
Research Papers
Issue RP0273
December 2015

Division: Economic
analisys of Climate
Impacts and Policy
(ECIP)

The research leading to
these results has

received funding from the
Italian Ministry of

Education,University and
Research and the Italian

Ministry of
Environment,Land and

Sea under the GEMINA
project.

LiDAR data have been
provided for use in this
research project by the

Hong Kong Civil
Engineering and

Development
Department.

We would like to thank
Francesco Bosello for his

revisions and
suggestions on a first

draft of this paper.

Multi-hazard risk assessment of two
Hong Kong districts

By Katie Johnson
CMCC/ECIP

katie.johnson@feem.it

Yaella Depietri
Urban Ecology

Lab,Environmental Studies
Program,The New School,New

York
depietry@newschool.edu

and Margaretha Breil
CMCC/ECIP

margaretha.breil@cmcc.it

SUMMARY The assessment of multi-hazard risks in urban areas poses
particular difficulties due to the different temporal and spatial scales of
hazardous events in urban contexts, and the potential interactions between
single hazards and between hazards and different socio-economic
fragilities. Yet this exercise is important, as identifying the spatial distribution
and concentration of risks in urban areas helps determine where and how
preventive and corrective actions can reduce levels of vulnerability and
exposure of urban populations. This article presents the results of a
GIS-based assessment of present day risks to socio-natural hazards in two
districts of Hong Kong (PRC) by utilizing indicators to describe the hazards
and vulnerabilities. Mapping composite indicators facilitates the
communication of complex concepts like vulnerability and multi-hazard risk,
allowing for the visual representation of concentrations of hazard intensities
and vulnerabilities. Mapping indicators operationalizes the concept of
vulnerability at the urban level, and supports the detection of potentially risk
prone areas at the sub-urban scale. This approach has the potential of
providing city planners and policy makers with visual guidance in focusing
and prioritizing risk management and adaptation actions with respect to
current and future risks existing in specific parts of the city, taking into
account more than one hazard at the time. Under a climate change
prospective, the assessment of the present day risk is relevant to highlight
how the capacity of communities to cope with potentially intensifying
hazards could be strengthened.

Keywords: Urban areas,Hazard,Vulnerability,Risk,Climate change,GIS, urban
adaptation
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INTRODUCTION

Natural hazards in the Asia-Pacific region af-
fected 6 billion people and caused over 2 million
casualties between 1970 and 2014 (ESCAP,
2015). These fatalities and the number of per-
sons affected represent a significant portion of
the worldwide totals: according to the Eco-
nomic and Social Commission for Asia and the
Pacific, 56.6 percent of deaths due to disasters
and 87.6 percent of people affected by natural
hazards are located in this region. While the
total number of fatalities per disaster has actu-
ally decreased over the past several decades,
economic damages have increased (ESCAP,
2015). Disaster risk reduction activities have
helped to lower the number of deaths, yet fac-
tors including population growth, development
of cities in coastal areas, and climate change
contribute to increased exposure and damages.
Since 1980 the number of people exposed to
hydro-meteorological hazards, like floods and
storms (cyclones), has increased by 70 percent
(UNISDR, 2015c), and this number is likely to
rise with population growth and climate change.
Indeed, Asia’s urban population is projected to
increase from 2.06 billion in 2014 to 3.31 bil-
lion in 2050 (United Nations and Department
of Economic and Social Affairs, 2014) further
increasing the number of people exposed to
natural hazards. Urban centres in the Asia-
Pacific region are often located in geographi-
cally vulnerable areas, and development, es-
pecially of land occupied by the urban poor,
is increasingly occurring in hazard-prone areas
(ESCAP, 2015). A large portion of Asia’s ur-
ban population (238 million in 2000) lives less
than 10 meters above sea level (Nicholls and
Small, 2002; McGranahan et al., 2007; Nicholls
and Cazenave, 2010; IPCC, 2014b), highly ex-
posed to storm surges and sea level rise.

