
continued existence would depend on external
sponsorships and donations. Moving towards a
direct subsidy-for-service arrangement in which
the Government pays site operators for fulfilling
goals would provide long-term support tied to
performance.

They also emphasize the need for the relevant
Government department to have a competent
and experienced contract management team. The
contract manager should become involved in the
project early on in its development to ensure that
the person who oversees its operation is familiar
with underlying justifications for the contract
conditions.149 They suggest that Government
departments hire a professional contract manager,
from outside of the civil service if necessary, as
most Government departments do not have
expertise in this area.150 This may not be realistic
for smaller-scale waterfront projects, however
it might be feasible for the Harbour Office to
employ a contract manager to oversee the multiple
projects that it plans to carry out.

4.4.2 Managing performance
The PPP Guidelines establish common sense
principles for effective performance management,
the objective of which is to identify likely risks and
develop strategies to prevent, control, or mitigate
them. For example, a well-written contract should
clearly define performance requirements, “avoid
ambiguity but not flexibility”, and ensure that the
standards imposed are realistic.148 A long-term
contract should include procedures to manage
change, spelling out clearly how such changes
should be agreed upon and paid for, as needs will
necessarily change over time. To enable effective
monitoring, contracts should require regular
meetings between the private partner and the
Government department, the sharing of important
records and accounts, regular performance
reports, and independent audits. One suggested
measure that is particularly relevant to waterfront
public spaces is to require user satisfaction surveys
to be conducted.

4.5

Monitoring for PPPs

In PPPs, formal monitoring mechanisms should
be set up as part of the contractual agreement.
In many cases, a joint committee is appointed to
oversee PPP projects during their operation. The
effectiveness of the mechanisms depends on the
quality of the initial contract.
In an early example, the Avenue of Stars was
overseen by a Management Committee chaired
by the LCSD with representatives from New World
Development, the Tourism Board, the Tourism
Commission, Architectural Services Department,
the Yau Tsim Mong District Office, and the Hong
Kong Film Awards Association to oversee its
operations and performance and to promote it
as a tourist attraction.151 LCSD staff conducted
inspections to ensure that facilities were kept
in good repair.152 However, while the day-to-day
running of the promenade was satisfactory, the
Committee was slow in addressing concerns about
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that people can come to discuss their ideas and
concerns. For public spaces that primarily serve
residential areas, local volunteer organizations
could even “adopt” spaces and play an active
role in its day-to-day management, for example
overseeing a community garden, supervising play
amenities, or activity programming (i.e. reading
corners, board games, musical sessions).

the quality of the amenities. The Management
Committee was revised in 2018 following the
renovation of the promenade, with a more senior,
directorate level LCSD officer appointed at its
head, and with an additional advisory committee
comprised of “experts, district and community
personalities to advise on the management issues
and enhance public participation”.
Learning from this experience, the Government
required more detailed and stringent monitoring
mechanisms in subsequent large-scale projects.
For example, the Kai Tak Sports Park’s contractual
performance will be monitored by a dedicated
team of Home Affairs Bureau (HAB) officers
after it opens. A Joint Review Committee
comprised of HAB officers and NWD’s Sports Park
managerial staff will meet quarterly to discuss
strategic and operational issues. Additionally, an
advisory committee made up of sports sector
representatives, entertainment industry and
marketing professionals, and LegCo and District
Council members will be appointed by HAB to
advise on strategy and business plans.153

4.6 Enforceable accountability
		 mechanisms
In contrast to POSPDs, as PPPs are contractbased, they allow for a much greater range of
accountability mechanisms to be incorporated into
contracts. The PPP Guidelines provide advice on a
range of measures in case private partners fail to
live up to their obligations, from financial penalties
(such as those proposed for the Kai Tak Sports
Park), to investigations, requirements for remedial
action, warnings, and formal dispute resolution
processes.155 As a last resort, the Government
department would exercise “step-in rights”, which
means the termination of the contract and the
Government taking back possession of the site.

External bodies such as the Harbourfront
Commission (HC) and District Councils (DCs) also
play a role in monitoring waterfront PPP projects.
The HC receives progress updates on waterfront
projects from relevant Government departments
and private operators, while DCs are consulted
on projects in their neighbourhoods during the
planning stages. However, as discussed in Section
5.3, official consultation mechanisms and scrutiny
by advisory bodies are not always sufficient to
build the public’s trust.

The Government would then either have to tender
for a new operator or take over the running of
the facility itself. For the short-term projects
being implemented (i.e. the Observation Wheel),
the regular retendering process is the primary
accountability mechanism being used. However,
as discussed above, this can be disruptive. For
larger and longer-term projects, the interruptions
resulting from a retendering or take-back would be
even more serious. In such cases, the Government
would therefore be highly reluctant to exercise
this right due to the expense and disruption. This
makes it important to structure agreements so
that private partners are incentivized to perform
well in the first place, are given clear performance
indicators to reduce ambiguity in performance
disputes, and have remedial processes with clear
consequences delineated so that problems can be
corrected before they become serious enough to
warrant “stepping in”.

The Harbour Office has started to consider
incorporating public participation into the key
performance indicators for PPP schemes on the
waterfront; this idea was included in the market
sounding document issued for the planned Hung
Hom Urban Waterfront Park.154
The Efficiency Unit’s PPP Guidelines advise that
private partners should be required to carry out
regular user satisfaction surveys, which is a good
first step. However, participation could be deeper.
Oversight committee meetings could be made
open to the public, i.e. on a quarterly basis, so
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5

THE WIDER CONTEXT OF
HARBOURFRONT DEVELOPMENT

5.1
		

The overall structure of
harbourfront management

that to start off with, the Authority would be given
jurisdiction over existing vacant newly reclaimed
land, which would stay under Government
ownership as it was developed.157

This section will place the development of POSPDs
and PPPs into a broader context by examining
the development mechanisms for the waterfront
to see how the private sector fits into the wider
governance structure and to identify challenges
in the implementation of the Harbour Planning
Principles. To recap, the eight relevant harbour
planning principles are the preservation of the
harbour, stakeholder engagement, sustainable
development, integrated planning, proactive
harbour enhancement, vibrant harbour, accessible
harbour, and public enjoyment.

However, the Government rejected the
recommendation in 2017, stating that the time
was not right for a Harbourfront Authority.158
This decision was probably due to the projected
expense and the difficulty of deciding on the
exact nature and extent of its powers, territorial
jurisdiction, and financing model. Instead, the
Government decided to expand the existing
Harbour Unit under the Development Bureau
into a Harbour Office. The Harbour Unit had been
responsible for overseeing planning studies and
conducting public engagements on harbourfront
development; the Harbour Office would now be
responsible for implementation.159 It was given an
expanded technical staff with built environment
professionals and allocated a dedicated HK$500
million in funding.160 In the 2019 budget, another
HK$6 billion was allocated for developing
new harbourfront open spaces and improving
harbourfront facilities.161

In 2012, after studying overseas models, the
Harbourfront Commission proposed the idea
of setting up a strong Harbourfront Authority
to manage and oversee the development of
the Victoria Harbour Waterfront in a more coordinated and integrated fashion. It carried out
a two-year-long public engagement exercise,
and in 2016 issued a final report advising the
establishment of a statutory Harbourfront
Authority to “design, develop, operate and manage
harbourfront projects in a holistic manner with
a creative mind-set and flexible framework”.156
This Authority would have had direct jurisdiction
over designated harbourfront land to plan, design,
construct, and operate public facilities, including
the development and management of commercial
retail, dining, and recreational facilities either on
its own or through PPPs. It was recommended

The Harbour Office does not have the power to
directly develop and manage waterfront open
spaces but acts as a bureau-level co-ordinator
between different Government departments to
prioritize and implement various harbourfront
enhancement initiatives under the advice of the
Harbourfront Commission. Nine priority projects
were chosen, shown in Box 4 below.
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BOX 4
Nine priority harbourfront
enhancement projects under the
Harbour Office

5.2.1

Multiple government departments with
various priorities
Multiple Government departments were
responsible for various aspects of the waterfront,
with no-one providing overall vision and
guidance over the entire process. While the
Planning Department conducts planning studies
and prepares OZPs, it is not responsible for coordinating the implementation of the OZPs.164
Sites are released for sale according to a
schedule determined by the Lands Department,
whose priority is to optimize the disposal of the
Government’s land resources in the short and
long term. It does not have a mandate to prioritize
recreational access to the waterfront in its
decision-making.165

See Appendix 2 for map

1 Tsuen Wan Waterfront Promenade (no. 2 on map)
(completed)
2 Kai Tak Metro Park (no. 26 on map)
3 Cha Kwo Ling Public Waterfront (no. 37 on map)
4 Wan Chai Advance Promenade (no. 57 on map)
(completed)
5 Pierside Precinct Park (no. 59 on map)
6 Water Sports and Recreation Precinct
(no. 60 on map)
7 Noon Day Gun and Causeway Bay Typhoon
Shelter waterfront pedestrian path
(no. 61 on map)

