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Abstract 
Hong Kong is faced with the challenge to accommodate the on-going process of urbanization, global 
investment flows, and increasing environmental concerns on its scarce developable land putting the 
city’s sustainable growth and liveability at risk. This brings forward the need to effectively govern and 
manage sustainable urban development, which requires the alignment of planning and development 
institutions at many institutional levels. This chapter therefore discusses established institutions and 
contemporary institutional changes in Hong Kong’s urban planning and development practice. Through 
literature and document reviews and the Kai Tak Development as an illustrative case study, this paper 
aims to answer the question whether Hong Kong’s changing planning and development institutions 
enable actors to plan and deliver sustainable urban development projects.  
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Introduction 
‘Hong Kong is a city well-known for its high population and development density’ (Lee & Chan, 2008, 
p.140). Nevertheless, in the past, thoughtful and comprehensive city planning has generally been 
absent, creating several environmental and social problems, such as over-crowding and traffic 
congestion (Fung, 2001). Like many other cities around the globe it faces multiple sustainability 
challenges (Mottershead, 2004). First, there is a constant pressure of capital investment flow in Hong 
Kong’s real estate markets and urban space, accelerated by the global political-economic trend of 
neoliberalization (Brenner & Theodore, 2002; Hackworth, 2007; Squires & Heurkens, 2015a) and 
manifested by forms of private planning (Andersson & Moroni, 2014) and private sector-led urban 
development projects (Heurkens, 2012; Heurkens & Hobma, 2014). Second, there are increased 
environmental concerns about whether Hong Kong could plan for sustainable urban growth by making 
effective use of planning policies and instruments such as ‘environmental design control, land-use 
zoning, planning control, building control, and urban renewal’ (Chan & Yung, 2004, p.410) amongst 
others. Finally, increased social emancipation worldwide (Crouch, 2012) has accelerated the 
willingness of people and communities to participate in public matters such as plan- and decision-
making processes for which Hong Kong forms no exception (Wan, 2008). 

The challenge of becoming a sustainable city or establishing more sustainable urban 
development practices and projects within Hong Kong implies the change of institutions (Scott, 2014) 
at different institutional levels (Squires & Heurkens, 2016). This necessitates creating favourable 
conditions for sustainable urban development practices by changing various urban planning and real 
estate market institutions (Heurkens, 2016). For instance, it might require a certain governance mode 
(Pierre, 1999; Wan, 2008) to effectively govern sustainable urban development practices (Rydin, 2010; 
Van der Heijden, 2014). This can be supported by a deliberate use of planning instruments (Adams & 
Tiesdell, 2010; 2013; Heurkens et al., 2015) to implement sustainable urban policies. Moreover, public, 
private and civil roles and relationships need to be reconsidered to effectively deliver sustainable 
urban development projects (Heurkens, 2018a). This complex process of “institutionalisation” 
(Buitelaar et al., 2011) is shaped by interaction between organisations, through incrementally changing 
institutions at multiple levels (Squires & Heurkens, 2016).  

This paper aims to create an understanding about contemporary changing planning 
institutions in Hong Kong, and whether they support a path towards sustainable urban and real estate 
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development. For reaching this objective, first some theoretical concepts are introduced, forming the 
basis for an institutional analysis of urban planning and development in Hong Kong. This is followed by 
a brief overview of the methods used to collect relevant data. Then, (changes in) Hong Kong’s 
(sustainable) urban planning and development context and practice features are explored focusing on 
various planning institutions at multiple institutional levels. The strategic Kai Tak urban development 
project serves as a case study to illustrate the (changing) roles of and interaction between planning 
authorities, real estate development actors and the community in delivering a sustainable urban 
development project. The conclusion section contains some main lessons about Hong Kong’s readiness 
to become sustainable, and discusses the relevancy of institutions for urban planning and development 
studies. 
 
Institutional theory and conceptual model 
This section’s literature review aims to provide theoretical concepts to make sense of changing 
planning institutions, and the characteristics of sustainable urban development. An institutional model 
for urban development is introduced to indicate the relationship between - and choice for - specific 
institutions subject to study Hong Kong’s institutional context and the Kai Tak urban redevelopment 
project. The implicit claim here is that establishing sustainable urban development practices in Hong 
Kong require the alignment of various planning and development institutions at different institutional 
levels, from changing urban governance modes, to planning policy instruments, to actor interactions 
at urban development project level. 
 
Institutional theory has become a ‘dominate frame guiding organisation and management studies’ 
(Scott, 2014, p.xi), and has been introduced in built environment studies, predominantly spatial 
planning, urban development and real estate (e.g. Adams & Tiesdell, 2013; Buitelaar et al., 2014). 
Institutional theories aim to understand the meaning of actor (inter)actions and the relationship with 
the institutional context in which they operate. Such a theoretical lens is suitable for urban 
development which is a ‘product of the interaction between actors and institutions’ (Buitelaar et al., 
2014, p.250). But what are institutions? Scott (2014, p.56) argues that ‘institutions comprise regulative, 
normative, and cultural-cognitive elements that, together with associated activities and resources, 
provide stability and meaning to social life.’ Tang et al. (2008, p.148) argue that ‘institutions comprise 
both formal and informal rules, norms and practices that influence perception, knowledge, resources 
and interests of the actors and hence structure the patterns of their interactions in daily life.’ 
Institutions can be seen as the “rules of the game” that influence decision-making by actors to a 
considerable extent and are cultivated through actor interactions (Van Bueren & Ten Heuvelhof, 2005). 

Then, how can we conceive of institutions in urban planning and real estate development?  
 
‘In the property development process, urban planning is mostly concerned with the spatial 
distribution of social activities through the conferment, distribution and attenuation of 
property rights in the use of land. As a means of state intervention, it affects and structures 
the relationship between landowners, property developers, government and the community 
at large in the relation to the use of space’ (Tang et al., 2008, p.148).  

 
As mentioned planning and development institutions can be formal and informal in nature. Buitelaar 
et al. (2014, p.249) define formal urban development related institutions as the ‘government rules that 
are enforced by the legal system, such as [planning] laws, constitutions, ordinances, local land-use 
plans’ and property rights. ‘Informal institutions are less explicit rules of conventions, codes of 
behaviour, traditions and values’ (Heurkens, 2016, p.728).  

Institutions are multifaceted, durable social structures, that are relatively resistant to change. 
Nonetheless institutions can change overtime, as they can be actively created and changed through 
social activities or actor (inter)action. Therefore, there is reciprocity between institutions and 
organisations; institutions affect actors’ actions, and actors actively shape institutions (Heurkens, 
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2016, p.728). In urban development, such a reciprocal actor-institution relationship can be explained 
by the ability of real estate developers to change public planning policies to favour market interests 
for example. Such an understanding of planning and markets moves beyond the common state-market 
dichotomy of (outside) state intervention within markets, described as a fallacy by Alexander (2001) 
who advocates for a “third way of planning” instead (Alexander, 2008). 

Adams and Tiesdell (2013) in this regard argue that institutional economics forms a suitable 
alternative for neoclassical economics to understand state-market relationships in urban planning and 
development. Heurkens et al. (2015) introduce the concept of “plan-shaped markets”, which implies 
that planning is considered an integral part of markets, which departs from the market-led planning 
discourses (e.g. Staley & Scarlett, 1998; Lind, 2002) that portray planning as subservient to property 
markets. Instead, plan-shaped markets see ‘markets as highly contingent, dependent on context and 
shaped by social as well as economic forces’ (Heurkens et al., 2015, p.629). Planning then is understood 
as deliberate strategic action in markets, shaping market (actor) decisions and behaviour through 
constant public-private-civil interaction, at its turn changing governance and planning institutions.  