This paper proposes an indicator based ap-
proach for the spatial assessment of the risk

to heat waves, landslides, and storm surges
in two socio-economically diverse districts of
Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of
the People’s Republic of China (herein referred
to as Hong Kong). It addresses strategies that
can improve the knowledge needed for manag-
ing and reducing disaster risks in urban areas,
with some consideration in the case of future
climates. Section 2 provides the state of the
art concepts, methods and background infor-
mation on risk assessment. Section 3 presents
the case study areas and the features of several
hazards for Hong Kong; section 4, the method-
ology used; section 5, the results; section 6, the
final discussion; and section 7 the conclusions.

RISK, VULNERABILITY, AND HAZARD:
CONCEPTS AND METHODS

The term hazard refers to a potentially damag-
ing physical event, phenomenon or human activ-
ity that may cause the loss of life or injury, prop-
erty damage, social and economic disruption
or environmental degradation (UNISDR, 2015a,
p.19 emphasis made by the authors). Risk to
natural hazards is the combination of the prob-
ability or likelihood of a natural hazard to occur
and the vulnerability of the system potentially
affected (UNISDR, 2015a). In contrast to this
definition provided by the disaster risk reduc-
tion community, the climate change community
puts less emphasis on the likelihood aspects
and defines risk as the result of the interaction
of hazard, exposure, and vulnerability (Parry et
al., 2007). The traditional approach of natu-
ral sciences (such as geophysics) to risk has
mainly been engineering based with the aim
of reducing the exposure of potentially affected
communities to a seemingly unavoidable event
(Cardona, 2004). Risk can concretise in a dis-
aster1 when severe consequences and disrup-
tion occurs. More recently, the disaster risk
reduction community modified this perspective
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that focused mainly on the characteristics of the
hazard, including the likelihood of occurrence,
to take increasingly into account the features of
the system exposed as key drivers of the en-
tity of potential damages (Bankoff et al. 2004;
Birkmann, 2006; Wisner et al. 2004). The con-
cept that the fragilities of the exposed and even-
tually impacted social-ecological system also
contribute to risk is made evident, for instance,
in the case where one hazard unevenly impacts
distinct parts of the same city due to the socio-
economic and governance failures or dispari-
ties (Collins, 2010).This “vulnerability” perspec-
tive in risk reduction originated from social sci-
ences. It takes into account the socio-economic
conditions of people, or their capacity to pre-
vent and cope with a hazard (Cardona, 2004;
Bankoff et al. 2004; Birkmann, 2006; Wisner
et al. 2004). This perspective has extensively
framed the concept and analysis of vulnerability
also in the climate change community (Füssel
and Klein, 2006; IPCC, 2014c; IPCC, 2012).
In this area, vulnerability is generally defined
as the “propensity of exposed elements such
as physical or capital assets, as well as hu-
man beings and their livelihoods, to experience
harm and suffer damage and loss when im-
pacted by single or compound hazard events”
(Birkmann et al., 2013). The IPCC Glossary of
terms2 more simply defines vulnerability as the
“propensity or predisposition to be adversely
affected”. It encompasses, further to the char-
acter, magnitude, and rate of climate change
and variation to which a system is exposed, as-
pects like sensitivity and capacity to cope. In
the disaster risk reduction community, vulnera-
bility is described through three components:
exposure, or “the presence of people, liveli-
hoods, species or ecosystems, environmental
functions, services, and resources, infrastruc-
ture, or economic, social, or cultural assets in
places and settings that could be adversely
affected;” susceptibility or sensitivity, namely