Different departments, including the Transport
Department, Highways Department, Civil
Engineering and Development Department,
Drainage Services Department, Water Supplies
Department, Marine Department, and the MTR
Corporation Limited control different parts of
the public infrastructure, and used large areas of
waterfront land for construction works. All these
bodies have different priorities, mandates, and
constraints which do not necessarily include the
enhancement of the waterfront for public use. For
example, the Marine Department is responsible for
the safety and efficiency of port operations, and is
not responsible for the promotion of recreational
marine activities. The Transport Department’s
role is to facilitate efficient transportation, which
may conflict with the walkability and urban design
quality of the waterfront. Additionally, the various
departments and bodies conducting infrastructure
works would not necessarily be able to accept
additional costs or slower project timelines to
enhance waterfront access to the public.166

8 East Coast Park Precinct at Central Wan Chai
Bypass Tunnel Entrance (no. 62 on map)
9 Boardwalk Underneath Island Eastern Corridor
(no. 65 on map)

5.2
		

Implications for
integrated planning

The decision to set up a non-statutory Harbour
Office instead of a statutory Harbourfront
Authority had implications for the integrated
planning of the waterfront. Prior to the
establishment of the Harbour Office, waterfront
promenades had been expanded in piecemeal
fashion. Several “quick-win” projects were
accomplished, including promenades in Hung
Hom (no. 16 on map), Kwun Tong (no. 34 on
map), the West Kowloon Cultural District (no. 11
on map), and Sheung Wan (no. 50 on map) as
well as the Kai Tak Runway Park (no. 30 on map).
Advance promenades were built in Central (no.
56 on map)162 and Quarry Bay (no. 68 on map),
and a temporary dog park was set up in Wan Chai
(formerly at no. 59 on map). The Harbourfront
Commission identified several limitations in this
approach.163

The decision to establish the Harbour Office
instead of a Harbourfront Authority partially
addresses these constraints. As a bureau-level
body, the Harbour Office has the clout and policy
support to co-ordinate various Government
departments and facilitate compromises whilst
acting under the advice of the Harbourfront
Commission. Any departments conducting work
affecting the waterfront must consult with the
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Harbourfront Commission and the Harbour Office,
which distributes internal circulars to encourage
other departments to adhere to the Harbour
Planning Principles. Additionally, with its own
dedicated budget, the Harbour Office can prioritize
the implementation of selected projects. For
example, it has managed to co-ordinate with the
CEDD to release parts of the Wan Chai waterfront
earlier to turn into advance promenades.
However, while the Harbour Office’s co-ordinating
ability has been strengthened, this is very different
from being a statutory body with full control
over significant areas of the waterfront. The
Harbourfront Authority was supposed to have
been able to develop and manage waterfront land,
including by setting up PPPs. Without it, more
of the waterfront will be developed through the
conventional land sale and town planning process,
the schedule of which the Harbour Office does not
control. The ability to exercise urban design control
will be more limited.
5.2.2 Design control
OZPs which exercise land use and planning
control at the local level have a very limited
ability to provide detailed design control at the
neighbourhood scale. OZPs do provide basic
design controls, e.g. by imposing height and
plot ratio restrictions.167 Some OZPs go further
by demarcating non-building areas for wind
ventilation, stipulate that podiums should not
be built in certain areas, or specify that shops
and restaurants should be built along the
promenade to promote vibrancy. Zones marked
as Comprehensive Development Areas require
developers to submit Master Layout Plans for the
approval of the Town Planning Board. Where the
OZP requires a developer to provide a public open
space or waterfront promenade in a given zone,
they are usually required to submit Landscape
Master Plans for review. Developers are required
to meet such requirements to obtain TPB approval.
They are then written into land leases by the Lands
Department upon land sale or lease modification.
However, these methods are limited in their scope
and effectiveness at determining the quality of the
public realm or in governing the spatial relationship
between one development and another.

The Government has worked around these
limitations within the Kai Tak new development
area by creating a Kai Tak Development Urban
Design Guidelines and Manual,168 which comes with
specific manuals for different parts of the district,
different land uses (domestic or non-domestic), the
design of the promenade itself, the brand identity
of all signage fixtures, and street furniture.169
These design recommendations are translated
into specific and quantifiable conditions which are
written into land leases upon sale. However, as it is
challenging to translate abstract design principles
into concrete actions, the lease conditions only
state that they “encourage” prospective buyers
to follow these design guidelines “as far as
practicable” and instruct them to refer to the
guidelines when designing landscape master plans.
For landmark developments, the normal statutory
planning and land disposal mechanisms, even
with design guidelines, will not necessarily
guarantee the highest quality design. To promote
design excellence, the Government needs to use
alternative means such as design competitions to
select the developers rather than simply selling
the land to the highest bidder. The Central Site 3
land tender attempts to depart from the standard
highest bidder wins practice by deploying a
two-envelope tender which gives equal weight
to price and design. Potential tenderers were
advised that Planning Department’s 2017 planning
brief would form the basis for the assessment
of their design submissions.170 It remains to be
seen how successful this approach will be. Some
commentators expect that price will still be the
biggest determining factor as there will likely be
greater variation in bidding prices than in design
quality given that only top tier developers would
bid on a project of such scale and complexity.171
5.2.3

Funding and development cycle
constraints
Under the piecemeal approach, obtaining funding
to build new waterfront promenades had to
compete with other public works priorities such as
hospitals, schools, and roads. Small projects up to
a cost of HK$30 million can be funded out of block
allocations or minor works without LegCo approval,
but such financial constraints mean that only basic
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5.3.1 Large-scale public engagement exercises
The Government has held several major multistage
public engagements as part of planning studies
for major waterfront areas. These include the
Kai Tak Planning Review (2004-2006),175 the Wan
Chai Phase II Development Public Engagement
on Harbourfront Enhancement (2004-2007),176
the Urban Design Study for the New Central
Waterfront (2007-2008),177 the Hong Kong Island
East Harbourfront Study – Feasibility Study (20072009),178 and the Urban Design Study for the Wan
Chai North and North Point Harbourfront Area
(2015-17)179, among others. They were organized by
various Government bodies including the Planning
Department, the Development Bureau, the Civil
Engineering and Development Department, the
Home Affairs Bureau, and the Energising East
Kowloon Office. They lie outside of the statutory
planning system and are shaped by the responsible
departments and bureaus.

facilities can be built.172 The development cycle for
a waterfront open space could take five years or
more, encompassing resource allocation, planning
and design, public consultation, funding approval,
tendering, and construction.
The Harbour Office’s HK$6.5 billion funding pool
goes part-way towards addressing the lack of
timely resources for harbourfront enhancement.
This funding is being used to pursue nine selected
Harbourfront Enhancement Projects, which
together will make up a significant portion of the
waterfront on the north side of Hong Kong Island
as well as a few areas in Kowloon. However, as
noted above, the Harbour Office does not have
the ability to control the development schedule
outside of those projects.

5.3
		

Public engagement processes
and opportunities

Large-scale planning study engagement exercises
typically have two to three stages, starting
out relatively open-ended and coalescing into
specific plans. The initial “envisioning” stage asks
participants to respond to a range of open-ended
questions and aims to build consensus over the
direction of the development programme. At this
stage, the discussion is in fairly broad and abstract
terms.

The Harbour Planning Guidelines recommend that
the “form, level and detail of public engagement
exercises should be commensurate to the scale
of the proposed developments”. For private
development proposals involving “change of
land use or increase in development intensity/
building height”, stakeholders should be consulted
early on. The Harbourfront Commission’s 2010
“Recommendation Report on the Management
Model for the Waterfront” states that PPP projects
should involve the community at every stage from
planning to operation.173 In addition, the Efficiency
Unit’s PPP Guidelines also advise that stakeholder
engagement should be comprehensive, thorough,
begin early on in the process, and continue on
throughout preparatory and implementation
phases. Taken together, these guidelines clearly
recommend early and thorough public engagement.

The second “realization” stage forms the initial
ideas into concrete plans. Government planners
take public input and formulate several options
that are presented to participants to choose
between. At this stage, the layout, land uses,
key transport and pedestrian routes, and the
planning parameters of individual plots within the
plan are decided. This is sometimes followed by
a third “detailed planning” stage, which invites
public comments on the selected plan before it is
finalized.

Overall, public engagements on waterfront
development have been relatively effective,
incorporating stakeholder feedback on several
occasions. However, there have been some major
gaps and significant lapses. Without a Harbourfront
Authority to oversee public engagement,174 it will
continue to be carried out by various government
bodies under existing processes, which have builtin limitations.