This requires “planners to act as market actors” (Adams & Tiesdell, 2010) which implies that 
they more consciously use a combination of planning (policy) instruments in assessing how they affect 
real estate market actor decisions (Heurkens et al., 2015). First, the need to deploy their shaping 
planning instruments which give direction to decisions of development actors by setting the broad 
context for market actions typically including plans, strategies and visions. Second, regulatory 
instruments constrain the decision environment of developers, typically including managing 
development through legal requirements for (public) development permits and agreements in 
(private) development contracts. Third, stimulus instruments expand the decision environment of 
market actors as they impact on the financial viability of a scheme through price-adjusting, risk-
reducing and capital-raising instruments including subsidies, tax-breaks, compulsory purchase of land 
etc. Finally, capacity building instruments enable development actors to act more effectively within 
their decision environment, which necessitates planners to interact with the market through formal 
and informal networks and partnerships. 

Thus, when public planning authorities want to play an effective role in realising public 
objectives like sustainable urban development, they have to bridge the gap between planning 
instruments and development actions (Adams & Tiesdell, 2013). This means that they need to be in 
tune with the local real estate market and particular development situation in order to assess the 
market effects and decision environment. Then, they are able to effectively adjust, combine and 
manage sustainable urban development goals through various planning instruments that are aligned 
with market and development opportunities. In this regard, Rydin (2010) and Van der Heijden (2014) 
argue for the (city-wide) governance of sustainable urban development, which in our understanding 
encompasses managerial (inter)action at urban project level using various planning instruments as 
well. As sustainable urban development is quite an ambiguous concept with local elaborations, we will 
use the classical categorisation of social, economic, and environmental sustainability objectives as 
defined by Williams and Dair (2007) in examining to what extent sustainable urban development is 
strived for and achieved in Hong Kong’s development practice. 
 
The previous elaboration illustrates that institutions can be broadly interpreted and are mutually 
related in many ways. For creating an understanding about changing planning institutions in Hong Kong 
an institutional model is introduced. Such a conceptual model should be able to substantiate and relate 
multiple institutional levels of urban planning and development to be used as analytical framework. In 
other words, it should reveal the relationship between, and mechanisms behind, changing institutions 
regarding sustainable urban planning and development in Hong Kong. Based on initial work from 
Keogh and D’Arcy (1999), Squires and Heurkens (2015b; 2016) constructed an institutional conceptual 
model to analyse and compare real estate development (see Figure 1). This model relates different 
analytical levels of institutions to one another, which serves to explain and interpret how urban and 
real estate development takes place in certain places and contexts.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual institutional model for urban development (Squires & Heurkens, 2015b) 
 
The different institutional levels and relationships presented in Figure 1 can be conceived as follows. 
 

• ‘Environments: the fundamental values, norms and systems which determine the institutional 
rules applicable to real estate development. 

• Markets: the diverse market drivers, structures and economics which determine the 
conditions under which real estate development can take place. 

• Agencies: the various organisations, interests and instruments which determine the agency 
requirements to be met in real estate development. 

• Processes: the different development process roles, relations and events which determine the 
development actions taking place in real estate development. 

• Outcomes: the related development scales and aspects which determine the evaluations of 
the real estate development result 

• Mechanisms: the interlinking between institutional levels determining the way real estate 
development is constrained (institutional rules), conditioned (market conditions), organised 
(agency requirements), delivered (actions), and perceived (evaluations).’ (Squires & Heurkens, 
2015b, p.18) 

 

This model considers various urban planning and real estate market institutions and can be a valuable 
tool for an institutional analysis of Hong Kong’s sustainable urban development practice. As 
development and planning institutions are numerous and manifests themselves in different ways, it is 
not the intention to be complete in our institutional analysis. Rather, this paper uses a selection of 
prevailing and emerging institutions and a concrete urban development project to illustrate changing 
ways of working towards sustainable urban development practices in Hong Kong.  
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The first part of the analysis focuses on Hong Kong’s institutional environment and markets, specifically 
identifying the (changing) political-economic ideology, urban governance modes, and discussing the 
real estate market and planning system situation. The second part of the analysis deals with Kai Tak’s 
agencies, processes and outcomes, identifying used planning instruments, actor roles and relations, 
and sustainable urban development aspects. To enable a well-informed, meaningful and structured 
institutional analysis of urban development in Hong Kong, some specific theoretical concepts are used 
to make sense of institutional characteristics and changes.  

Methodology 
Several research methods and techniques were used for collecting relevant data. First, literature 
reviews were conducted on both theoretical concepts feeding the institutional analysis of urban 
development, as well as studying specific academic literature about Hong Kong’s political landscape, 
economic base, social circumstances, planning and development legislation, amongst others. 
Secondly, relevant professional and academic documents and presentations as well as newspaper 
articles were collected and analysed, covering both Hong’s Kong urban development practices and Kai 
Tak case documents. Thirdly, several interviews with urban planning and development academics and 
practitioners (listed in Table 1) were conducted regarding Hong Kong’s urban planning and 
development institutions and with key stakeholders in the Kai Tak urban development project. The 
variety of methods and techniques applied enabled cross-checking facts and opinions to validate 
findings about changing planning institutions in Hong Kong. 

Table 1 Conducted interviews 

Names Organisation 
 

Hong Kong’s urban planning and development institutions 
Prof Stephen Lau University of Hong Kong, Department of Architecture 
Dr Li Ling University of Hong Kong, Department of Real Estate & Construction 
Dr Roine Leiringer University of Hong Kong, Department of Real Estate & Construction 
Prof Bo-Sin Tang University of Hong Kong, Department of Urban Planning & Design 
Dr Paul HK Ho City University of Hong Kong, Department of Building Science & Technology 
Caitlin Lam & Wilfred Mohr Dutch Consulate Hong Kong 
Kai Tak urban development project 
Stephan Chan Hong Kong Planning Department 
Lawrence Hui Energizing Kowloon East Office (EKEO) 
Ellin Cho Kai Tak Office 
Ricky Wong & Eva Ho Wheelock Properties 
Kris Tee & Bronson Fung University of Hong Kong, Department of Architecture 

 

Hong Kong’s urban planning and development institutions 
 

This part describes some main characteristics of Hong Kong’s institutions regarding urban planning and 
development. According to Ng (2005) the development and planning culture in Hong Kong can be best 
characterised by its market-led development ideology and uncoordinated planning. ‘Believing that the 
market is the best mechanism for allocating resources, the government has always practiced a 
“positive non-intervention” economic policy’ (Ng, 2005, p.134). This development ideology resembles 
Hong Kong’s general political-economy pragmatism embracing neoliberalism as ultimate form of 
laissez-faire hands-off politics supporting its “free” market economy. Tang et al. (2008, p.145) stipulate 
that Hong Kong’s ‘development impetus is said to rest upon market initiatives.’ This led Rabushka 
(1979, pp.5, 27) already four centuries ago to his famous quote that the single ‘purpose of Hong Kong 
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is to make money’.  This notion is supported to date in Hong Kong ranking first worldwide in the 2019 
Index of Economic Freedom (Miller et al., 2019).  
 Such a political-economic ideology is also reflected in Hong Kong’s urban governance. 
According to Wan (2008) Hong Kong for centuries has been characterised by an “elitist pro-growth 
governance” mode in urban planning. Local authorities generally follow and facilitate market 
initiatives, acting very much within the interest of property developers and investors, rather than being 
people-oriented and having few considerations on environmental impacts of urban planning and 
development (Wan & Chiu, 2008b). ‘The community plays a very limited role in urban governance in 
pro-growth Hong Kong’ (Ng, 2002, p.140). In this regard, Ng (2000, p.41) also mentions the idea of a 
“social contract” in Hong Kong, which entails that ‘as long as economic development continues, the 
general public will be contented with minimal participation in public affairs and governance issues.’  
 How is this political-social-economy reflected in urban planning? Tang et al. (2008, p. 144) 
argue that ‘urban planning in Hong Kong is described as a western import … and is overwhelmingly 
overshadowed by the property development process (Yeh, 1990, p.14)’. According to Adams and 
Hastings (2001), this results in a mere reactive market-oriented role of Hong Kong’s planning 
authorities in spatial planning, urban renewal and real estate development. ‘Though the government 
does play a very important role in providing public housing, leasing out land, providing infrastructure, 
and maintaining a legal and administrative system’ (Ng, 2005, p. 134), it mostly facilitates economic 
development. Also note that ‘although Hong Kong has one of the most efficient market systems, it 
lacks the legal and administrative framework for public participation’ (Tang et al., 2008, p.147).  