the “predisposition of elements at risk (social
and ecological) to suffer harm;” and lack of re-
silience or coping capacity “determined by lim-
itations in terms of access to and mobilization
of the resources of a community or a social-
ecological system in responding to an identified
hazard,” (Birkmann et al., 2013). In the long
run, the capacity of the system to reduce risk
to hazards is called adaptive capacity, which
governs “the ability of systems, institutions, hu-
mans, and other organisms to adjust to poten-
tial damage, to take advantage of opportuni-
ties, or to respond to consequences”, (Parry et
al., 2007). In this sense, adaptive capacity is
an element modifying vulnerability for instance
by enhancing the capacity to cope or by re-
ducing exposure to climate change impacts in
the long term. As mentioned, the vulnerability
perspective presents hazards not as inevitable
events “naturally” affecting socio-ecologic sys-
tems, but as the result of the interaction be-
tween the features of the affected system and
the event. The interaction that takes place be-
tween the natural and the social systems, deter-
mining a particular configuration of risk, devel-
ops not only on the characteristics of the hazard
itself, but also on the conditions of the social-
ecological system impacted. Some features of
the transformed social-ecological system can
magnify the impacts of a hazard on the sys-
tem itself and can therefore be addressed to
reduce the risk of damages. Further to haz-
ards with a mere natural component, UNISDR
defines socio-natural hazards as those where
“the causes are a combination of natural and
anthropogenic factors, including environmen-
tal degradation, climate change and others”,
(UNISDR, 2015a). Also according to the defi-
nition used by the IPCC (2014a), socio-natural
hazards are originating in the human degra-
dation or transformation of the physical envi-
ronment. For example, this is the case with
the concentration of air pollution or the urban
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heat island effect, both increasing the impacts
of heat waves in cities (Clarke, 1972; Fischer et
al., 2004; Gabriel and Endlicher, 2011; Laaidi
et al., 2011; Rainham, 2003; Tan et al., 2010;
Weng and Yang, 2006). Similarly, soil sealing
can increase the impacts of heavy precipita-
tion leading to floods in urban areas by limiting
drainage and accelerating run-off (Scalenghe
and Marsan, 2009). Damages and casualties
of storm surges following cyclones are also am-
plified due to the concentration of urban areas
and sealed surfaces along coasts (Hanson et
al., 2010). The vulnerability of coastal settle-
ments is in many cases accentuated by natu-
ral and anthropogenic subsidence, by artificial
coastlines increasing erosion, and deforesta-
tion which might increase erosion or intensify
landslides (Smyth and Royle, 2000). In most
cities, the poor live in those areas that are more
exposed to disaster risks, like river and coastal
flood plains or steep slopes and areas at risk
of landslides. This holds for cities in the devel-
oping world as well as for those in developed
countries (Preston et al., 2014; Satterthwaite
et al., 2007). Distinguishing between natural
hazards, which occur independently from hu-
man action but may be enhanced by anthro-
pogenic climate change, and socionatural haz-
ards, which lie at the interface between haz-
ardous natural events and socio-economic vul-
nerabilities, helps to contextualize the potential
effects of disaster risk reduction policies and
climate change adaptation strategies. Climate
change is one, but not in all cases the most im-
portant, driver of disaster risk (Kelman, 2015).

MULTI-HAZARD RISK IN URBAN
AREAS

Hazards of different kinds can impact urban ar-
eas and create different types of damages and
disasters, often acting on the same parts of the
territory, creating, from a spatial point of view,

multiple risks. Already in the early nineties, the
consideration of multiple risks was proposed
as part of the requirements for the definition of
strategies for sustainable urban development.
In fact, the need for multirisk assessment is
part of Agenda 21 for sustainable development,
formulated during the UN Summit in Rio in
1992, which requests a “complete multihazard
research” as part of human settlement plan-
ning and management in disaster-prone areas
(UNEP, 1992). The importance of considering
multiple risks was reconfirmed in the Johannes-
burg Declaration of Sustainable Development
in 2002, which required, as a prerequisite of
the protection and management of natural re-
source base of safe economic and social de-
velopment, “[a]n integrated, multihazard, inclu-
sive approach to address vulnerability, risk as-
sessment and disaster management, including
prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response
and recovery,” (UN, 2002, p.20).