Overall, these exercises have been fairly successful
and have meaningfully taken stakeholder input
on board on some occasions. For example, the
“groundscraper” concept for Central’s Site 3 was
modified after urban planning advocacy groups
strongly advocated to preserve sight-lines and
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topics such as the planned Island Eastern Corridor
Boardwalk,187 placemaking on the Kwun Tong
waterfront,188 the enhancement of Tsuen Wan’s
existing waterfront promenade,189 and the Kai
Tak Sports Park.190 These exercises range in form
and scale from focus group meetings to informal
However, the process does have flaws. Some
academics have argued that while in theory anyone outdoor booths. There is little consistency in the
way that they are conducted. While this is not
may participate, formal engagement exercises
tend to privilege experts such as built environment necessarily problematic, there is also very little
consistency in the way these engagement exercises
professionals, elite advocacy and environmental
are reported. In some cases, outcomes discussions
groups, academics, and real estate interests181
are documented on the relevant Government
since effective participation requires some level
departments’ websites, and at other times no
of background and technical knowledge. Not
information other than dates and photographs of
all stakeholders have this expertise, share the
meetings is made available. Lack of documentation
same underlying assumptions as professionals,
makes it impossible to know what was discussed,
or trust the engagement process to take their
what stakeholders thought about the proposals,
views seriously.182 For example, in Kwun Tong,
and how their input may have affected decisionmany artists and musicians who operated out of
industrial buildings did not participate in the public making.
engagement exercises conducted by the Energising
For smaller projects, the Government frequently
Kowloon East Office as they perceived them to be
opts to consult only with District Councils and the
pointless.183
Harbourfront Commission. The assumption that
this is sufficient has backfired in the past. The
Public engagement exercises have also been
clearest example was the LCSD’s decision in 2013criticized for restricting the parameters of the
184
16 to engage only with the Yau Tsim Mong District
discussion to steer it towards certain outcomes.
Council and the Harbourfront Commission before
For example, the Urban Design Study for the
accepting New World Development’s (NWD’s)
New Central Harbourfront public engagement
proposal to renovate and extend the Avenue of
limited its scope to urban design issues and did
Stars in Tsim Sha Tsui (see Section 3.3.2). As a
not allow discussion of rezoning.185 The Kai Tak
result, the Government was blindsided by strong
Planning Review presented certain development
opposition from the public and nearby property
components, including a 50,000 person stadium
owners who perceived it as a case of governmentcomplex, a cruise terminal, a heliport, and major
186
business collusion. The Harbourfront Commission
transport infrastructure as essential, despite
failed to anticipate this opposition — when
stakeholder concerns about whether these
consulted, it was concerned mainly with design and
features were necessary or financially viable.
technical issues.191
5.3.2 Small-scale consultations for
individual projects
In another case, a proposal by the Central and
Western District Council to convert 7,000 square
At the level of individual projects, the scope
metres of the Western District Public Cargo
for public participation narrows. For significant
Working Area into a non-profit community garden
Government or PPP projects, Government
faced unexpectedly strong opposition from local
departments may discretionarily conduct public
residents and community activists, who only found
engagement exercises, giving stakeholders the
out about it after the Chief Executive mentioned
opportunity to provide more granular feedback.
it in his Policy Address in October 2017.192 Local
Government departments and agencies such
residents felt that the proposal would reduce
as EKEO, the Civil Engineering Development
public access to the pier, which people had been
Department (CEDD), and the Harbour Office have
conducted public engagement exercises on specific informally using as a recreational space.193 Concern
at-grade waterfront access during the Urban
Design Study for the New Central Harbourfront,
and the permitted plot ratio on Sites 1 and 2 was
reduced.180
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After the completion of a planning review study
and public engagement exercise, the finalized
concept plans are translated into a new Outline
Zoning Plan (OZP) or amendments to an existing
one. When the Government gazettes a draft OZP,
the public is given two months to inspect the plan,
submit comments, and propose amendments.199
After this two-month period, any submissions
received must be made available for public
inspection, and an additional three-week period
is granted for further public comment. The Town
Planning Board must then hold a meeting to
consider the public comments, during which
anyone who has made a submission can attend
and make their case.200 The Town Planning Board
then decides whether or not to amend the OZP in
response to any of the submissions. If amendments
are made, another three-week period is given for
further public comments, after which a second
TPB meeting is held. Those who submit further
comments also have the right to attend this
meeting to make their case in person. Finally,
the draft plan is submitted to the Chief Executive
for approval. Public submissions have in some
cases influenced the TBP. For example, in 2017,
the Concern Group for Protecting Kennedy Town
persuaded the Town Planning Board to reject
the Planning Department’s proposal to zone the
Cadogan Street Temporary Garden for private
housing development and to retain it as an open
space.201 The submissions were made in concert
with a two-year-long campaign involving petitions,
community events, and lobbying of LegCo
members.202

groups successfully lobbied the Development
Bureau to reduce the community garden in size by
80% and leave the remainder of the space available
for public recreation.194 The renovated Belcher Bay
Promenade opened in October 2020,195 featuring a
simple public open space with moveable furniture,
a pet garden, few activity restrictions, and a small
non-profit hydroponic community garden (K-farm).
It has since become popular with children and
beginner skateboarders.
It should not be assumed that small projects
or those which will be managed by non-profit
organizations will be uncontroversial, or that
District Councils and advisory bodies are aware
of public sentiment. A careful assessment of the
project nature, the likely stakeholders, and the site
context is necessary when deciding what type of
engagement exercise to hold.
The Harbour Office has taken some positive steps
to informally engage with residents. For example,
it set up a booth during the Dragon Boat Festival
to seek residents’ views on its harbourfront
enhancement project in Tsuen Wan,196 which
informed the inclusion of children’s play facilities,
improved seating, and a fenceless waterfront
segment during the refurbishment.197 However,
these exercises tend to be more straightforward
when they concern purely Government-managed
waterfronts. When they involve PPPs, engagement
work should begin earlier and with fewer
preconceived project parameters. In fact, the
Efficiency Unit’s PPP Guidelines warn that the need
for public engagement on a PPP may be “greater
than that for a conventional procurement” due to
the need to reassure stakeholders that the public
interest will be safeguarded.198

Stakeholders such as developers may try to amend
existing OZPs through Section 12A applications
to obtain desired changes in planning parameters
such as land use zoning, development intensity,
building height, etc. There is a three-week public
comment period on Section 12A applications,
after which the TPB must hold a hearing at which
the applicant presents their case. Stakeholders
can submit written responses to Section 12A
applications during the three-week comment
period but may not appear before the TPB
themselves.

5.3.3 The statutory planning process
The statutory planning process is the primary
channel for the public to participate in town
planning decisions. The Town Planning Board is an
appointed statutory body responsible for receiving
public comments on OZPs, hearing planning
applications, and deciding whether and how to
amend OZPs and approve planning applications.
There are several defined stages in the zoning and
development process where stakeholders may
submit comments to the TPB, explained below.
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In theory, anyone may file a Section 12A
application, not just landowners or developers.
In practice, doing so requires the expertise of
professional urban planners. For example, in 20072008, the planning advocacy group Designing Hong
Kong submitted an application with the assistance
of planning consultancy Masterplan Limited to
rezone the Central waterfront with the aim of
reducing building footprints and development
density, improving pedestrian connectivity,
visual permeability and natural ventilation,
and diversifying uses in spaces.203 In 2013-14,
the research non-profit collaborated with two
professional organizations, Professional Commons
and Harmonic Hong Kong, to put forward an
alternative plan “Kai Tak for the People” which
would have increased the number of public
housing units to accommodate an additional
32,000 residents.204 Section 12A applications
by civil society groups are very unlikely to be
approved as non-profit entities lack the deep
pockets necessary to conduct the full range of
technical studies (e.g. traffic, ventilation) necessary
to convince the TPB. In both of the above cases,
the TBP cited disruption to the Government’s preexisting plans as a reason to reject them.205

After a Section 16 application is made, there
is the requisite three-week period for public
comment, during which people may submit written
representations but not speak at the TPB meeting.
The TPB evaluates the submissions received and
decides whether to approve the application.

5.4
		
		

Proactive harbour enhancement
—challenges for high-quality
urban design

The disjointed nature of the urban planning
process, explained above, makes it more
challenging to achieve high-quality urban design
to enhance public enjoyment of the harbourfront.
This subsection will therefore discuss urban design
considerations mentioned by the Harbour Planning
Principles—accessibility, vibrancy, and facilitating
public enjoyment — in light of the existing
institutional constraints on the future development
of the waterfront and what may be done to
circumvent said constraints.
5.4.1 Accessibility and connectivity
Accessibility includes both continuous pedestrian
access along the waterfront and connections to
the hinterland. Pedestrian connections should
preferably be at grade. Currently, long stretches
of the existing waterfront are isolated from
the hinterland by major roads and highway
interchanges.

For individual private developments, developers
are required to file a Section 16 application for TPB
approval only in certain situations. For example,
CDA sites undergo more scrutiny than other
types of developments. Developers must follow
a planning brief, submit a master layout plan, and
usually a landscape master plan as well.

FIGURE 7

For other zonings, e.g. residential (R), commercial
Promenade by Connaught Road West
(C), and “other specified uses” (OS) (on the
highway interchange in Sai Ying Pun
waterfront, sites designated for leisure, cultural,
and tourism uses are designated OS), developers
are only required to obtain Section 16 approval if
they intend to include “column 2” land uses in the
development, or if they are seeking a variance from
the planning requirements (e.g. a minor relaxation
of building height or plot ratio). If the developer
only intends to build “column 1” uses, which are
always permitted, no application is necessary.
Therefore in such cases, the public does not have
an opportunity to comment.

Photo credit: Carine Lai

48

THE WIDER CONTEXT OF HARBOURFRONT DEVELOPMENT

MAP 1

Barriers to waterfront pedestrian access

Road segment with no
pedestrian crossings at any
level for at least 500m.
Road segment with no
pedestrian crossings at
grade for at least 500m.
At-grade pedestrian
crossing/path
Elevated pedestrian bridge
or deck
Pedestrian subway
Inaccessible waterfront:
heavy infrastructural uses

The thick grey lines on Map 2 below show
where arterial roads form a significant barrier to
pedestrian access to the waterfront. The darker
grey lines indicate stretches of road with no
pedestrian crossings for at least 500 metres. The
darker grey lines show stretches of at least 500
metres where pedestrian crossings are either
elevated or underground.