Nevertheless, Ng (2005) argues that the government plays a dual role in urban governance. On 
the one hand, it sets the development agenda through land use planning and public housing and 
infrastructure. On the other hand, as the biggest land lord, it has vested interests in land-related 
development and investment. Important in understanding this role is the fact that the Hong Kong 
government owns almost all land, and that land use rights, not ownership, is leased out to private 
developers and investors. This makes the government very much economically dependent on land 
development revenues, and at the same time quite influential in setting public requirements. Ng and 
Cook (1997, p.6) stipulate that ‘up until the Asian financial crisis and the collapse of the property 
market in Hong Kong, land premiums had made up a quarter of total government revenue.’  
 According to Ng and Cook (1997, p.6) ‘this vested interest of the government in land-related 
development has led the emphasis on “economic space” rather than “life space” in land use planning.’ 
Supporting this emphasis on economic space is that, until the mid-2000s, ‘the government has 
refrained itself from formulating comprehensive socio-economic development strategies to guide the 
territory’s development’ (Ng, 2005, p.135). Moreover, given the fact that transportation, housing, and 
social and environmental planning are responsibilities of different governmental departments, 
comprehensive spatial planning in Hong Kong is clearly lacking. Ng (2002, p.140) explains that the Hong 
Kong government is compartmentalised, and that ‘departments have different regimes of revising and 
executing various policies.’ As a result, ‘planning is perceived as secondary to financial considerations 
in the economic-capital-first “one dimensional” city of Hong Kong (Ng and Chui, 1999, p.76) 
 What is the influence of this “economic planning culture” on Hong Kong’s real estate markets 
and development? Therefore, we also need to understand Hong Kong’s real estate market context. Ho 
(2015, p.189) states that ‘due to the globalization of the economy and of finance, the real estate 
property in Hong Kong has become an investment instrument and its price has become highly 
speculative and volatile.’ Over the last decade or so the inflow and outflow of international investment 
funds and low interest rates have created a rather exuberant real estate market, especially affecting 
Hong Kong’s housing market. Housing prices have sky-rocketed, not in the last place because of the 
scarcity of developable land in Hong Kong.  

Moreover, Ho (2015, p.185) further argues that the consistent protection and expanding of 
economic freedom in Hong Kong also results in limited barriers ‘for any individual to enter the real 
estate development industry and to become a developer provided they have sufficient financial 
resources.’ Nonetheless, as real estate development is a risky undertaking, Hong Kong’s real estate 
market is dominated by bigger publicly-listed capital-rich real estate developers and investors. So, 
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urban planning in Hong Kong at first sight is very much geared up for facilitating private sector-led 
urban development projects (Heurkens, 2012) with an emphasis on developer- and investor-led 
practices (Heurkens, 2018b). 
 
But aren’t there development control measures apparent in Hong Kong? Are real estate markets and 
actors not regulated at all? Of course, there is a planning system in place, comprising of various 
organisations that shape and regulate planning and development through a variety of instruments. 
Hong Kong’s planning system is based on the principles of Town Planning which intends to shape a 
quality living and working environment facilitating economic development and to mitigate the ever 
present development pressure. ‘Given the limited land resources in Hong Kong there is a need to strike 
a balance in land utilisation to meet the competing demands for housing, commerce, industry, 
transport, recreation, nature conservation, heritage preservation and other community needs’ 
(Planning Department, 2016, p.1). Here, we briefly discuss Hong Kong’s planning system and especially 
the public and private law development control measures (see Tang & Tang, 1999), since such 
institutional structures condition the way public and private agencies can deliver urban development 
projects.  

First, there is the planning control of land use (i.e. public law) by the Town Planning Board, the 
principle body responsible for statutory planning, which amongst others considers planning 
applications through the Town Planning Ordinance. ‘Each statutory Outline Zoning Plan [OZP] consists 
of a schedule of notes for each zone, setting out two categories of use’ (Ho, 2015, p.190), namely uses 
that are always permitted (Column 1) and those requiring planning permission (Column 2). These 
categories restrict land use and provide legislative certainty for developers. Planning applications 
respond to development tenders for development plots, in which planning authorities usually select 
development actors based on the highest land bid. 

Second, there is contractual control through land lease (i.e. private law) by the Lands 
Department which is responsible for the enforcement of land lease conditions. ‘When granting or 
selling a parcel of land to the lessee, the government can impose conditions to achieve a desirable 
balanced development in accordance with the Outline Zoning Plan’ (Ho, 2015, p.190). Because land is 
scarce in Hong Kong, the Lands Departments allows for maximum usage of land permitted under the 
current OZPs. In practice, land lease modifications are allowed, for which developers are required to 
pay an additional premium, still allowing a reasonable profit percentage for developers, which provides 
developers a great financial development incentive (Nissim, 2008). 

And third, the planning system contains control measures for building design and construction 
(i.e. public law). Development plans are ‘required to verify compliance with the planning and health 
and safety standards laid down in the Buildings Ordinance and Regulations’ (Ho, 2015, p.191), and 
need approval from the Building Authority. ‘Because land prices are very high, nearly all developers 
normally develop their land to the maximum plot ratio permitted in the Building Regulations, the 
outline zoning plan and the lease conditions’ (Ho, 2015, p.192). 
  
It is important to understand that such regulatory and stimulus planning instruments in institutional 
economic theory are just two of four types of planning instruments that planners can deploy to 
effectively shape market decisions and action (Adams and Tiesdell, 2010; Heurkens et al., 2015), the 
others being shaping and capacity building instruments. This implicates that for regulatory and 
stimulus planning instruments to work effectively, planning authorities need to be able to also adjust 
certain regulations and rules, for instance changing plot ratios for developers which strengthen the 
business case for projects.  

Tang et al (2008, p.141) regarding capacity building point out that ‘Hong Kong’s development 
control mechanism appears to be heading towards an odd mix of more regulatory plans as well as a 
greater discretion to planners.’ This discretion within the planning system implies that there is room 
for capacity building, allowing planners to interact with market actors and to seek development 
consent for particular development sites. Moreover, as planning authorities are not allowed to enter 
into public-private partnerships (Ng & Cook, 1999) with the development industry using a strict division 
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between the public and private domain, various quasi-public/private bodies like the Urban Renewal 
Authority (see Adams & Hastings, 2001) are set up to identify market needs and establish public-
private interactions and transactions at arms length of government politics. 

The biggest omission in Hong Kong’s planning instruments regarding (sustainable) urban and 
real estate development seem to be shaping instruments. As pointed out earlier there is no tradition 
in Hong Kong to develop urban strategies or visions for the territory. ‘Lacking a clear strategy with well-
defined goals and objectives, the administration becomes less sensitive to recognising potential 
problems in the development process’ (Ng, 2005, p.136). Moreover, the lack of visionary policy shaping 
instruments, because of Hong Kong’s planning doctrine that the market knows best, entails that 
chances are missed to strategically and comprehensively direct market decisions towards more 
sustainable urban development, thereby not establishing strategic market transformation (Adams and 
Tiesdell, 2013). 
 