The consideration of multiple risks and of
their potential interactions has also been de-
veloped within the risk management commu-
nity. The Hyogo Framework of Action for in-
stance pledged for the introduction of “inte-
grated, multi-hazard approach[es] for disas-
ter risk reduction [. . . ] into policies, planning
and programming related to sustainable de-
velopment, relief, rehabilitation, and recovery
activities in post-disaster and postconflict sit-
uations in disasterprone countries” (UNISDR,
2005). The importance of creating comprehen-
sive views on hazards is underlined further in
the subsequent framework agreement, estab-
lished in Sendai in 2015: “Disaster risk reduc-
tion practices need to be multihazard and multi-
sectoral, inclusive and accessible in order to be
efficient and effective”. Among the strategic ac-
tions to be undertaken, the framework explicitly
calls for researchers “[t]o promote the conduct
of comprehensive surveys on multi-hazard dis-
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aster risks,” (UNISDR, 2015b, p.13). The con-
centration of risks in urban areas derives from
a set of different and often overlapping kinds of
vulnerabilities and hazards. This variety of haz-
ards concentrated in a relatively small space
makes multihazard assessment an increasingly
important yet challenging task for disaster risk
reduction in cities for several reasons. First,
various hazards in urban areas have different
characteristics, their impacts on structures and
buildings are diverse, and they can potentially
act at various scales in space and time (e.g. fre-
quencies, times of onset, as well as durations).
Second, the socioeconomic conditions deter-
mining vulnerabilities are not distributed evenly
in urban areas, and the dense and intercon-
nected structures of urban areas create strong
spatial differentiations. Third, different types of
impacts can interact in different ways amongst
each other, depending both on causal and spa-
tial relationships, creating a challenge for the
analysis of interactions or overlay of different
types of hazard impacts, sometimes described
as hazard chains, cascades, etc. (Tarvainen
et al., 2006; Marzocchi et al., 2009; Kappes
et al., 2010). These three factors represent a
challenge for the analysis and assessment of
urban disaster risks, as they impose the use
of diversified approaches (Carpignano et al.,
2009; Hufschmidt and Glade, 2010; Kappes,
Keiler, et al., 2012; Papathoma-Köhle et al.,
2011). In particular, the methods available
for the description and quantification of single
risks needs to be adapted carefully to the con-
temporary or comparative assessment of mul-
tiple risks (Marzocchi et al., 2012; Marzocchi
et al., 2009). A basic approach to multi haz-
ard mapping consists in the mapping of “the
totality of relevant hazards in a defined area”,
(Kappes, Papathoma-Köhle, et al., 2012). This
implies to define the urban areas potentially ex-
posed to hazards and the spatial extent of differ-
ent hazards potentially impacting those areas.