While there are plans to improve connectivity
by building footbridges and landscaped decks,
stretches of waterfront will remain relatively
isolated. This will have an impact on efforts to
create nodes of vibrancy on the waterfront,
discussed further in Section 5.4.2.
Future private developments will have an impact
on waterfront connectivity and accessibility
depending on how well integrated they will be into
the overall pedestrian and transport network. They
can be an opportunity to require the construction
of at-grade, footbridge, or subway pedestrian links
between the waterfront and the hinterland. For
example, the recently approved hotel development
on the Quarry Bay Promenade will include the
construction of an elevated walkway over the
Island Eastern Corridor and Quarry Bay Park to

In Kowloon, roads form a barrier in west Tsuen
Wan, Cheung Sha Wan to West Kowloon, Tsim Sha
Tsui East and Hung Hom, around the Kai Tak new
development area, and in Cha Kwo Ling. Pedestrian
access is dependent on the above-ground
pedestrian network in Central and Wan Chai, and
quite limited in Sheung Wan, Causeway Bay, and
Quarry Bay.
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different planning or lease requirements for their
opening hours, from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. at the most
restrictive to 24 hours a day at the most accessible.
Segments of privately managed waterfront will
interface with adjoining segments managed by
the LCSD. Differing opening hours will interrupt
continuous pedestrian access at night and in
the early morning. Unless there are compelling
extenuating circumstances, all future segments of
waterfront promenade should be required to be
accessible to the public 24 hours a day.

Taikoo Place on the other side.206 At present, links
to the Quarry Bay Promenade are extremely
limited, with only a single footbridge between
North Point Police Station and Lei King Wan.
The development of the pedestrian deck on Site
3 of the Central waterfront could also potentially
facilitate connections between different modes of
transport through the existing elevated pedestrian
network, including the MTR, buses, minibuses,
trams, and ferries.207

5.4.2 Vibrancy
The Government’s intention is for the highly
commercial inner harbour core to be developed
as a vibrant and active waterfront that will attract
tourists as well as locals. Areas that are more
residential in character are intended to have
more passive open space to serve neighbourhood
residents.210 The viability and desirability of
activities on the waterfront depend on the
character, land uses, and the pedestrian transport
and open space networks of the surrounding area.
While waterfronts should be highly public spaces
that are accessible and welcoming to all, more
intensive uses such as bars and concerts are not
suitable for all locations. Different stakeholders
may also have conflicting priorities over the
Large land sale lots may also limit access points
desirability of various activities, and commercial
to the waterfront. Ma On Shan’s waterfront
areas that still have significant residential
promenade has limited access points due to
populations have to strike a delicate balance
residential superblocks. This can be ameliorated by between meeting the needs of tourists vs. those
requiring developers to provide 24-hour pedestrian of residents. Accessibility barriers and inwardpassage through sites and connections to the
oriented land uses may make it difficult to build
pedestrian network. For example, the residential
successful activity nodes.
development under construction in Cheung Sha
Wan is required to build a public open space of
Currently, efforts to create vibrancy alongside large
3,600 square metres cutting through the middle
commercial developments have so far yielded
of the site, linking the waterfront promenade with mixed results. For example, Maritime Square in
the public housing estate behind it via a footbridge Tsing Yi, a series of hotel and commercial buildings
over the West Kowloon Corridor.209
in Hung Hom, and the newly redeveloped K-11
Musea in Tsim Sha Tsui have relatively little active
Connectivity along the waterfront is also affected
frontage or interaction with the promenade.
by private management. As shown above, various
approved waterfront POSPDs have been given

Additionally, while it may be infeasible to install
at-grade crossings over highways, it is important to
implement them wherever pedestrian circulation
primarily occurs at ground level. New private
developments can provide an opportunity to
conduct the traffic impact assessments necessary
to support at-grade crossings, such as in the case
of the redevelopment of New World Centre and
the reinstatement of the pedestrian crossing over
Salisbury Road. However, the opportunity may
be lost if traffic flow is prioritized and pedestrian
footbridges are planned instead. For example, the
Land Use Review on the Western Part of Kennedy
Town proposes to build two footbridges over
Victoria Road, a two-lane carriageway.208
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FIGURE 8

Starbucks café at Hyatt Centric, North Point

This Starbucks at Hyatt Centric, a new development near the North Point Ferry, is one of the few opportunities for outdoor dining
on the Victoria Harbour waterfront promenade. The promenade is managed by LCSD, and the café is on private land.
Photo credit: Carine Lai, October 2019.

FIGURE 9

Waterfront restaurant at Harbour Grand Kowloon, Hung Hom

This is currently the only outdoor restaurant along the POSPD waterfront managed by Whampoa Property Management in Hung Hom.
Photo credit: Carine Lai, October 2019.
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While design guidelines such as the Harbour
Planning Guidelines and the OZP notes for
waterfront Comprehensive Development Areas
(CDAs) advise active frontage and the avoidance
of blank walls,211,212 implementation has not been
very successful. In Hung Hom, the planning briefs
for the CDA zones which became the Kerry Hotel
and One Harbour Gate included specifications
regarding their “design integration with the
adjoining waterfront promenade”. Despite this,
the Kerry Hotel’s façade is mostly occupied by the
blank walls of a bus interchange, and a space for
outdoor dining is at podium level. One Harbour
Gate, which consists of two commercial buildings
oriented towards the promenade, has been unable
to attract retail or F&B tenants. There was a failed
TPB application to convert one of the buildings
into a school in 2018.213 In late 2019, one building
became a customer service centre for an insurance
company, while the other remains vacant at the
time of writing.

The private sector can contribute to these areas if
the Government provides appropriate guidelines
and support.
Regulation and programming of activities
As discussed in Section 4, many existing privately
managed public open spaces are restrictively
managed. However, Government-managed
promenades are not necessarily much more
flexible in terms of management. The Harbourfront
Commission has identified standard LCSD and
FEHD regulations and management practices as an
obstacle to diversity and vibrancy. LCSD-managed
spaces are governed under The Pleasure Grounds
Regulation (Cap. 132BC), which authorizes it to
regulate and restrict activities such as playing
musical instruments, ball games, dog walking, kite
flying, etc. in spaces under its management.214
While the Pleasure Grounds Regulation does not
require that the LCSD govern all its open spaces
in a restrictive manner, rules are applied quite
uniformly for consistency’s sake. Open spaces
managed by other bodies, such as the West
Kowloon Cultural District Authority, have the
leeway to adopt a more flexible management style.

The Hung Hom example illustrates the limitations
of design guidelines for individual developments.
The vibrancy of the waterfront is negatively
affected by the surrounding urban fabric created
by past planning decisions. While Hung Hom
promenade is easily accessible to pedestrians
from Whampoa Garden, the Hung Hom Bay
reclamation, which was reclaimed in the 1990s,
has a less permeable street network with larger
lots and mostly inactive, internally-oriented land
uses such as large gated residential developments,
serviced apartments, and offices. Consequently,
the owners of each new waterfront development
find pedestrian footfall too low to support retail
or dining at the desired rental levels. While design
requirements for active frontage such as those
implemented at Kai Tak may be of some benefit,
achieving vibrancy requires a more holistic
consideration of the neighbourhood.

Additionally, the Food and Environmental Hygiene
Department is responsible for the licensing and
regulation of hawking and outdoor dining. As its
priorities are food safety and the prevention of
obstruction and nuisance in urban areas, these
policies are quite restrictive. New hawker’s
licences have rarely been granted since the 1970s.
Applying for an outdoor dining permit is a slow and
cumbersome process.215 Promoting hawking and
outdoor dining on the waterfront under ordinary
rules is therefore challenging.
The Harbour Planning Guidelines recommend that
the Government adopt more liberal regulatory
policies in managing open spaces on the
waterfront in order to promote greater diversity
of activities.216 This is one of the reasons why
the Harbourfront Commission advocated for a
statutory Harbourfront Authority which would be
able to set its own rules within the areas under
its jurisdiction.217 As this will not be set up, the
management of waterfront public open spaces

5.4.3 Public enjoyment
In addition to facilitating access and developing
land uses with active frontages, to maximize public
enjoyment, waterfronts also need to facilitate
diverse activities appealing to a wide range of
people, and to promote interaction with the water.
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will continue to be split between the LCSD,
private developers, and PPP operators. However,
the Harbour Office has been able to push for
more flexible rules in areas covered by its Priority
Harbour Enhancement Initiative. For example,
skateboarding and cycling are allowed on the new
Belcher Bay waterfront, while much of the CentralWanchai waterfront has been designated dogfriendly.