Institutional changes supporting sustainable urban development 
 
This part briefly discusses some institutional changes towards sustainable urban planning and 
development practices in Hong Kong. Note that in Hong Kong ‘voices for better planning, an improved 
environment, and a higher quality of life can be heard every now and then’ (Ng, 2005, p.137). On of 
the most prominent issues in this regard is the urban decay problem, exemplified by an ageing building 
stock, with generates various economic, social and environmental problems. Therefore, it becomes 
urgently necessary to undertake urban renewal projects to improve the living conditions of the citizens 
and the quality of the urban environment (Chan & Lee, 2006). Ho et al. (2012, p.153) also argue that 
‘a sustainable strategy for urban renewal is … urgently needed.’ Is this urgency for sustainable planning 
and development noticeable in institutional change? 

In this regard, Wan and Chiu (2008b) identify a shift within Hong Kong’s institutional 
environment, especially a change in its urban governance mode from elitist pro-growth to one 
characterised by community engagement, environmental consciousness and sustainability. ‘Factors 
leading to the shift include the need to respond to global calls for environmental protection and 
sustainable development, and the rising aspiration of the public to participate in planning’ (Wan and 
Chiu, 2008b, p.257). Also, the economic competitiveness of the city is at stake as Hong Kong is facing 
fierce global and regional competition (Development Bureau and Planning Department [DB & PD], 
2016). Moreover, Hong Kong has a rapidly ageing society and building stock, and a pressing need for 
developable land for housing, economic activities and community facilities (DB & PD, 2016). This 
situation has led to renewed social, environmental and economic sustainability aspirations for the city. 

The shifted governance mode and new socio-economic realities favouring more sustainable 
urban development are not the only institutional changes occurring. The government has published a 
strategic planning document called “Hong Kong 2030+: Towards a Planning Vision and Strategy 
Transcending 2030+” (DB & PD, 2016), thereby filling the void of a lacking shaping planning instrument 
at city level. This is a comprehensive planning document that updates the “Hong Kong 2030: Planning 
Vision and Strategy” (DB & PD, 2007), representing the latest government’s planning and development 
vision, policy and strategy. The strategy reflects ‘three underlying aims: enhancing liveability in our 
high-density compact city; embracing economic challenges; and creating the capacity for sustainable 
growth’ and stresses that ‘in taking forward development projects, we need to be guided by the 
concept of sustainability and maintain respect for our environment’ (DB & PD, 2016, p.iii) and facilitate 
‘public engagement on aspects Hong Kong has to plan for’ (DB & PD, 2016, p.1). 

Such sustainable planning and development aspirations and ambitions are also necessary, as 
Hong Kong’s ‘moderate performance for liveability and innovation’ (DB & PD, 2016, p.6) and ‘climate 
change-readiness’ (DB & PD, 2016, p.18) should be enhanced. At the same time, ‘despite the presence 
of many development constraints [hilly terrain, ecological sensitive areas, natural heritage, fragmented 
private property co-ownership etc.], additional developable land has to be identified to redress the 
shortage of land and space for various uses, to meet the needs of [a] growing population and economy, 
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and respond to the aspirations of the community for a quality living environment’ (DB & PD, 2016, 
p.16). One of the so-called “building blocks” the document proposes is to continue the compact 
development model with railway transportation as the backbone (DB & PD, 2016, p.26). According to 
Tang (2018) this commonly used transit-oriented development model reflects Hong Kong’s aim for 
efficient and intensive use of land space and thereby contributes to sustainable urbanization.  
 
An important change from past development practice in Hong Kong is the government’s view towards 
land reclamation. Under pressure of environmental habit concerns and new insights about the 
significant quality of the Victoria Harbour area (Wan & Chui, 2008), land reclamation to a large extent 
seems to be out of the question. This is also backed up by figures showing that ‘between 2000 and 
2013, only about 570ha of land or an average of 40ha per annum were reclaimed, substantially lower 
than the average of about 200ha per annum between 1985 and 2000’ (HKDB & PD, 2016, p.50). In part, 
this stance towards land reclamation was triggered and caused by the ‘harbour debate on the Central-
Wanchai Reclamation Scheme and the Southeast Kowloon Development Scheme (SEKDS) which 
occurred in the mid and late 1990s. These two schemes, particularly the latter one, led the Hong Kong 
Government to alter its planning approach administratively in the late 1990s to facilitate wider public 
participation in planning for major town plans. The SEKDS therefore imposes significant impact on 
reshaping the mode of governance of planning in Hong Kong’ (Wan & Chiu, 2008a, p.2). This shows the 
reciprocal relationship between institutions at urban development project and practice level. Changing 
insights on the importance of Victoria Harbour’s ecological quality and its waterfront economic 
development opportunities, obtained while planning for the SEKDS, gradually resulted in changing 
policies for land reclamation. 

Nevertheless, there is a downside to this. The focus on the environmental aspects of land 
reclamation policies over pure economic considerations has resulted in land shortage, contributing to 
increasing land and property prices as well as housing and commercial rents. At the same time, many 
capital-rich mainland China developers are entering Hong Kong’s land and real estate market, bidding 
for land sites in Hong Kong, fuelled by low interest rates and insatiable demand from foreign buyers 
(Zhao, 2017). Thus, land shortage, global investment flows and low interest rates, have created fierce 
competition over land, creating the most expensive real estate market of the world. One of the 
consequences is that people in Hong Kong are struggling to find affordable housing. Limiting land 
reclamation for environmental purposes thus comes at economic costs, for which the current Hong 
Kong 2030+ strategy of “optimising” sites by allowing upzoning/rezoning and “swopping” land uses by 
reallocation of uses (DB & PD, 2017, p. 50) just provides marginal relief. 

Another institutional change towards sustainable urban development in Hong Kong is the 
increased attention for public participation. One of the most prominent markers here is the Urban 
Renewal Strategy “People First” (Development Bureau [DB], 2011). This strategy embraces a people 
first, district-based, public participatory approach when carrying out urban renewal, with the 
improvement of the quality of life of residents in urban areas as primary goal. ‘The vision of urban 
renewal should embrace the concepts of sustainable development and building a quality city (including 
appropriate development intensity, land use planning, urban design, greening, local culture, heritage 
preservation and harbour beautification, etc.) and be forward-looking to support the development of 
Hong Kong in the long run’ (DB, 2011, p.4). In practice, this means that Urban Renewal Authority 
implements this government strategy by carrying out redevelopment projects in which it needs to be 
accountable and responsive to the needs of the local community, existing property owners and 
businesses, which puts them in the position of a “facilitator” (DB, 2011, p.7) of civil and private 
initiatives and aspirations. In terms of planning instruments this entails an effort to increase the 
“capacity building” among stakeholders in urban areas, marking a departure from URA’s former 
authoritarian hierarchical way of operating (see Adams & Hastings, 2001). 

An increasingly important institution supporting a more sustainable urban development 
practice in Hong Kong is the Hong Kong Environment Bureau (EB) and its Environmental Protection 
Department (EPD). Since 2002, this government organisation sets out environmental policies and 
carries out sustainability assessments of new strategic initiatives or major programmes which may 
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bring about noticeable or persistent implications on the economic, environmental and social 
conditions of Hong Kong. Ng and Hui (2007) point out that major development projects undergo a 
mandatory sustainability impact assessment making use of eight guiding principles. Also, it’s Energy 
Saving Plan (EB, 2015), Climate Action Plan (EB, 2017), and Air Quality Health Index stipulate 
sustainable development policy directions for the market. An equal important role is played by the 
Hong Kong Green Building Council (HKGBC) established in 2009. This is a non-profit market-initiated 
organisation that benchmarks and rates the sustainability of new buildings, existing buildings, interiors 
and (most recent) neighbourhoods (HKGBC, 2016) with its BEAM Plus certifications. The coming into 
existence of these environmental-aware public and private assessment agencies points out that Hong 
Kong’s urban development practice is becoming more receptive to strategically balancing economic, 
social and environmental issues in its territory. How are such institutions carried forward in concrete 
urban development projects? 