Such an approach allows for the identification of
potential hotspots of vulnerability, where more
than one potential hazard can have impacts,
providing specific indications for disaster pre-
paredness [see for instance 52]. Under this
perspective, the effects of hazards are con-
sidered simply additive, with overlapping and
equally severe impacts. A more sophisticated
approach would consist in relating the spatial
or causal interactions between different haz-
ards and analysing the relative importance of
single impacts (Kappes, Keiler, et al., 2012).
Another issue worth considering is that of inter-
related hazards, as hazards frequently occur as
consequences of other types of hazards (e.g.
landslides provoked by seismic events or chem-
ical incidents by flooding), or alongside them as
in the case of cloud burst events causing both
flooding and landslides in the same or contigu-
ous urban areas (Greiving et al., 2006). We
will limit our analysis here to natural hazards
corresponding to impacts which are, in most
cases, spatially defined and differentiated, like
impacts on flood prone, coastal, or densely con-
structed urban areas. Potential interactions be-
tween hazards can be based on spatial concen-
trations of different risks, which can transform
multi-hazard risks into factors that expose some
urban areas to higher risk levels than others.
Under traditional approaches, hazards are an-
alyzed separately, considering also that in most
cases these do not occur contemporarily and
can, from a risk management point of view, be
addressed separately. However, a joint anal-
ysis of different hazard impacts can provide
substantial improvements for the design of risk
mitigation and management strategies, espe-
cially in dense urban areas. In fact, from an
urban vulnerability point of view, further to tem-
poral interaction of hazard impacts, the spatial
concentration or interaction of impacts can also
cause particular challenges for peoples’ coping
capacities. Interacting hazards can be com-
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pound hazards: under a spatial approach, the
simple fact that two different hazards impact the
same people or the same elements of the urban
system can cause effects which go beyond the
sum of single independent impacts (Kappes,
Keiler, et al., 2012). Impacts acting on the same
parts of the territory, without interacting causally
or coinciding contemporaneously, nevertheless
may need to be considered jointly as measures
mitigating risks for one impact can potentially
enhance vulnerabilities towards other hazards,
thereby accentuating hotspots of vulnerability.
In this sense, Kappes et al. (2012) focus on
vulnerabilities of single buildings, distinguish-
ing between four different types of interactions.
The four different options for spatial and tem-
poral interaction as presented by Kappes et al.
(2012) have diverse implications in terms of po-
tential forms of action. In the case of spatial but
not temporal coincidence of impacts, measures
for risk reduction need to be in place aiming at
mitigating risks from each of the single hazards,
taking into account the co-presence of all haz-
ards (e.g. measures attenuating the impact of
heat which need not to compromise the safety
in cases of flood or land-slide). In the case
of neither spatial nor temporal coincidence be-
tween hazards, a differentiated profile for the
mitigation of different types of hazards in dif-
ferent parts of the city is suggested. In the
case of spatially and temporally coinciding haz-
ards, further to impacts from single hazards,
results from interaction and cascading effects
need to be taken into account. Finally, the case
of simultaneous but not spatially coinciding haz-
ards represents a challenge in terms of risk and
emergency management, as in different parts
of the city, different types of emergency situ-
ations will require different types of manage-
ment intervention at the same time [following
Kappes, Papathoma-Köhle, et al., 2012]. From
an assessment point of view, the considera-
tion of multiple hazards requires the creation of

complex spatial indices, which provide useful
information about risks from different hazards
alongside with exposure and aspects of sensi-
tivity and coping capacity for single parts of the
urban area. In this sense, single indicators and
aggregated indices represent a synthetisation
of a complex reality and represent phenomena
that, as for instance with vulnerability, are dif-
ficult or impossible to measure. Spatial inter-
actions can be captured by simply summing up
single hazard indices to create an overall ur-
ban multiple hazards map for each spatial unit
considered. Using an additive approach for the
aggregation of spatial indices for hazards has
the disadvantage of potential compensation be-
tween high and low risk levels across different
hazards. In this way, problematic situations with
respect to one hazard can be “hidden” by low
risk levels with respect to other hazards con-
sidered in the index. Furthermore, additive ap-
proaches do not detect (eventual non-linear)
interaction between the hazards and the sys-
tem, which can cause changes in the charac-
terization of the hazards themselves (e.g. cloud
bursts or inundation can combine in unforeseen
ways with coastal flooding and slope instability)
and in changes in the state of the urban sys-
tem. The changes can cause new and different
types or forms of risk which are different from
the sum of single hazards. Thus, considering
single hazards separately can lead to an im-
portant underestimation of risk (Marzocchi et
al., 2012), although interactions between more
than one hazard are still not well understood
(Greiving et al., 2006; Kappes, Papathoma-
Köhle, et al., 2012). Aggregation strategies
for the single indicators based on multiplica-
tive techniques have been used in some ap-
proaches to multi-hazard mapping in order to
avoid the compensation problem, like geomet-
ric aggregation of weighted indicators (El Mor-
jani et al., 2007; Lung et al., 2013). Weight-
ing of single hazard indicators has been made
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based on expert knowledge (Lung et al., 2013)
or according to the relevance of socio-economic
damages (El Morjani et al., 2007). The way
forward thus begins with an accurate analy-
sis of all single hazards and their impacts, with
special attention given to potential interactions
with contemporaneous or sequential hazards:
those in which one process triggers the next
or those in which the disposition of one hazard
is altered by another (e.g. earthquake induced
landslide; floods and landslides triggered by ex-
treme rainfall or coinciding with river or coastal
flooding) (Delmonaco et al. 2006 p.15; Hewitt
and Burton 1971, p. 30, cited by Kappes, Keiler,
et al., 2012, p.1935). For each of the single
hazards considered, indicators that could be
mapped using the available information have
been chosen. It is worth mentioning that there
are other types of interactions between hazard
impacts, including the domino effect or cascad-
ing effect. According to Delmonaco et al. (2006
a, cited by Kappes, Keiler, et al., 2012), the
“domino effect or cascading failure” is a “failure
in a system of interconnected parts, where the
service provided depends on the operation of
a preceding part, and the failure of a preceding
part can trigger the failure of successive parts”.