including the Marine Department, Leisure and
Cultural Services Department, Civil Engineering
and Development Department, Drainage
Services Department, Home Affairs Bureau,
and Environment Bureau as it encompasses
recreational policy, marine facilities, infrastructure
development, and water quality.219 The
involvement of the private sector on privately
owned land complicates matters even further.
As all of these bodies have other primary duties,
Regarding privately managed spaces, the
without strong leadership, they are unlikely to
Government is beginning to ask developers to
optimize the development of recreational blue
submit plans for diverse programming and inclusive space.
management for POSPDs (e.g. in the tender for Site
3), however as discussed in Sections 4.1-4.3, it has
In terms of design, most existing waterfront
yet to devise a mechanism for implementing and
promenades, both Government and privately
enforcing these operational standards. However,
managed, offer few opportunities for people to get
the private and non-profit sectors can still play
physically close to the water as they are normally
an important role in providing programming and
fenced off by railings. While Victoria Harbour’s
events in areas that are Government-managed.
choppy waters do require safety measures
In the summer of 2021, this was tried at a popto prevent people from falling in, the WKCD
up waterfront space in Wan Chai, where the
promenade, which combines a sloping, rocky
Harbour Office collaborated with a non-profit,
seawall with a low, sittable ledge, has provided a
Social Ventures Hong Kong, to organize activities
precedent for alternative solutions. This fenceless
such as exhibitions, art workshops, and yoga.218
design has also been implemented along a section
of the refurbished Tsuen Wan waterfront.
The Government provided all the infrastructure,
street furniture, and maintenance on the site,
Facilities for pleasure boats and water sports are
while the external organization organized events
quite limited. In several places such as Hung Hom,
and activities. These types of collaborations
maritime fixtures such as mooring bollards have
could prove valuable in activating pockets of
been retained only for decorative and heritage
Government-managed waterfront.
purposes, and cannot be used by boats. While
some future private developments have been
The Harbour Office can consider turning such
collaborations into a more permanent programme required by the Town Planning Board to provide
landing steps for boats, there needs to be a
to recruit the private and non-profit sector to
broader consideration of the needs of boat users.
hold activities at specified locations. Non-profits
In addition to landing steps, they need mooring
may need some funding support for provision
bollards, fresh water kiosks, bilge pumps (for the
of temporary street furniture or structures
removal of wastewater), rubbish collection points,
depending on the activity, or administrative
and fuel supply stations. As these landing steps
support in navigating licensing requirements
will be privately managed, they will need to be
for entertainment and the sale of food. This
monitored in order to ensure that they remain
would promote a level and quality of activity
accessible and in good repair.
programming beyond what is typically offered in
most public parks.
Regarding water sports, the development of areas
of sheltered water, such as the Kai Tak Channel
Land-water interface
and the future Wan Chai Basin, will provide more
Enhancing the land-water interface has been
opportunities for activities like kayaking, canoeing,
challenging because it requires co-operation
stand-up paddle-boarding and dragon boat rowing
between different departments and bureaus
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However, in one case where a developer proposed
to build a water sports facility at Yau Tong Bay,
it could not secure the necessary support from
various Government departments in order to
proceed. Henderson Land, the lead developer
of the Yau Tong Bay CDA, initially intended to

include a yacht centre within its development,
which includes an area of relatively sheltered
water. However, this was deleted from the plans
due to technical obstacles.222 Building the yacht
centre would have necessitated the construction
of a breakwater, which in the Government’s view
would have violated the legal presumption against
reclamation in Victoria Harbour.223 Designing Hong
Kong supported the yacht centre, and the Society
for the Protection of the Harbour proposed that a
public consultation should be held to determine if
the breakwater would be seen by the community
as an overriding public need.224 This case illustrates
that even when the developer was willing to build
a high-quality waterfront amenity, it could not be
implemented due to lack of co-ordinated support
from the relevant Government departments.

FIGURE 10
Decorative mooring bollard in
Hung Hom

FIGURE 11
Usable mooring point at Hoi Fai Road
Promenade

Photo credit: Carine Lai, October 2019

Photo credit: Carine Lai, October 2019

in the future. A new water sports centre managed
by the Hong Kong Water Sports Council under a
five-year short-term tenancy was established in
April 2021.220 The Government also plans to seek
a private operator for the planned water sports
precinct in the Wan Chai Basin.221 In order to
successfully support these activities, facilities such
as pontoons for low-level water access, changing
rooms and showers, club facilities, and storage
space for small boats on land must be provided.

FIGURE 12

Low wall at promenade at West Kowloon Cultural District Art Park

Photo credit: Carine Lai, October 2019
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5.5

Waterfront events
One important consideration for future waterfront
open spaces is their function as event spaces,
especially after the Central Harbourfront Event
Space is redeveloped. New waterfront areas will
serve as spaces for concerts, fairs, festivals, and
firework viewing. Key areas need to be equipped
to handle large crowds several times a year and to
accommodate audio-visual equipment.

Environmental sustainability

While the Harbour Planning Guidelines address
sustainable development and advise that
all projects should undergo a sustainability
assessment, the sustainability indicators
provided do not mention climate change and
the need to make Hong Kong’s coastlines more
climate-resilient.227 According to the Hong Kong
Observatory, the sea level in Victoria Harbour
has been rising by 3 centimetres per decade from
1954 to 2017,228 and storm surges have been
getting higher. Four of the top ten storm surges
since records began in 1954 occurred after the
year 2000.229 In 2019, the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change’s (IPCC’s) Special Report on
the Ocean and Cryosphere in a Changing Climate
revised sea level rise projections upwards, which
according to the Hong Kong Observatory, means
that Hong Kong can expect a sea level rise of
between 0.73 metre and 1.28 metres compared to
the 1985-2005 average under the high greenhouse
gas emission scenario.230 A 2019 study by Hong
Kong University and City University using 2014
IPCC projections estimated that Hong Kong would
need to raise its coastal structures such as piers
and seawalls by between 0.46 metre and 0.78
metre, which would need to be increased in light
of the IPCC’s latest figures.231 Future revisions to
the Harbour Planning Guidelines must take the
climate resilience of Victoria Harbour’s coastline
into account so that waterfront developments
consistently factor it in.

During special holidays, police crowd-control
barriers narrow the effective width of the
pedestrian circulation space. This can exacerbate
overcrowding, particularly on the narrow walkway
of the Avenue of Stars.225 It would be beneficial
for designers of future waterfront promenades,
both public and private, to take into account
crowd-control needs by ensuring that fixtures such
as benches are removable. This consideration is
particularly important on the future West Kowloon
and Central-Wan Chai promenades as these will be
prime locations for viewing fireworks.
Large open spaces where events will be hosted
should also be built with underground cables and
power points to accommodate lighting, projection,
and sound systems so that long cables do not have
to be run along the ground.226
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To promote a more dynamic interface between
private property and public space through the
creation of active frontage, design guidelines
applied through lease conditions, such as those
implemented at Kai Tak, should be implemented
with greater consistency. Future guidelines also
need to take into account crowd-control, lighting,
and sound and stage design for large events, as
well as activating the interface between land
and sea. To support vibrant development at
appropriate locations, the Harbour Office needs to
provide high-level policy co-ordination to improve
connectivity to the hinterland, support waivers
from the Lands Department to allow more vibrant
activities in POSPDs, encourage developers to
provide activity programming, and expedite the
licensing process for outdoor dining.

This section will summarize lessons learned to
discuss how to move forward to facilitate effective
and high-quality private sector involvement in
the design, construction, and management of the
future Victoria Harbour waterfront.

6.1

Recommendations for POSPDs

6.1.1 Planning
In light of previous problems with POSPDs, it is
a step in the right direction for the Government
to use them more sparingly by only placing them
in commercial developments. Where possible,
the Government should negotiate the surrender
of promenade strips from owners of marine lots
during redevelopment, which can be done under
the Building Regulations in exchange for bonus
GFA. The Government would then own the land
but still be able to ask the developer to construct
and manage the promenade until it asks for the
promenade to be returned.

For landmark developments, the Government
needs to use alternative methods to the normal
land sale process to select the developers in order
to promote creativity, innovation, and top-quality
design. The two-envelope tender utilized in the
sale of Site 3 is a step in the right direction. Design
competitions are another way forward.

6.1.2 Quality of implementation
To allow and encourage developers to construct
more innovative and unique waterfront facilities,
takeback clauses in land leases should include a
timeline (e.g. after 20 years unless renewed) to
provide certainty for both the developer and the
LCSD. The developer would have the confidence
to make the investment while the LCSD would
not have to worry about having to take over
a waterfront containing facilities that it is not
prepared to manage at potentially any time.

6.1.3 Monitoring and accountability
To facilitate better accountability for POSPDs with
more complex operational requirements, such
as those providing active programming or special
facilities, it is recommended that the Government
draw up separate operational contracts that can
then be referenced in land leases. This will enable
more flexibility so that contracts can be updated as
conditions and needs change.

56

RECOMMENDATIONS

6.2.3 Monitoring and accountability
Long-term PPP contracts should be structured to
provide financial incentives for the fulfilment of
performance goals and social objectives. Subsidies
should be tied to performance, and profit-sharing
arrangements could provide bonuses for meeting
certain targets. Good incentives will reduce the
need to use punitive measures and decrease the
likelihood of the Government having to use its
powers of re-entry.

Regular review mechanisms should be built into
such contracts to ensure that standards are
maintained over time. For less complicated spaces
and older POSPDs, the Lands Department needs
to keep up with its annual inspections. Civil society
can also play a more energetic role in monitoring
these spaces, for example through crowdsourcing.

6.2

Recommendations for PPPs

Learning from the example of the Avenue of
Stars, future PPP contracts need to include a
mechanism for regular performance reviews and
for addressing unsatisfactory performance. They
should also incorporate ways for the public to be
engaged in monitoring, reviewing, or even directly
participating in the management of said spaces.

