8. Question and answer session (2)
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How can we convert the guidelines into
something more meaningful instead of just
a set of guidelines which the Town
Planning Board has told the developers that
they can either follow or 1ignore?

Dr. Andrew Thomson

The simple answer 1s that we were asked to
help create the guidelines. It 1s now up to
the government to see how they are
reinforced.

But like anything voluntary vs. mandatory,
there 1s a degree of uptake. Legislation
tends to correct the minimum performance.
It is hard to set legislation which really
drives for excellence and reinforcing
excellence. Usually it is the best practice
which reinforces excellence. Therefore, we
need the guidelines to articulate what
would be the best practice. If the public
engagement process can be robust and
transparent enough about harbourfront
enhancement and how to use the Harbour
Planning Guidelines, there will be a ground
for the society to see whether the various
developers are implementing good practice
or not and we will not have to legislate
them. But the problem 1s it 1s a very long
process. The outcome will not be seen till
quite a long time in the future. So right
now what we have to be obsessed about is
the process that getting through the
outcome. The outcome is still to be
decided.

For Alvin, in the CHarM project, do you
have the right commitment from the major
stakeholder, the government? Have you
been asked if the model and presentation
by the government can reflect the CHarM?
For Andrew, the title of the Harbour
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Planning Principles (HPPs) was changed
from “minimise the land for transport and
infrastructure” to “maximise
opportunities” . There is no longer any
commitment to minimising the land for
transport and infrastructure. Why are we
losing tracks in the past two years when
most of us are concerned about the
accessibility and the domination of
harbour-front land by transport

infrastructure?
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Dr. Andrew Thomson

The titles are not the principles but just the
aspirations. The “minimise the land for
transport and infrastructure”  are put into
the details. We are still true to the original
principles. It 1s important to look at the
body of the principles.

We did respond to all the questions that
came 1n. Maybe the latest version 1s not
seen yet. We have still addressed the
transport 1ssue very clearly not just in one
section. The guidelines are long term in
nature and should be flexible and not
prescriptive. We have tried our best to
include everything in the document. As I
said 1t 1S an evolving process, all comments

are welcome.

How do you move forward when you have
got so many opinions? What 1s the
problem?
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We are talking about public participation
and how we can perfect the process. But
we should also ask about the planning
process. If the planning process 1is not
proper, we can have a good process but a
not so good result. The key 1s to review the
planning process and ask  “Are we
making the planning process in such a way
that people's concerns are answered? ”
Another thing is  “what do you think
HEC has done a good job
but sometimes it might be beneficial for the

about action?”

government to take the lead and show
commitment. If we are all working towards
the same vision, the government can show
commitment by following the HPPs. The
developers and all other people will start to
understand the importance. Otherwise, 1t 1S
difficult for the private sector to come up
and follow the guidelines voluntarily
without any regulations 1n place.

Dr. Andrew Thomson

In the absence of strategies like place
making or without looking at the urban
design, it 1s difficult for the people to
visualise what the end-product would be.
When you got a massive site like Kai Tak,
you want to be given a vision of what the
end-product 1s. Without a tool, 1t 1s difficult
to get the end-product into people's mind.
That 1s why we use the conventional
planning process. It should be
well-understood within the professional
community. The plan making goes forward
and sometimes the process 1s slightly
different from what the community would
expect.

For other 1ssues, at the end of the day, the
government takes the lead to follow the
principles and guidelines. Some people
may say that currently 1t 1s a fraud
fundamental process because we have
stipulated certain givens in that process.
But 1f we start with a blank campus and
just turn the campus 1nto a place, there
would be something missing in the process.
Moreover, we have various projects with
different stages. The community has to
accept that certain projects are already in
progress.
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Are the HEC and the process robust
enough to deal with the issue of the
unequal land distribution in Hong Kong?
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Dr. Andrew Thomson

It 1s an impossible question to answer but
what we have seen so far 1s very
encouraging. In one of the review projects,
there 1s a tremendous drive to minimize the
impact to the harbour-front, to maximize
the ventilation to the surrounding
neighbourhood and to provide a vibrant
waterfront. Some of the points being
discussed are even more ambitious and we
have added back some points into the
guidelines. Although we can see that we
are certainly not perfect, we are moving to
the right direction.