In urban areas this is particularly the case
as the accumulation small or everyday haz-
ards can cause widespread impacts, especially
in developing countries due to unplanned ur-
ban expansion in hazard prone areas (Bull-
Kamanga et al., 2003). For a more in-depth
review of multi-hazard assessment methods re-
fer to Kappes et al. (2012). With regards to
interactions, the spatial overlay of these single
indicators in multiple hazard maps can provide
a first idea on the existence of eventual interac-
tions.

The second step is to examine, one by one, the
sensitivities of the single elements exposed to
the multiple hazards and determine degrees of

risk. Degrees of risk are comparable across dif-
ferent hazards that are not expressed by a com-
mon metric system, provided that hazards are
analyzed on the same spatio-temporal scale
and on the same risk metric (economic, eco-
logical or social, etc.) (Marzocchi et al., 2012).
Classification offers a simple approach to com-
pare risk (Kappes, Keiler, et al., 2012) and
semi-quantitative index based approaches by
Dilley et al. (2005), Greiving (2006) and Greiv-
ing et al. (2006). Dilley et al. (2005) compute
hazard and vulnerability as described above
and weight the hazard with the vulnerability in-
dex to calculate risk.

The third step involves creating an aggrega-
tion procedure. Greiving (2006) presents a
qualitative Integrated Risk Index (IRI) as basis
for spatial planning decisions, which is based
on the aggregation of single components of
risk. The intensity of single hazards (or hazard
impacts) relevant for spatial planning are clas-
sified into five intensity classes and aggregated
into an integrated hazard risk component. The
weight, representing the importance of each of
these single hazards is determined based on
expert knowledge, whereas the weight of in-
dicators contributing to vulnerability (exposure
and coping capacity) are assumed to equally
contribute to the overall index. The two com-
posite indicators for hazard risk and vulner-
ability are then equally weighted for the cre-
ation of the integrated risk maps (Greiving et
al., 2006, p.215). Qualitative approaches have
also been applied by Granger et al. (1999)
and Middelmann and Granger (2000), and spa-
tial multi-hazard assessment is presented in El
Morjani et. al. (2007). In their health risk
oriented study Morjani et al. weighted, differ-
ent hazards according to the damages caused.
In this case the regional averages of dam-
ages (persons killed or affected and economic
damages) are expressed in monetary terms
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(El Morjani et al., 2007, p.6). Kappes et. al.
(Kappes, Papathoma-Köhle, et al., 2012) pro-
pose a weighting procedure that is able to take
into account the different importance of single
elements of risk and vulnerability for different
types of hazards. The final aggregation of haz-
ard risk indicators is made from the perspective
of different activities for disaster risk reduction
(emergency management and risk mitigation).

HONG KONG

[Figure 1 about here.]