6.2.1 Planning
The Harbour Office seems to be moving in the
right direction on the implementation of PPPs,
having learned from past experiences. STTs have
proven to be quite successful, but are only suited
to relatively low-budget projects. The Government
will have to pay for basic site infrastructure in
some cases to make projects viable. The length
of leases should be commensurate with the level
of investment necessary, but STTs have a limit
of 7 years. To make larger-scale projects more
commercially viable, longer leases could be granted
through “leases for special purposes” which may
last up to 21 years.

6.3
		

Recommendations for LCSDmanaged public spaces

The Government can consider how the private
and non-profit sectors can contribute to more
vibrant programming by using LCSD-managed
spaces to activate the waterfront without the need
for permanent facilities or private management
of land areas. The Harbour Office’s summer 2021
collaboration with Social Ventures Hong Kong to
host activities on the Wan Chai waterfront is a
good first step, but if similar collaborations are to
be pursued in the future, the Harbour Office needs
to create a more formal programme with a clearly
defined management framework which offers its
partners logistical, financial, and administrative
support. The Government may consider employing
a programming and event manager with private
sector experience to seek out partnerships and
curate activities on the waterfront.

6.2.2 Quality of implementation
Finances will be a challenge for quality
implementation of PPPs for public open space,
as public space must be inclusive and should not
depend entirely on user fees to deliver high-quality
service. The Government therefore needs to adjust
its expectation that waterfront public space PPPs
be largely self-financing. Rather, their overall value
for money should be taken into account. If they
provide a value to the public above and beyond
what the Government could provide on its own,
then the Government is still getting good value
for money even if it has to partially subsidize the
project’s operating costs. PPP projects, particularly
those run by non-profits, should therefore be
adequately funded on a subsidy-for-service
model in order to maximize their inclusivity and
affordability to the public.
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6.4 Recommendations for public
		 engagement

6.5 Future planning principles and
		 guidelines

Past cases have shown that there is a need for
more consistent, open, and transparent nonstatutory public engagement practices, particularly
at the individual project level. While the form and
structure of engagement exercises can and should
be varied according to the circumstances, they
should be conducted for each project, particularly if
there is any private sector involvement and impact
on public access to the waterfront. It cannot be
assumed that consultation with district councillors
only will be sufficient. Non-statutory community
engagement beyond consultation with district
councillors should be built into every waterfront
PPP project. There needs to be greater efforts to
reach out to members of the community who are
less engaged in formal planning processes and
who may be more vulnerable. The Harbour Office’s
move towards conducting more informal, peoplefriendly on-site polling and community engagement
exercises is a step in the right direction.232 Public
engagement can also be an opportunity for the
public to engage in collaborative design of unique
facilities, similar to the way in which children and
parents were engaged in the design of the LCSD’s
new Tuen Mun inclusive children’s playground.
Private sector partners can also play an active role
in leading such co-design initiatives.

The Harbour Planning Principles and Guidelines
were written in 2007 and were not intended to
be static. The HEC stated that “The Harbourfront Enhancement Committee agreed that the
Principles should be taken as a ‘living’ document
and would be subject to review to reflect changing
planning circumstances and public aspirations
when appropriate.”233 As over 10 years have
passed, they are now in need of review.
One area that may be ripe for revision is the
principle of public enjoyment, which simply states
that opportunities for public enjoyment should
be maximized and incompatible uses should be
minimized. However, over the last few years,
researchers in Hong Kong have gathered data to
support the importance of green and blue space
for human health and wellbeing. A study published
in early 2019 found that older adults who visited
blue space more often, and felt that said spaces
offered good facilities and wildlife, reported a
better sense of mental wellbeing.234 The Principles
should explicitly acknowledge the importance
of inclusivity in planning waterfront recreational
amenities for the benefit and wellbeing of the
Hong Kong people. Furthermore, with climate
change becoming an increasingly important
concern, revisions to the Harbour Planning
Guidelines must take the climate resilience of
Victoria Harbour’s coastline into account so that
waterfront developments consistently factor it in.

Additionally, engagement exercises also need to
address the issues that are most important and
meaningful to the stakeholders being consulted
instead of trying to limit the scope of engagement
to less controversial issues. There also needs
to be consistent standards across Government
departments for reporting on the outcomes of
public engagement exercises to enhance their
transparency and credibility.
There is also scope for increased public
participation in the management of public spaces
on the waterfront after they are constructed,
which can take place through various mechanisms
and methods, from user satisfaction surveys to
volunteer work. These forms of participation
can promote a sense of ownership and make
public space users feel more invested in their
communities.
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APPENDIX 1

SELECTED OVERSEAS EXAMPLES OF
WATERFRONT DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES

C) Plan the City with the Port, AIVP Guide of
Best Practices (2018)240
AIVP is an international association of port cities
made up of representatives of city governments
and maritime organizations, port administrations
and national authorities, businesses, service
providers, and built environment professionals for
port city projects, and universities and research
institutes.241 Its goal is to build relations between
the shipping industry and cities in order to help
implement strategies to deal with future economic,
social, and environmental challenges in port
cities. It has developed a guide of best practices
supported by case studies that offer advice to a
number of questions grouped into four categories:
spatial organization, environmental challenges,
economic development strategies, and governance
and project management.

The table below provides comparisons between
four overseas examples of sets of waterfront
development principles. The four sets of principles
are:
A) 10 Principles for a Sustainable Development
of Urban Waterfront Areas, Wasserstadt
GmbH and International Centre Cities on
Water (2000)235
These principles were jointly developed for the
Global Conference on the Urban Future (URBAN
21) in Berlin in 2000 by Wasserstadt GmBH, a
German company, and the International Centre
Cities on Water236, a Venice-based research
centre set up by the Institute of Architecture
of the University of Venice and the Consorzio
Venezia Nuova, the consortium tasked with
safeguarding Venice’s coastline from flooding.237
It conducts comparative research and has been
active in networking with municipal governments
worldwide to promote best practices in waterfront
revitalization.

D) Designing for People and Place, Urban
Waterfront Promenades, Elizabeth
Macdonald (2017)
Elizabeth Macdonald is an expert in public space
design, pedestrian-friendly street design, and
sustainable planning. She is the Chair of Landscape
Architecture and Environmental Planning, and
Professor of City and Regional Planning and Urban
Design at UC Berkeley, California. She is a practising
architect and a principal of the urban design firm,
Jacobs MacDonald: Cityworks, which has worked
on major urban design projects internationally.
The following principles are summarized from her
book, “Urban Waterfront Promenades”.242

B) 9 Steps to Creating a Great Waterfront,
Project for Public Spaces (2008)238
The Project for Public Spaces is a US-based nonprofit advocacy and education organization which
is dedicated to community-building through
placemaking. It was founded by urban designers
and planners who were followers of influential
urban designer William H. Whyte, the author of
The Social Life of Small Urban Spaces.239 Its primary
priority is the development of vibrant and inclusive
public spaces.
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TABLE 3

Integration
with urban
fabric

Waterfront principles comparison table
A
Wasserstadt GmbH and ICCW
Waterfronts are part of the
existing urban fabric
New waterfronts should
be integrated with and
contribute to the vitality of
the city as a whole.

B
Project for Public Space
Build on existing assets and
context
Waterfront developments
should be grounded in
the historical context
and integrated with the
surrounding urban fabric.

C
AIVP
What to do about the lack of
available space?
- Redevelop the port within
its existing boundaries.
- Share the use of the water
and waterfront between
urban and port function.
- Mix urban and port
functions.
- Move the city to the water.
- Remain flexible, and avoid
freezing land uses.

D
Elizabeth Macdonald

What to do with transitional
spaces between the port and
the city?
- Highlight the transitional
elements between city and
port.
- Showcase port city
landmarks and scenery.
- Conceive a type of spatial
organization which allows
or preserves scenic views of
the port and the water.
- Create urban/port/green
buffer areas.
Mixed use,
diversity,
inclusion

Mixed use is a priority
Waterfronts should have a
mix of commercial, cultural,
and housing uses. Residential
areas should be functionally
and socially diverse.

Create multiple-use
destinations by tapping the
power of 10
Aim to create 10 great
destinations along the
waterfront, and have 10
activities to do at each
destination.
Look first at the public space
Planners should prioritize
and build waterfront
developments around wellconnected, multi-use public
space.
Maximize opportunities for
public access
The entire uninterrupted
shoreline should be accessible
to the public. People should
also have opportunities to
interact with the water.
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How to enliven and vitalize
the waterfront?
- Promote the temporary use
of available structures and
spaces.
- Put an emphasis on
architectural/symbolic
elements.
- Showcase exteriors,
features, and spaces.
- Carefully choose the
location of passenger
terminals and promote links
with urban centres.
- Create walking circuits and
promenades.

Complementing and inclusive
frontage
Building frontages facing the
waterfront should have land
uses that “complement the
promenade, not overwhelm it
and that are inclusive rather
than exclusive”.
Places to get close to the
water
Promenades should provide
opportunities for people to
get close to and even touch
the water.

APPENDIX 1

Heritage

A
B
Wasserstadt GmbH and Project for Public Space
ICCW
The historic identity
gives character
Waterfronts should
reflect the natural and
cultural heritage of
the city, including the
industrial past.

