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Key Points
• (1) AMENITIES & ENVIRONMENTAL 

SERVICES have value though un-priced

• (2) For Harbour government seems to ignore 
changes in MARGINAL VALUATIONS

• (3) Need more transparent & participatory 
ASSESSMENT OF TRADEOFFS between 
priced & un-priced values for harbour and 
waterfronts
– Too important to be left to preferences of bureaucrats 

alone
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• DIRECT COSTS
– Reflect, at best, a bare minimum of the true 

value

• HEDONIC PRICING
– Restricted to what the market can offer as a 

choice

• CONTINGENT VALUATION
– Challenges in framing the questions and in 

validity of answers
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But what are getting? 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

• Thermal differences between water & land 
create cooling air flows

• Air flows also dilute pollution reducing health risk

• Today with urban heat island effect, climate 
change, and high roadside pollution
– we want more of these flows but getting less due to 

gov. planning decisions

• NOT EFFICIENT from perspective of 
MAXIMIZING TOTAL Economic VALUE  
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A BAD BARGAIN

• Despite existing heavy imbalance in favour of 
UTILITARIAN uses versus AMENITIES & ENV. 
SERVICES 
– Government continues push new harbour front roads, 

and land development

• Amenities almost an afterthought
– and when provided the design is often poor. 

• Environmental Services largely ignored
– Gov. even reluctant to admit they are important
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‘P2’, a 4 LANE ROAD

Site of Queens Pier

X

Commercial building

9 story ‘groundscraper’
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WE CAN (and occasionally) DO BETTER
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Alternative Project Designs

• For assessment of tradeoffs between priced and 
unpriced values there must be enough and clear 
enough alternative designs put forward

• E.g.,
– if Version I NPV   =  $100m 
– while   Version II  NPV =  $  80m + Amenity A1 +

Env. Ser (E1)
• Ask Public: is A1+E1 worth at least $20m?

• Can’t do this for everything,but now hardly at all
• Also what government should be doing (and 

presumably is doing) internally but public not 
informed   14



To Recap

• UN-PRICED VALUES MUST BE CONSIDERED TO 
MAXIMIZE TOTAL VALUE
– Amenity, environment services, bequest, option values

• VALUE OF EACH UNIT OF SOMETHING DEPENDS 
ON HOW PLENTIFUL OR SCARCE IT IS
– been ignoring marginal valuation of unpriced resources

• NEED TO REDRESS IMBALANCE of utilitarian & 
unpriced uses of harbour
– stop making such bad bargains
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Much More of this, not much more of that
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