Hong Kong is situated on the southern coast
of China, close to the Pearl River Estuary and
shares its northern border with Guangdong
Province of Mainland China. The territory con-
sists of Hong Kong Island, the southern part
of Kowloon Peninsula, Stonecutters Island and
the New Territories, which include the mainland
area lying largely to the north, together with
230 large and small offshore islands. The ter-
ritory of Hong Kong had been leased by the
British Empire from China for 99 years, from
1898 to 1997. It is currently classified as a
Special Administrative Region of the People’s
Republic of China. It is part of the coastal re-
gion crossed by the Pearl River delta, extend-
ing over more than 1,100 square kilometres.
Less than 25 percent of its territory is devel-
oped, and about 40 percent of the undeveloped
land is dedicated to parks or natural reserves
as a result of difficult orography and of a long
tradition in environmental forestry in the region
(Corlett, 1999). Due to the particular socio-
political position held by the city throughout the
second half of the 20th century, Hong Kong has
become one of the most densely populated ar-
eas in the world with around 6,300 people per
square kilometre. Most of the current popu-
lation of Hong Kong are descendants of im-
migrants from mainland China. In 1841 the

area only had about 7,450 inhabitants (Ching,
1974), whereas in 1941 population was 1.64
million, dropping to 600,000 after World War
II, growing to 3 million in 1960 (Ching, 1974),
and finally reaching approximately 7.3 million
inhabitants in 2015.3 The population is pro-
jected to increase at a rate of 0.6 percent to
reach 8.47 million in 2041, and to continue
ageing (HKGOV, 2012). The population aged
65 and over is projected to grow from 13 per-
cent in 2011 to 30 percent in 2030 (HKGOV,
2012). The territory of Hong Kong is subdi-
vided in eighteen districts, each of which con-
sists of a variable number of constituencies.
There are pronounced differences in terms of
socio-economic conditions throughout different
areas of the city in terms of income and living
conditions. Further to statistical income levels,
these differences are visible also with respect to
the percentage of green areas and the environ-
mental conditions across the city. The high per-
centage of green in the Victorian urban fabric
gradually ceded in favour of a high-density and
high-rise mode of development, which nowa-
days pervades most of the city until its periph-
eries (Jim, 1998), transforming the availability
of private green areas into a privilege, available
only for the most affluent population in areas
close to the center (1998).

CENTRAL AND WESTERN DISTRICT
AND KWUN TONG DISTRICT

To perform a detailed analysis of multi-hazard
risk at the very local level of the constituency,
two of Hong Kong’s eighteen districts have been
considered: Central and Western District and
Kwun Tong District. They were chosen to cap-
ture a range of distinct socio-economic and en-
vironmental characteristics in coastal areas that
are currently experiencing the hazards of storm
surge, heat waves, and landslides. Specifically,
the Central and Western District features a high
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income level and low densities of residential
population, and the Kwun Tong District repre-
sents a lower income level and a high number
of inhabitants and population density. Accord-
ing to the 2011 Hong Kong Population Census,
Kwun Tong District has the second largest pop-
ulation and the highest population density of all
Hong Kong districts. Central and Western Dis-
trict is the third least populated and the eight
densest district. Kwun Tong has the sixth high-
est median age, and Central and Western the
twelfth highest. Extensive waterfronts charac-
terize both districts. The Central and Western
District, which has a dense central business
district situated along the coast, covers an area
of about 1,255 hectares and is broken down into
15 constituencies in the 2011 census. Kwun
Tong District is slightly smaller at around 1,130
hectares, and is divided into 35 constituencies
according to the 2011 census.

NATURAL HAZARDS

Hong Kong is situated along the southeast rim
of the Asian Pacific region, in an area that is
especially exposed to strong typhoons (wind
and heavy precipitation) causing storms and
floods.4 Tsunamis triggered by earthquakes
are a second potential trigger for coastal flood-
ing. As a densely urbanized area situated
in a humid subtropical climate, Hong Kong is
also affected by heat stress (Goggins et al.,
2012). Landslides often occur due to the steep
slopes in mountainous parts of the city, trig-
gered by heavy precipitation, for instance dur-
ing cyclones.