Public access is a
Physical
connectivity prerequisite
and access Waterfronts should be
physically and visually
accessible to people of
all ages and incomes.

Connect destinations
along the waterfront
Different destinations
with diverse uses along
the waterfront should
be connected through
continuous pedestrian
paths.

C
AIVP

D
Elizabeth Macdonald

How to safeguard
architectural and port
identity?
- Identify all elements having
heritage/historical/scenic
value.
- Stress the symbolic value of
port elements, and make
them part of new projects.
- Safeguard and reuse the
existing port/architectural
patrimony.
How to deal with the
issues of congestion,
transportation, and
accessibility?
- Ensure consistency
between urban mobility
plans and port connections.
- Turn the demand for
new connections into an
opportunity for creating
new spaces.
- Rely on – and complement
– the existing traffic grid.
- Use the waterway as a
logistics tool for the urban
distribution of goods.
- Promote environmentally
friendly transport.

Moving with leisure
Promenade should be wide enough
to accommodate users at a leisurely
moving pace.
Uninterrupted movement
Waterfront promenades should not be
interrupted by vehicular roadways or
other obstacles.
Ease of access
Promenades should have many access
points on foot and by public transport,
without barriers to pedestrians such as
major roads.
Overcome freeway barriers
It is possible through creative planning
and design to overcome barriers to the
waterfront created by major roads.
Simple connections are better than
none
When waterfronts are developed in
discrete sections over time, simple
pedestrian connections should be
provided between sections to enable
continuous movement.

Public realm
quality

Physical comfort
Promenades should have appropriate
balance between sun and shade, public
toilets, comfortable surfaces for walking
or cycling, and be buffered from heavy
traffic.
Places to sit
Promenades should have sufficient
seating to enjoy the view, people-watch,
and linger.
Safety
Promenades should have open sightlines, active uses to provide informal
surveillance, and adequate night-time
lighting.
Good maintenance and quality
materials
Promenades should have good quality
construction that is well-maintained and
kept clean.
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A
Wasserstadt GmbH and
ICCW

B
Project for Public Space

C
AIVP

Economic
development

Environment Secure the quality
of the water and the
and
sustainability environment
Water quality
remediation (if polluted)
is a prerequisite of all
waterfront developments.

D
Elizabeth Macdonald

How to attract residents, visitors, and
businesses?
- Establish maritime clusters to
maximize city/port competitiveness.
- Establish cultural clusters.
- Turn leisure sailing and yachting into a
financial and tourism asset for the city
and the port.
- Adapt vocational training programmes
to include the specific skills required
by the city/port territories.
- Make city/port spaces hubs for
innovation.
Balance environmental
benefits with human
needs
Restore natural shorelines
and provide natural
habitats where possible,
while also providing
amenities for public
enjoyment.

What to do about the risk of marine
submersion?
- Combine infrastructure and natural
functions.
- Make the possibility of marine
submersion an integral part of
building design.
How to deal with the problem of
industrial/port nuisances?
- Compile an inventory of the different
types of environmental impact.
- Formalize community acceptance of
certain nuisances.
- Undertake a co-operative approach
with all industrial stakeholders.
- Seek innovative technological
solutions in order to mitigate sound
pollution.
- Reconcile port functions and
environmental concerns, with a view
to improving air quality.
How to optimize energy use?
- Use the potential of the presence of
water to meet energy needs.
- Apply bioclimatic architectural
principles.
- Pool resources on the basis of
industrial ecology principles.
How to conserve biodiversity?
- Implement biodiversity conservation
plans in port areas.
- Modify infrastructure or build new
facilities to protect ecosystems from
effects of port industrial activities.
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Ecological services
Promenades should
provide ecological
services e.g. tree
planting, storm water
management, or
provide habitat for
wildlife (e.g. wetlands).
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A
Wasserstadt GmbH and ICCW
Public participation is an
Public and
stakeholder element of sustainability
engagement The community should be
engaged continuously from
the start.

B

C

D

Project for Public Space
Create a shared community
vision
A community visioning
process should be carried out
to set shared goals and ideals
to be implemented flexibly
over time, rather than a fixed
master plan.

AIVP
What is the role of
stakeholders, port and local
authorities?
- Formalize framework
agreements regarding
urban projects at the
interface with the port.
- Turn the port into an active
player in city life.
- Make port activities known
to the citizens.

Elizabeth Macdonald
Participatory planning
Public participation in
planning will create
promenades that better
meet community needs and
are more responsive to the
local context.

How to steer city/port
projects?
- Facilitate dialogue
between the city and
the port through joint
communication structures.
- Let the community become
involved in designing new
projects.
- Adopt a long-term approach
to projects and achieve
citizen support through
proactive communication
strategies.

Waterfronts profit from
international networking
Professionals involved in
waterfront development
should share their knowledge
internationally.

Planning in PPPs speeds the
Private
process
sector
involvement PPPs should be used to plan
waterfront developments.
The Government should
assure quality, provide
infrastructure, and “ensure
social equilibrium”. The
private sector will bring
market knowledge and speed
up the process.

Make sure public goals are
the primary objective
Waterfronts are public assets;
private developments should
be carried out in service of the
public benefit, not short-term
financial goals

Planning
process

Start small to make big
changes
Small-scale and temporary
improvements can build
public confidence and support
for larger steps.

Revitalization is an ongoing
process
Master planning should
be flexible and adaptable
to change. Long-term
maintenance and operation is
as important as planning.
Waterfronts are long term
projects
Waterfront developments can
take more than a generation
to realize and implementation
needs to be politically
insulated from short-term
economic cycles and interests.
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How to finance development
projects and make them
profitable?
- Finance development
projects through crossfinancing between city and
port.
- Turn the holding of events
into a source of funds to
invest in development
projects.
A simple idea implemented
over the long-term
Having a long-term
vision to guide individual
development plans will
eventually add up to a
quality waterfront.

APPENDIX 2

MAP OF EXISTING AND PLANNED WATERFRONT PROMENADES
AND OPEN SPACES AROUND VICTORIA HARBOUR
TABLE 4

Waterfront map key
* Priority Harbour Enhancement Initiative undertaken by Harbour Office with HK$500 million in funding dedicated during the January 2017
Policy Address

Name

Approx. Management
length (km)
1 Pavement along Castle Peak
2.5
Highways Department
Road

Current land
ownership
Government

Project status Notes

(June 2021)

Existing

2 Tsuen Wan Waterfront
Promenade*

1.3

Home Affairs Department, Government
LCSD

Existing

3 Tsuen Wan Park

0.5

LCSD

Government

Existing

4 Tsuen Wan Riviera Park

0.5

LCSD

Government

Existing

5 Tsing Yi Northeast Park

0.3

LCSD

Government

Existing

6 Cheung Fat Estate
Promenade

0.5

Housing Authority

Government

Existing

7 Tsing Yi Promenade (linked
to Tsing Yi Sportsground
and Tsing Yi Park)

1.5

LCSD

Government

Existing

8 CDA next to Cheung Sha
Wan Wholesale Food
Market

0.4

LCSD on western portion,
Sun Hung Kai on eastern
portion

Government

Under
construction

9 Promenade next to The
Long Beach, Imperial
Cullinan and One Silversea

0.4

The Long Beach
Management Limited,
Royal Elite Service
Company, Sino Property
Services, respectively

Government

Existing

10 Hoi Fai Road Promenade

0.4

LCSD

Government

Existing

Government

Partly
completed

Renovation of Art Park
(western) section completed
late 2019; eastern portion
under construction.
Private road within Harbour
City shopping mall complex, not
a POSPD.

11 West Kowloon Cultural
District Art Park and
promenade

2
West Kowloon
(1.3 open) Cultural District Authority

Renovation completed April
2021.

Sun Hung Kai required to
maintain public landing pier for
marine access.

12 Gateway Boulevard

0.5

Wharf Real Estate
Investment Company Ltd

Private

Existing

13 Tsim Sha Tsui Promenade
(Star ferry to Space
Museum)

0.6

LCSD

Government

Existing

14 Avenue of Stars

0.6

New World Development

Government

Existing

15 Tsim Sha Tsui Promenade
(and Extension)

1.2

LCSD, Highways
Department (footbridge
section)

Government

Existing

16 Hung Hom Promenade

0.4

LCSD

Government

Existing

17 Urban Park at Hung Hom
Waterfront

0.2

Private/NGO

Government

Planned

Market sounding exercise
completed, former bus
terminus vacated, private
operator sought.

18 Harbour Grand Kowloon
and Harbourfront Landmark
promenade

0.4

Whampoa Property
Management

Private

Existing

POSPD and promenade
required under lease and as
planning condition.

19 Tai Wan Shan Swimming
Pool and Park

0.3

LCSD

Government

Existing
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Management contract with
LCSD until 2024.

APPENDIX 2

Name

Approx. Management
length (km)
20 Laguna Verde promenade
0.5
Goodwell Property
Management Ltd.
(for Cheung Kong)

Current land
ownership
Private

21 Hoi Sham Park Extension

0.2

LCSD

Government

Under
construction

22 Hoi Sham Park

0.1

LCSD

Government

Existing

23 King Wan Street Leisure
Path

0.2

Home Affairs
Department

Government

Existing

24 CDA and Residential Site
in To Kwa Wan

0.2

Private

Private and
Government
(multiple lots)

Planned

Currently occupied by Towngas
Ma Tau Kok Offtake Station and
Kowloon City District Council
Sitting-Out Area. Planned Kai Tak
Greenway along promenade.

