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The competition was won by Filippo Lovato, who produced an additional categbry based
on “spatial adjustments”. This category incorporates seven new indicators: Green Space,
Sprawl, Natural Assets, Cultural Assets, Connectivity, Isolation and Pollution. The
methods used to construct the seven indicators in our Spatial Characteristics category are

explained below.

1. Green space




L)

140

iﬁ%%ﬁ*"rﬁﬂ

BrEBAE 108 FFEALHBAALRRA

AR

140

£ b HzZ 3 =

The importance of a dense network of green spaces for the quality of urban life is
well documented. | evaluate the public green spaces available in the city (parks,
squares, gardens but excluding golf courses) based on three criteria: the distribution
of green spacés within the metropolitan region, the number of local greeﬁ spaces and

the number of metropolitan scale green spaces.

Sprawl

Sprawl, or the excessive spreading out of the urban fabric, has a negative impact on
the quality of urban and was assessed according to three criteria: an estimated relation
between the metropolitan region’s surface and its total population, the overall
coherence of the metropolitan form and an estimate of the extent of low density urban

fabric.

Natural assets

Access to nature is a key factor in the quality of urban life. I assign points to cities
based on the natural features available within a radius of 100km from the city centre
(sea, river, lake and mountain over 500m). The second exercise consisted in the
calculation of the surface of all categories of protected areas in a 75km radius around

the city centre.

Cultural assets

The availability of world-class cultural assets is crucial to liveability. For each of the
70 cities evaluated, I counted the number of World Heritage sites within it or in its
vicinity. The best score (1) was obtained by cities with a large number of large world-

class cultural sites: the worst score (5) was given to cities with no such sites.

Connectivity

Liveability also depends on how easy it is to reach the rest of the world. The first
measure is the total number of other cities than can be reached by plane from the city
under consideration. The second is the average number of daily flights leaving from

that city. These two scores were averaged to obtain the final score.

Isolation
Isolation negatively affects leisure opportunities and the possibilities of discovering
different ways of life. This measure of isolation combines two criteria: the number

of other large cities in a 200km radius and the population living in those other large
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7. Pollution
The indicator selected was the concentration of particulate matter of over 10

micrometres (PM10) in the air.

Several indicators affected the adjusted index to define the Best city ranking. Notable was
the introduction of an isolation indicator, which was a key factor in moving Hong Kong
to the top of the ranking, above cities like Amsterdam, Sydney and Berlin. Although Hong
Kong scored relatively poorly for pollution and cultural assets, the city benefited from

strong scores in the natural assets and sprawl categories.

Compared with the EIU liveability ranking, the spatial awareness ranking has some
notable absences. The 70 cities ranked in the spatial awareness index did not include
Melbourne, Vienna and Vancouver—which were the top three cities in the EIU liveability
ranking. That said, Sydney and Toronto make adequate proxy cities as top 10 candidates.
Toronto saw the biggest drop between the results of the standard EIU methodology and
the spatial awareness score, for which it achieved only a 50% rating thanks largely to weak
scores for isolation and cultural assets. Tokyo, in 10th place, was also hampered, perhaps

surprisingly, by a poor cultural asset score.

Wantoosoon jul 30d 202, 1207

Having lived in HK, I find this meaningless.

Yes, there are many large (and lovely) country parks outside urban areas (HK is not really "a city"™, but the urban
parks are small, overregalated, crowded and full of concrete.

So HK is viewed by this index as a big city with a low measure of sprawl? It's actually many urban areas ranged gver
a number of islands and a peninsular, with new towns in more remote places. It's efther a city with a huge amount
of sprawl or it's nota city at all.

And why is low sprawl considered a good thing? The flipside is very high population density, and there's nothing
good about that,

Bizarre.
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The poor boy from Hong Kong julsth 2oz, sy

Excuse me but this article is totally disgusting if you not a tourist or a local millionaire. The statistics say Hong
Kong has green space? Have they touched a piece of leaf in those so called parks? Do vou know how much dust is
covering every single leaf? Did they account for the disgusting level of air poHution thats not been improved since
the beginning of Hong Kong? They are naming $4 million HKD flats (332k GBP) "the treasure of the poar” in HK,
poverty is stupidly high for a metropolis, people are living in cages! Google those photos yourself A.B. Rats biting

people on the streets of Central. and yes this is all 2012.

Just to let vou know, I was born in HK, great city, no where near numiber 1 in the world, fact.
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Persons per sq. km
2012 2016 2017

T Hong Kong Island 16 000 15690 15 620
bR} Kowloon 45710 47 750 48 060
R B R New Territories and Islands 3910 4020 4070
i Total 6620 6780 6 830
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Notes : Figures are as at the end of June of the year.

{I) Excluding marine population and area of
TESCTVOITS.

AR I E  \ D

LEE




Mk 140 B EMAS 108 SEEFLHERELRRE
#8 @2 RMHE | M 140
Bk 4 %2 b Rz2 [ =

MEIEEGE, KPEhRERENS ALE. FENBRRTRGS 1,100 T
HAB, HReltmrlfR. MENENFENDEERY, (L] AEE R
HESE &% Hong Kong 2B FHE, TRAA 4T FHAE, [BES] ALRTY
#%5E Hong Kong Island Z S5, TAEAYA 80 FH AR, P B it Sl 2 &,
B TEES] R (AR S HBESA [HARES .

£ (Best Cities Ranking and Report) 5|iE# &%, KBELZABETE —BXE, K
RIRRE PHERNSESE ROMERTEEENE. FREERESZORE X
B, BB LR, BRTAREBHEBEEN, 257 BB BT
B, /S EREENHEE KERA, BES-M? XNAMEEanssRanmnge
NGOERFIRSNE IS <

WRE AL E