 
Kai Tak urban development project 
The previous sections set out some institutional characteristics and changes regarding Hong Kong’s 
sustainable urban planning and development practice. This part describes and analyses the Kai Tak 
Development (KTD) project in South East Kowloon. The focus lays on analysing the roles of and 
relations between various public and private agencies in developing this major urban development 
site, with emphasis on evaluating the use of planning instruments, decision-making/development 
process, and outcomes in terms of sustainability. By comprehending the role of planners in Kai Tak, it 
can be identified whether they are effectively operating as market actors (Adams & Tiesdell, 2010), 
enabling the delivery of a strategic sustainable urban development project. 

Kai Tak is the former Hong Kong airport site currently being redeveloped into a 2nd Central Business 
District (CBD2) for Hong Kong. After the closure of the Kai Tak Airport with the opening of the new 
International Airport at Chek Lap Kok in July 1998, the Hong Kong government planned for urban 
development for the site. The 328 hectares (810 acres) area is of strategic importance to the city. First, 
the city has limited possibilities for new urban development projects of this magnitude. Second, the 
city needs the redevelopment of this site to accommodate private sector investment, in order to 
remain competitive. Third, the housing shortage and prices in Hong Kong can partly be eased by 
developing this site. Fourth, the site creates opportunities to develop the MTR system’s missing 
transport link in Kowloon East. Fifth, public land sales are of crucial importance to the city to invest in 
public amenities. This strategic importance is also reflected in the Hong Kong 2030+ Planning Vision 
(DB & PD, 2016) document, where in various plans, maps and frameworks Kai Tak is earmarked as 
“major planned project/development area” and as CBD2 that could complement CBD1. 

Consequently, the plans for the Kai Tak Development (KTD) site (Figure 2) are ambitious. In 
brief, the development program will constitute of the following functions: government and 
commercial offices, retail, affordable housing, rental housing, owner-occupied housing, hotels, cruise 
terminal, multi-purpose sports complex, public park, water canal, waterfront promenades, and metro-
stations. ‘The planned population is 86,000 people, accommodated in 30,000 housing units, including 
13,000 constructed as part of public housing estates. The total gross floor area is over 14,400,000 
square feet (1,340,000 m2) with over 110 hectares (270 acres) of open space. The total cost for the 
development is about one hundred billion Hong Kong dollars’ (Wikipedia, 2018). Moreover, in its 
conceptual spatial framework the Planning Department has designated KTD as new CBD for Hong 
Kong, strengthening the metropolitan business core around Victoria Harbour. As CBD2 it ‘may provide 
options for businesses and enterprises at a new business area under transformation’ (DB & PD, 2016, 
p.72). 
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Figure 2. Kai Tak Airport/Development Site Panorama (source: Wikimedia Commons, 2018, 
(https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Kai_Tak_Airport_Site_Pano_201010.jpg) 
 
The planning history of KTD formerly known as Southeast Kowloon Development Scheme (SEKDS) is 
quite long and of importance for understanding planning institutions. As Wan and Chiu (2008, p.257) 
describe the SEKDS ‘played a significant role in reshaping planning governance in Hong Kong’ towards 
more community engagement, environmental consciousness and sustainability. In 1998, a Feasibility 
Study was completed which eventually resulted in two draft Outline Zoning Plans. In the following 
public consultation period, the initial pro-growth economic development-oriented plans including a 
massive land reclamation received about 900 objections. ‘The major criticisms were that the harbour 
reclamation was too large-scale, the road traffic was too heavy, and there was too little public 
participation’ (Wan & Chiu, 2008, p.265). Representatives from a real estate association also expressed 
their dissatisfaction with the sheer scale of reclamation which would damage the natural beauty of the 
Victoria Harbour, and representatives from a local resident committee were concerned about the 
impacts of the scheme on their living environment and damage the ecology of the harbour (Wan & 
Chiu, 2008). Interestingly, ‘major developers also objected to the scheme, believing further 
reclamation would only worsen the already weak property market’ (Wan & Chiu, 2008, p.265).  

The result of the debates over the SEKDS was the adoption of a new plan-making practice. The 
government agreed with the Town Planning Board that they would first prepare a “concept plan” that 
would form a framework allowing wider and more public participation. As a result, two revised OZPs 
were produced followed by public consultation resulting in 40 objections, leading to the approval of 
the OZPs in 2002. However, a judgement by the Court of Final Appeal on one of the draft OZPs (Wan 
Chai North) in 2004, issued that any reclamation of the harbour would only be permitted if it served 
an overriding public need that could not be accommodated by a reasonable alternative (Ng, 2006). 
Under the approved SEK OZPs, still ‘about 30 per cent of the development scheme area would require 
harbour reclamation’ (Wan & Chiu, 2008, p.267), but its primarily residential use would not pass a 
public need test. Due to this judgement of the court the Planning Department decided to commission 
the Kai Tak Planning Review with “zero reclamation” as starting point. It revised and reformulated the 
plans using an extensive three-stage Public Participation Programme, leading to a Preliminary Outline 
Development Plan, finally resulting in the TPB-approved Kai Tak Outline Zoning Plan (No. S/K22/2) in 6 
November 2007. The 2007 Kai Tak OZP marks a milestone for subsequent planning documents in the 
Kai Tak area. In the following years some subsequent changes were made to the plan (2009), including 
taking into account outcomes of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report (March 2009). 
Moreover, by considering voiced public’s aspirations to preserve stone bridge remnants and to have 
better access to precious harbourfront spaces for public enjoyment, subsequent amendments 
reflecting urban design and planning enhancement were approved in 2012 leading to the latest Kai Tak 
OZP (S/K22/4) (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3. Kai Tak Outline Zoning Plan 2012 (S/K22/4) (source: Town Planning Board, Statutory Planning 
Portal 2, 2018). 

 
The previously outlined brief history of the Kai Tak Development illustrates that both shaping and 
capacity building planning policy instruments were used to direct and facilitate the decision-making 
environment of market actors. Regarding these two instruments, Wan and Chiu (2008) already pointed 
out that the planning department decided to facilitate greater public participation in major plan-
making processes in various ways. However, to completely understand the role of the local authorities 
in Kai Tak we need to understand the role of various government bodies actively involved and their 
relationships to private market actors as well. Numerous public or quasi-public organisations are 
involved in Kai Tak collectively delivering the development program by 2025. The main public bodies 
(and their consecutive tasks) are the Planning Department (plan-making, planning legislation), Kai Tak 
Office (infrastructure development, planning), Lands Department (land sales), and Energizing Kowloon 
East Office (master planning, enabling partnership). Here we briefly discuss their shaping, regulating, 
stimulating and capacity building roles and planning instruments in relation to market actor decision-
making. This is of relevance as it will be private real estate developers and investors that will realise 
the entire commercial part of the real estate programme. 
 The Planning Department (PD) of the Development Bureau has already partly been discussed. 
Its role has been most prominent and decisive in the plan preparation for Kai Tak. The PD’s used the 
comprehensive Kai Tak Planning Review Study Process (PD, 2018) containing four main planning 
phases (Inception, Review, Plan Preparation, Recommendations) and three Public Participation Stages, 
through which the PD developed various frameworks, reports, plans and conducted numerous 
assessments. These documents cover a variety of planning aspects including urban design, 



13 
 

infrastructure, land use, transport, and environmental requirements and guidelines. This process 
resulted in establishing the planning and development conditions for the site, with most important 
planning documents being the Outline Concept Plans (OCPs) and Outline Zoning Plan (OZP). Thus, the 
PD has played an important shaping and regulating role in Kai Tak’s plan preparation phase, as well as 
a capacity building role in which it foremost translated societal (as opposed to market) interests into 
plans through an extensive public participation process. Its role in the implementation of the plans is 
limited though, as other governmental bodies are involved in the delivery of Kai Tak Development 
projects. 