Kai Tak Sports Park Government
Ltd. (KTSPL). Private
consortium.

Under
construction

Planned Greenway around park.
Dining cove to open 2023.

Government

Occupied by
infrastructure
works

Planned Greenway along
promenade. Part of promenade
to open 2023.

25 Kai Tak Sports Park

-

26 Kai Tak Metro Park*

0.9

Government

Project status

Notes

Existing

POSPD required under lease and
as planning condition.

(June 2021)

27 Kai Tak Runway
1.9
Government
Promenade next to future (both sides
residential developments of runway)

Private, will
Land sales
be returned to
complete, under
Government
construction
upon completion

Promenade (including
Greenway) to be built by
developers, transferred to
Government upon completion.

28 Kai Tak Runway
Promenade next to
future commercial
developments

Government, to
be sold

Land sales in
progress

Promenade (including
Greenway) to be managed by
developer until Government
requests surrender.

0.4
Private
(both sides
of runway)

29 Kai Tak Runway Park
Phase II

0.6

Government

Government

Planned

Planned Greenway along
promenade. Will include manmade “river valley” with water
recreation facility.

30 Kai Tak Runway Park

0.3

LCSD

Government

Existing

Planned Greenway around park.

31 Kai Tak South Apron
Promenade next to future
commercial development

0.5

Private

Government, to
be sold

Planned

Infrastructure construction
underway since Nov 2019.
Planned Greenway along
promenade.

Government

Partly completed

Children’s Hospital section
completed, Acute Hospital
section under construction.
Planned Greenway along
promenade.

Wheelock

Private

Planning
permission granted
for residential
developments
(2011-14),
construction not
yet started

Zoned commercial. OZP requires
20 metre wide promenade to be
provided upon redevelopment.
Developer to surrender
promenade to Government but
continue to manage the public
pier and landing steps.

32 Planned Promenade next
to Hong Kong Children's
Hospital and Kai Tak
Acute Hospital
33 Godown site
redevelopment in
Kowloon Bay

0.7
LCSD
(0.3 open)

0.2

34 Kwun Tong Waterfront
Promenade

1

LCSD

Government

35 The Vessel, Sites 1-3

-

Non-profit

Government

Existing

Land allocated to EKEO, leased
at nominal rent.

Government

Government

Planned

Ferry pier site rezoned for
commercial use and open space
March 2021.

36 Kwun Tong Waterfront
Promenade Extension

0.3
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Name
37 Cha Kwo Ling Public
Waterfront*

Approx. Management
length (km)
0.7
Government

Current land
ownership
Government

Project status

Notes

Planned

Part of open space rezoned to
G/IC in 2018 for new Vocational
Training Council campus; campus
will be integrated with waterfront
promenade.

(June 2021)

38 CDA development at Yau
Tong Bay

1.2

Henderson Land Private

Planning permission
granted (2013),
construction not yet
started

Planning requirement for
promenade to be managed by
developer until surrendered to
Government by request.

39 Five CDA sites at Tung
Yuen Street, Yau Tong

0.4

Cheung Kong
(part)

Private

Planning permission
granted for residential
development on one
site (2016), construction
not yet started

Planning requirement for
promenade to be maintained
by owner until surrendered to
Government after completion of
all five sites.

40 Lei Yue Mun Waterfront
Sitting Out Area

0.5

LCSD

Government

Existing

41 Lighthouse, beach, and
rest garden at Lei Yue
Mun villages

0.2

LCSD

Government

Existing

42 Kennedy Town
Temporary Recreation
Ground

0.2

LCSD

Government

Existing

43 China Merchants Wharf
Redevelopment

0.2

China Merchants Private
Wharf

Planning application
deferred in 2019

Godown pending redevelopment
into “commercial, leisure and
tourism” uses. OZP requires 12
metre wide promenade to be
provided.

44 Kennedy Town
Waterfront Open Space

0.3

-

Government

Vacant former
incinerator and abattoir
site, awaiting soil decontamination

May be affected by future
transport infrastructure linking
Kennedy Town to East Lantau
Metropolis project.

45 Belcher Bay Promenade
and Community Garden.

0.2

LCSD, NGO
(community
garden part)

Government

Existing

Promenade opened October
2020; “K-Farm” community
garden opened June 2021.

46 Western District Public
Cargo Working Area

1.4

Marine
Department

Government

Closed to public

Working cargo pier; recreational
use tolerated until February 2021.

47 Central and Western
District Promenade Western Wholesale Food
Market Section

0.4

LCSD

Government

Existing

48 Eastern Street North
Open Space

0.5

HAD

Government

Existing

49 Sun Yat Sen Memorial
Park

0.4

LCSD

Government

Existing

50 Central and Western
District Promenade –
Sheung Wan Section

0.4

LCSD

Government

Existing

51 Central Pier Waterfront

1.4

LCSD

Government

Existing

(Easternmost portion is part of
Site 7 – see below)

52 Site 1 and Site 2 CDA

-

Private

Government

Planned

Planned redevelopment of Piers
4-6 for mixed use with elevated
landscaped deck by PPP.

53 Site 3 CDA

-

-

Government

Land tender process
Dec 2020–Jun 2021

“Two-envelope” tender process.
Planned commercial development
with public open space,
landscaped deck over Lung Wo
Road, reconstruction of Star Ferry
clock tower, redevelopment of
General Post Office.
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Name
54 Observation Wheel
55 Site 4, Central
Harbourfront Event Space

Approx. Management
Current land
length (km)
ownership
The Entertainment Government
Corporation Limited
(Observation Wheel)
-

Project status

Notes

Temporary leisure
use

Temporary use for observation
wheel.

(June 2021)

Central Venue
Management

Government

Temporary leisure
use

Temporary use for event space.
Site of future commercial/
leisure development possibly
by PPP.

56 Tamar Park and
Waterfront Promenade
(Site 7)

0.3

LCSD; possibly
private in future

Government

Existing

Promenade planned to be
redeveloped into waterfront
park possibly under PPP
arrangement.

57 Wan Chai Temporary
Promenade “The
Connector”*

0.6

LCSD

Government

Existing

Opened May 2021.

58 Hong Kong Convention
and Exhibition Centre

0.3

Hong Kong
Convention and
Exhibition Centre
(Management)
Limited (HML)

Government

Existing

HML manages HKCEC on behalf
of HK Trade Development
Council.

59 Pierside Precinct Park*

0.5

Government

Government

Partly completed

Promenade from HKCEC to Wan
Chai pier opened March 2021;
pop-up “Harbour Chill” space
opened May 2021.

0.8
Possibly NGO
(0.3 open)

Government

Partly completed

“Quick win” promenade
opened December 2020.
Roadside pavement with
limited facilities; revitalization
into boardwalk planned.
Western side occupied by
Shatin-Central Link works.

60 Water Sports and
Recreation Precinct*
61 Noon Day Gun and
Causeway Bay Typhoon
Shelter waterfront
pedestrian path*

0.9

Highways
Department

Government

Existing

62 East Coast Park Precinct
at Central Wan Chai
Bypass Tunnel Entrance*

0.8

TBA

Government

Causeway Bay Tunnel Western portion released
works site. Quick win earlier, quick win promenade
promenade under
targeted for 2021 completion.
construction.

63 Provident Garden
Promenade

0.3

LCSD

Private

Existing

No east-west connectivity, one
access point only.

64 Promenade adjacent to
Harbour North CDA

0.4

LCSD

Government

Existing

Built by developer, transferred
to LCSD.

65 Boardwalk Underneath
Island Eastern Corridor*

1.4

Private or NGO
Management
Operation
Maintenance agent

Government

Planned

Proposal gazetted Dec 2020, to
be finalized Q3 2021. Market
sounding exercise launched Jan
2021.

66 North Point Ferry
Concourse Promenade

0.1

LCSD

Government

Existing

67 Man Hong Street
Playground

0.1

LCSD

Government

Existing

68 Quarry Bay Promenade
with future leisure sites

0.6

LCSD

Government,
partly private

Existing promenade,
planning permission
granted for mixed
use development
February 2019.

69 Quarry Bay Park

0.7

LCSD

Government

Existing

70 Sai Wan Ho Harbour Park

0.2

LCSD

Government

Existing

71 Aldrich Bay Promenade

0.6

LCSD

Government

Existing

72 Hong Kong Museum of
Coastal Defence

0.2

LCSD

Government

Existing
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On hinterland side, two sites
are zoned “OU(2)” (Other
Specified Uses (2)) for tourism,
cultural, commercial, or leisure
uses.

MAP 2

Map of Existing and Planned Waterfront Promenades and Open Spaces around Victoria Harbour
Existing

Future
Promenade managed by Government
Promenade built by private sector,
managed by Government
Promenade managed by private
sector under POSPD or similar
agreement
Promenade managed under publicprivate partnership

5

Continuity break
Continuous access to adjacent
promenade section
Waterfront public open space
managed by Goverment
Waterfront development with
significant POSPD component
(excluding promenade)
Waterfront public open space
managed under PPP
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