The role of the Kai Tak Office (KTO) is to lead and oversee the coordination and implementation 
of KTD within its intended time frame (KTO, 2018b), and is part of the government’s Civil Engineering 
and Development Department (CEED). Its role concerns the centralised coordination for the 
implementation of mega interfacing projects, steering of the design development of infrastructure 
works, enhancement of green features, heritage conservation and integration with surrounding areas, 
and taking forward the urban and landscape design. One of the main planning documents the office 
has developed is the KTD Urban Design Guidelines and Manual (UDGM) (KTO, 2018a) whose design 
parameters are partly incorporated in the latest approved OZP. The UDGM sets out a design 
framework and approach that broadly circumscribe the road form arrangement, massing and 
appearance of development within KTD through a set of recommended urban design parameters for 
four different sites with the principle function being the achievement of coherent overall high-quality 
design. As such KTO shapes and regulates private sector decision-making, as developers with their 
plans need to effectively respond to design requirements. Moreover, by investing heavily in 
infrastructure works (including the provision of the Kai Tak MTR station) and public space, KTO 
(indirectly) stimulates private sector development interests in commercial development 
simultaneously increasing the land value of the site (and plots). 

Regarding development control the Lands Department (LD) plays a key role in land sales 
through land lease tenders. Over the course of the last years the LD has prepared and tendered various 
pieces of land by individual lots for private real estate development for both commercial and 
residential uses (Figure 4). Tenders are publicly announced, involve competition amongst real estate 
developers and investors, are rewarded to the highest bidder, and are typically granted a 50 years land 
lease at a certain premium. As elsewhere in Hong Kong land grants in Kai Tak allow for a maximum 
usage of the land typically indicated by plot ratios, with modifications being allowed involving the 
payment of an additional premium by developers. An example of a modification is the relaxation of 
plot ratios and building height restrictions for twenty-five development sites in Kai Tak approved by 
the Town Planning Board and district councils between 2013-2015 (WTSDC, 2016). This illustrates that 
the LD and TPB understand the real estate market logics, as they effectively provide a financial 
development incentive to developers in allowing them to secure a reasonable profit percentage. 
Another example is the lowering of the land premium once the developer provides the infrastructure. 
Thus, the LD plays a capacity building, regulating and stimulating role in delivering KTD, and 
simultaneously secures income for public works and amenities in the city. 

Another crucial public organisation for KTD is the Energizing Kowloon East Office (EKEO). ‘The 
EKEO was inaugurated on 7 June 2012 to steer, supervise, oversee and monitor the development of 
Kowloon East with a view to facilitating its transformation into another premier CBD of Hong Kong to 
support … economic growth and strengthen … global competitiveness’ (EKEO, 2018). Basically, the 
Development Board created a “political-free” vehicle that facilitates (local) community and business 
involvement in master-planning and activating the already build-up eastern most part of Kai Tak area. 
Moreover, Kowloon East is Hong Kong’s pilot area to explore the feasibility of developing a “smart 
city”, for which EKEO has sought collaboration with many stakeholders and implemented a Smart 
Crowd Management System and Persona and Preference-based Way-finding for Pedestrians, with 
other sustainability studies and measures on their way. Another accomplishment is the mandatory 
requirement for new land sale sites in KE to achieve a BEAM Plus accreditation of Gold or above and a 
higher greening ratio, as well as the provision of smart water meter system and electric vehicle 
charging facilities. As such, EKEO effectively builds the capacity with and shapes the development 
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industry to deliver a more sustainable urban area. Nonetheless, it has limited influence in the new 
development sites in the main Kai Tak area itself where land sales for instance do not incorporate 
BEAM Plus requirements.  

 

Figure 4. Kai Tak Development Residence Construction Site 2017 (Source:  
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Kai_Tak_Development_Residence_Construction_site_2017
07.jpg) 

The above shows that multiple public bodies play a diversity of roles in planning the KTD, creating the 
conditions for real estate market investment and development decisions explicitly using different 
planning and development control instruments. Especially, the capacity building role played by the 
Planning Department (public consultation process in plan-making) and EKEO (facilitating and 
implementing local community and business needs) in KTD demonstrate an emerging institutional 
change from a development planning to a coalition-building place-making approach. Also, it has 
become clear that the development control instruments as mentioned earlier are all applied in the 
case, implicating that Hong Kong’s planning system is firmly institutionalised in development practice. 
Nonetheless, the crucial question here is to what extent these government bodies are effectively 
support Kai Tak to become a sustainable urban development area. 
 The Outline Concept Plans, Outline Zoning Plan and urban design guidelines for the entire Kai 
Tak area consider and incorporate a variety of environmental-friendly and social-inclusive aspects. 
Additionally, the comprehensive KTD Environmental Impact Assessment report containing various 
environmental topic studies and findings concludes that ‘with the recommended mitigation measures 
applied, the project would be environmentally acceptable’ (EPD, 2006, p.41). For example, resurfacing 
and landscaping the Kai Tak Nullah river, creating semi-enclosed open spaces, bike lanes and a water 
promenade offer many possibilities for recreation, community-building, and relieving drainage 
channels and mitigating heat island effects. Also, the development of the new Kai Tak and To Kwa Wan 
MTR stations (Sha Tin to Central Link), and the construction of the Trunk Road T2 tunnel underneath 
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Kai Tak, reduce car traffic, congestion, noise and air pollution and create many health advantages to 
residents. Additionally, the government of Hong Kong proceeds with the intended monorail 
transportation system (Environmentally Friendly Linkage System) with twelve stations in Kai Tak, 
estimated to start in 2018 and competed in 2023. Moreover, the residential neighbourhoods in KTD 
could enhance living space and meet housing demand in the territory with both public and private 
rental housing projects. In this sense, the plans support the government’s ‘vision to create a 
distinguished, vibrant, attractive, and people-oriented Kai Tak (EPD, 2006, p.3), which could achieve 
economic, social and environmental sustainability in its preparation. 

Nevertheless, some opportunities are missed as well, as sustainability is not an important point 
for land and real estate development institutions in Kai Tak. Most prominent, land tenders for new 
development in Kai Tak’s Grid Neighbourhood do not include any sustainability requirements that go 
beyond compliance, missing the opportunity to promote and develop green buildings for instance. In 
that sense, real estate market actors are not incentivised to innovate and compete with other 
development companies, as they are not selected on their sustainable building proposals, but rather 
on the highest price they offer for the land. Also, it remains a political problem to tender land based 
on selecting a long-term-oriented development partner, which is regarded as possibly favouring 
certain developers. In addition, as the reliance on land revenues for investing in public infrastructure 
and amenities is still high, land tender grants will remain to be issued to the highest bidder. Therefore, 
land tendering requirements for real estate development in Kai Tak fail to fully consider and achieve 
broader environmental and societal objectives, resonating with established and prevailing economic-
oriented planning and development institutions.  

In retrospect, sustainability outcomes of Kai Tak Development project are difficult to 
determine as the project is commencing. Simultaneously, the KTD case illustrates a changing 
government’s stance towards sustainable urban development as exemplified by some unfolding 
sustainability-oriented institutional changes. This is especially illustrated by the capacity building role 
of the Planning Department and EKEO and their focus on economic, social and environmental 
sustainability. Established planning and development institutions like the land tender and lease hold 
system, however, limit the strategic transformation of the real estate development industry towards 
more sustainable urban development practices, despite the growing attention in real estate markets 
for, and investor’s willingness to pay for, sustainable buildings for example. 
 
Conclusions 
This paper explored whether urban planning and development institutions support a path towards 
sustainable urban development in Hong Kong. In retrospect, it can be argued that macro-level 
institutions of an economic-oriented planning system and a hierarchical governance mode are quite 
established in Hong Kong. These institutions obstruct a radical turn towards sustainable development 
practices, but nevertheless seem more receptive to incremental change. The main reasons for such a 
slow institutional change towards sustainable development are twofold. On the one hand, Hong Kong’s 
global economic position requires a restructuring of its planning system and real estate markets which 
need to adopt sustainability principles to remain competitive. On the other hand, local urban 
development projects like Kai Tak illustrate the changing actor aspirations, perspectives and attitudes 
towards people- and environmental-oriented sustainable development. Based on the findings in this 
paper, it can be argued that Hong Kong’s planning and development institutions begin to support a 
trajectory towards sustainable urban development. However, multiple other case studies on strategic 
urban projects and other developments in its territory could have enabled cross-case learning and 
validated or falsified this conclusion, which therefore should be treated with care. 
 In scientific terms, this paper implicates that it is worthwhile to explore the reciprocal 
relationship between institutions; to what extent are institutional changes caused by the changing 
agency roles and interaction at the level of urban development projects, or by changing institutional 
values, systems and instruments present at the urban development practice level? As we have seen in 
this chapter the answer to this question is not straightforward. Urban development projects can 
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change planning system institutions as illustrated by the adoption of the Public Consultation Process 
in Hong Kong’s planning system due to the experiences in Kai Tak. At the same time, strategic planning 
policy instruments like Hong Kong 2030+ might change the attitude, perception and ways of working 
from actors that deliver (sustainable) urban development projects.  
 The relevance of this research on Hong Kong’s (sustainable) urban planning and development 
institutions and practices is twofold. First, lessons from Hong Kong as a city case study are potentially 
valuable for other rapidly-growing Asian cities. These seem to evolve towards and adopt market-led 
planning practices in which finding a balance between social, economic and environmental objectives 
through urban development projects appears to be a main challenge for sustainable urbanization. 
Second, the theoretical relevance of this chapter lays in the adopted institutional perspective and 
framework which enable the understanding of state-market relations in contemporary urban planning 
and development studies. It offers ground to study the complex reciprocal relationship between public 
planning instruments and private market actor decision-making, whose logics and mechanisms need 
to be known and increasingly aligned to achieve a sustainable built environment. 
 
References 
Adams, D. & Hastings, E.M. (2001) Urban renewal in Hong Kong: Transition form development 
corporation to renewal authority. Land Use Policy. 18, 245-258. 

Adams, D., & Tiesdell, S. (2010) Planners as market actors: Rethinking state-market relations in land 
and property. Planning Theory & Practice. 11 (2), 187-207. 

Adams. D. & Tiesdell, S. (2013) Shaping Places: Urban Planning, Design and Development. Routledge, 
London. 

Alexander, E.R. (2001). Why planning vs. markets is an oxymoron: Asking the right question. Planning 
and Markets, 4 (1). Available from: http://www-pam.usc.edu/volume4/v4i1a2print.html [Accessed 
5th January 2018]. 

Alexander, E.R. (2008) Between State and Market: A Third Way of Planning. International Planning 
Studies, 13 (2), 119-132. 

Andersson, D.E. & Moroni, S. (2014) Cities and Private Planning: Property Rights, Entrepreneurship and 
Transaction Costs. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar. 

Brenner, N. & Theodore, N. (2002) Spaces of Neoliberalism: Urban Restructuring in North America 
and Western Europe. Malden, MA, Blackwell. 

Buitelaar, E., Galle, M. & Sorel, N. (2011) Plan-led systems in development-led practices: an empirical 
analysis into the (lack of) institutionalisation of planning law. Environment and Planning A, 43, 928-
41. 

Buitelaar, E., Galle, M. & Sorel, N. (2014) The public planning of private planning: an analysis of 
controlled spontaneity in Netherlands. In: Andersson, D.A. & Moroni, S. (eds.) Cities and Private 
Planning: Property Rights, Entrepreneurship and Transaction Costs. Cheltenham, Edward Elgar, pp. 
248-268. 

Chan, E.H.W. & Lee, G.K.L. (2006) Design-led sustainable urban renewal approach for Hong Kong. 
HKIA Journal. 46 (2), 76–81. 

Chan, E.H.W. & Yung, E.H.K. (2004) Is the development control legal framework conducive to a 
sustainable dense urban development in Hong Kong? Habitat International, 28, 409-426. 



17 
 

Crouch, C. (2012) Sustainability, neoliberalism, and the moral quality of capitalism. Business & 
Professional Ethics Journal. 31 (2), 363-374.  

Development Bureau [DB] (2011) Urban Renewal Strategy: People First, A District-based and Public 
Participatory Approach to Urban Renewal. Hong Kong, Development Bureau. 

Development Bureau and Planning Department [DB & PD] (2007) Hong Kong 2030 Planning Vision and 
Strategy: Final Report. Hong Kong, Development Bureau and Planning Department. 

Development Bureau and Planning Department [DB & PD] (2016) Hong Kong 2030+: Towards a 
Planning Vision and Strategy Transcending 2030. Hong Kong, Development Bureau and Planning 
Department. 

Environment Bureau [EB] (2015) Energy Saving Plan for Hong Kong’s Built Environment 2015-2025+. 
Hong Kong, Environment Bureau, Development Bureau and Transport and Housing Bureau. 

Environment Bureau [EB] (2017) Hong Kong’s Climate Action Plan 2030+: Climate Ready@HK. Hong 
Kong, Environment Bureau. 

Environmental Protection Department [EPD] (2006) Kai Tak Development Environmental Impact 
Assessment Executive Summary. Agreement No. CE 35/2006(CE). Hong Kong: Environmental 
Protection Department. 

Fung, B.C.K.  (2001) Planning for High-density Development in Hong Kong. Hong Kong, Planning 
Department. 

Hackworth, J. (2007) The Neoliberal City: Governance, Ideology and Development in American 
Urbanism. Ithaca, NY, Cornell University Press. 

Heurkens, E. (2012) Private Sector-led Urban Development Projects: Management, Partnerships and 
Effects in the Netherlands and the UK. Delft, Delft University of Technology. 

Heurkens, E. (2016) Institutional conditions for sustainable private sector-led urban development 
projects: a conceptual model. In: ZEBAU Centre for Energy, Construction and the Environment 
(eds.) Strategies, Stakeholders, Success factors: Proceedings of the International Conference on 
Sustainable Built Environment, SBE 2016, 8-11 March, Hamburg, Germany. Hamburg, ZEBAU. pp. 
726-735. 

Heurkens, E. (2018a) Approaches to sustainable urban redevelopment in the Netherlands. In: 
Wilkinson, S.J., Dixon, T., Miller, N. & Sayce, S. (eds.) Routledge Handbook for Sustainable Real Estate. 
London, Routledge, pp. 355-367. 

Heurkens, E. (2018b) Private sector-led urban development: Characteristics, typologies and practices. 
In: Squires, G., Heurkens, E. & Peiser, R. (eds.) Routledge Companion to Real Estate Development. 
London, Routledge, pp. 107-122. 

Heurkens, E., Adams, D. & Hobma, F. (2015) Planners as market actors: The role of local planning 
authorities in the UK’s urban regeneration practice. Town Planning Review. 86 (6), 625-650. 

Heurkens, E. & Hobma, F. (2014) Private sector-led urban development projects: Comparative 
insights from planning practices in the Netherlands and the UK. Planning Practice and Research. 29 
(4), 350-369. 



18 
 

Ho, D.C.W., Yau, Y., Poon, S.W. & Liusman, E. (2012) Achieving sustainable urban renewal in Hong Kong: 
Strategy for dilapidation assessment of high rises. Journal of Urban Planning and Development-ASCE, 
138 (2), 153-165. 

Ho, P.H.K. (2015) Hong Kong: The speculative rather than technical real estate property market 
process. In: Squires, G. & Heurkens, E. (eds.) International Approaches to Real Estate Development. 
London, Routledge, pp. 185-197. 

Hong Kong Green Building Council (2016) BEAM Plus Neighbourhood Version 1.0: A rating tool for 
sustainable communities. Hong Kong, Hong Kong Green Building Council. 

Kai Tak Office [KTO (2018a) Kai Tak Development: Urban Design Guidelines and Manual. Hong Kong: 
Civil Engineering and Development Department. Available from: http://www.ktd.gov.hk/udgm/en 
[Accessed: 24th January 2018]. 

Kai Tak Office [KTO] (2018b) Our Mission. Hong Kong: Civil Engineering and Development Department. 
Available from: http://www.ktd.gov.hk/eng/index.html [Accessed: 24th January 2018]. 

Keogh, G. and D’Arcy, E. (1999) Property market efficiency: An institutional economics perspective. 
Urban Studies. 36 (13), 2401-2414. 

Lee, G.K.L. & Chan, E.H.W. (2008) Factors affecting urban renewal in high-density city: Case study of 
Hong Kong. Journal of Urban Planning and Development-ASCE. 134 (3), 140-148. 

Lind, H. (2002). Market-oriented land use planning: A conceptual note. Planning and Markets, 5 (1). 
Available from: http://www-pam.usc.edu/volume5/v5i1a5s1.html [Accessed 5th January 2018]. 

Miller, T., Kim, A.B., and Roberts, J.M. (2019) 2019 Index of Economic Freedom: 25th Anniversary 
Edition. Washington, DC, The Heritage Foundation. 

Mottershead, T. (ed.) (2004) Sustainable Development in Hong Kong. Hong Kong, Hong Kong 
University Press. 

Ng, M.K. (2000) Business as usual: Root cause of the Hong Kong crisis. Asian Geographer. 19 (1/2), 
49-62. 

Ng, M.K. (2002) Property-led urban renewal in Hong Kong: Any place for the community? Sustainable 
Development. 10, 140-146. 

Ng, M.K. (2005) Planning cultures in two Chinese transitional cities: Hong Kong and Shenzhen. In: 
Sanyal, B. (ed.) Comparative Planning Cultures. London, Routledge, pp. 113-144. 

Ng. M.K. (2006) World-city formation under an executive-led government. Town Planning Review. 77 
(3), 311-337. 

Ng, M.K. & Chui, E. (1999) From values to praxis: Problems and prospects of advocacy planning in 
Hong Kong. Planning and Development. 15 (2), 70-79. 

Ng, M.K. & Cook, A. (1997) Are there feasible alternatives for the reclamation-led urban development 
strategy in Hong Kong? Department of Geography, Chinese University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong. 
Occasional Paper No. 132. 

Ng M.K. & Cook, A. (1999) Urban regeneration in Hong Kong: Questions of partnership. Town and 
Country Planning. 68 (7), 227–230. 

http://www-pam.usc.edu/volume5/v5i1a5s1.html


19 
 

Ng, M.K., Cook, A. & Chui, E. (2001) The road not travelled: A sustainable urban regeneration strategy 
for Hong Kong. Planning Practice and Research. 16 (2), 171–183. 

Ng, M.K. & Hui, D.L.H. (2007) Practice report: Sustainability impact assessment in Hong Kong and the 
Pearl River Delta: “both necessary and impossible”? Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal. 25 (3), 
233-238. 

Nissum, R. (2008) Land Administration and Practice in Hong Kong.  Second Edition. Hong Kong, Hong 
Kong University Press. 

Pierre, J. (1999) Models of urban governance: The institutional dimension of urban politics. Urban 
Affairs Review, 34 (3), 372-396. 

Planning Department [PD] (2016) Town Planning: Hong Kong The Facts. Hong Kong, Planning 
Department. 

Planning Department [PD] (2018) Kai Tak Planning Review: Study Process. Hong Kong, Planning 
Department. Available from:  
https://www.pland.gov.hk/pland_en/p_study/prog_s/sek_09/website_chib5_eng/english/index_e.ht
ml [Accessed: 24th January 2018]. 

Rabushka, A. (1979) Hong Kong: A Study in Economic Freedom. Chicago, IL, University of Chicago. 

Rydin, Y. (2010) Governing for Sustainable Urban Development. London, Earthscan. 

Squires, G. & Heurkens, E. (2015a) Conclusion: Concluding international approaches to real estate 
development. In: Squires, G. & Heurkens, E. (eds.) International Approaches to Real Estate 
Development. London, Routledge, pp. 218-230. 

Squires, G. & Heurkens, E. (2015b) Introduction: Introducing international approaches to real estate 
development. In: Squires, G. & Heurkens, E. (eds.) International Approaches to Real Estate 
Development. London, Routledge, pp. 1-22. 

Squires, G. & Heurkens, E. (2016) Methods and models for international comparative approaches to 
real estate development. Land Use Policy. 50, 573-581. 

Scott, W.R. (2014) Institutions and Organizations: Ideas, Interests, and Identities. London, Sage. 

Staley, S. & Scarlett, L. (1997) Market Oriented Planning: Principles and tools. Los Angeles, Reason 
Public Policy Institute. 

Tang, B.S. (2018) Leveraging property values for metro railway development in Hong Kong: Experiences 
and lessons. In: Squires, G., Heurkens, E. & Peiser, R. (eds.) Routledge Companion to Real Estate 
Development. London, Routledge, pp. 13-27. 

Tang, B.S., Sharma, S. & Yeung, S.C.W. (2008) Facilitation and constraint: Institutions of urban planning 
in Hong Kong. In:  Seabrooke, W., Kent, P. & How, H.H.H. (eds.) International Real Estate: An 
Institutional Approach. Oxford, Blackwell, pp. 130-154. 

Tang, B.S. & Tang, R.M.H. (1999) Development control, planning incentive and urban redevelopment: 
Evaluation of a two-tier plot ratio system in Hong Kong. Land Use Policy. 15, 33–43. 

Van Bueren, E.M. & Ten Heuvelhof, E. (2005) Improving governance arrangements in support of 
sustainable cities. Environment and Planning B: Planning and Design. 32, 47-66. 



20 
 

Van der Heijden, J. (2014) Governance for Urban Sustainability and Resilience: Responding to Climate 
Change and the Relevance of the Built Environment. Cheltenham, UK, Edward Elgar. 

Wan, Y.K.P. (2008) Governance of Residential Land Use Planning in Hong Kong. Hong Kong: University 
of Hong Kong.  

Wan, Y.K.P. & Chiu, L.H.R. (2008a) Governance of plan-making in Hong Kong in transformation. In: 
University of Macau, Department of Government and Public Administration (eds.) The 3rd 
International conference on Public Management in the 21st Century: Opportunities and Challenges, 
14-15 October, Macau, University of Macau. pp. 726-735. 

Wan, Y.K.P. & Chiu, L.H.R. (2008b) Transforming the governance of plan-making in Hong Kong. 
Journal of Place Management and Development. 1 (3), 256-271. 

Wikipedia (2018) Kai Tak Development. Available from: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kai_Tak_Development [Accessed 19th January 2018]. 

Williams, K. & Dair, C.M. (2007) A framework for assessing the sustainability of brownfield 
developments. Journal of Environmental Planning and Management. 50 (1), 23-40. 

Wong Tai Sin District Council [WTSDC] (2016) Review Study of Kai Tak Development: WTSDC Paper 
71/2016 (1.11.2016). Hong Kong, Wong Tai Sin District Council. 

Yeh, A.G. (1990) Urban planning under the leasehold system. Working paper 7. University of Hong 
Kong.  
 
Zhao, S. (2017) Does Hong Kong have a housing crisis? The answer depends on whether you own a 
flat. South China Morning Post, 26 December 2017. Available from: 
http://www.scmp.com/news/hong-kong/economy/article/2125641/does-hong-kong-have-housing-
crisis-answer-depends-whether-you [Accessed: 11th January 2018].  

Zheng, H.W., Shen, G.Q. & Wang, H. (2014) A review of recent studies on sustainable urban renewal. 
Habitat International. 41, 272-279.  


	Abstract
	Keywords
	Introduction
	Institutional theory and conceptual model
	Methodology
	Hong Kong’s urban planning and development institutions
	Institutional changes supporting sustainable urban development
	Kai Tak urban development project
	Conclusions
	References