HEAT WAVES

The Hong Kong Observatory (HKO) has been
recording the occurrence of very hot days and
hot nights since 1884 (excluding the period
of 1940-1946). Over this period, a total of
1031 days with a maximum temperature greater

than or equal to 33◦C,5 and 894 nights with a
minimum temperature greater than or equal to
28◦Chave been recorded.6 The climatological
normal for very hot days observed from 1961-
1990 is 13.37◦C, from 1971-2000 is 9.83◦C,
and from 1981-2010 is 10.20◦C. The climato-
logical normal of hot nights from 1961-1990
is 8.73, from 1971-2000 is 13.1◦C, and from
1981-2010 is 17.8◦C. Since 2000, the HKO
has also been issuing Very Hot Weather Warn-
ings (VHWW) to alert the population in the
event of a heatwave. Warnings are gener-
ally issued when temperature reaches 34◦C,
or exceeds 30◦Ctogether with a certain humid-
ity level, wind speed and direction. Between
January 2000 and October 2015, the VHWW
was issued 203 times; the average duration
of each very hot weather event was about 1.5
days.7 These hot conditions represent a par-
ticular risk, especially for elderly people living
alone, and particularly during long spells (Lam,
2004). Currently there are 14 heat shelters
in Hong Kong managed by the Home Affairs
Department that opened in the summer 2007
(Chau et al., 2009). The city around the delta
is also affected by high levels of air pollution
favoured by the high density of tall buildings.
Daily mortality connected to air pollution seem
to be high in the cooler season in correspon-
dence of northeast monsoons, than in the warm
one (Huang et al., 2009; Lam et al., 2005;
Wong et al., 2001). Episodes of high Ozone
(O3) and Particulate Matter (PM) concentra-
tions have however been recorded during the
hot season linked to the presence of tropical cy-
clones and due to sources of pollution located
at the regional level (Huang et al., 2009; Lam
et al., 2005). These might further contribute
to the number of excess deaths in extreme hot
weather conditions, as suggested by Chau et
al. (2009).
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Table 1
Socio economic indices of the study areas

Hong Kong Central and Western Kwun Tong
Surface (km2) 1,104 12.52 11.05
Population 7,071,576 251,519 622,152
Population density (people/km2) 6,405 20,089 56,303
Median age 41.7 41.3 42.8
Median monthly income (HKD) 11,000 15,000 10,000
Population change 2001 - 2011 (%) 5.4 - 4 10.6

Hong Kong Population Census, 2011http://www.census2011.gov.hk/en/index.html,(retrieved on 12/11/2015)

LANDSLIDES

A landslide is a geological phenomenon that
occurs due to the movement or rock, earth, or
debris down a slope. These occur mainly on
bare land and shrub-covered areas (Zhou, Lee,
J. Li, et al., 2002) and occur frequently under
heavy rainfall conditions (Dai and Lee, 2002).
Landslides in Hong Kong have been studied in
particular on the little inhabited Lantau Island
(Dai et al., 2004; Dai et al., 2001; Dai and Lee,
2002; Zhou, Lee, J Li, et al., 2002). Other re-
searchers have looked at the New Territories
district (Yao et al., 2008), and Hong Kong Is-
land (Chau and Chan, 2005). Research on
Hong Kong Island has found that elevation to
be the most dominant factor in explaining land-
slide occurrence in the area, whereas other re-
search shows that the other factors, like slope
angle, soil characteristics, and coverage have a
more important role (Evans et al., 1997; Chau
et al., 2004). Hong Kong Island is also more
affected by landslides than the other parts of
the city, as it is the most populated area with
high rates of soil sealing and high building den-
sities (Chau and Chan, 2005). Since 1983, the
HKO and Geotechnical Engineering Office has
been issuing landslip warnings when there is a
high risk of many landslips as a result of per-
sistent heavy rainfall. Warnings are intended

to encourage the public to take precautionary
measures to reduce their vulnerability to the
hazard posed by landslips. Furthermore, they
are intended to assist engineers, contractors
and others who may suffer losses from land-
slips. Relevant government departments and
organisations are prompted by warnings to take
appropriate actions, including opening tempo-
rary shelters, standing by for search and res-
cue operations, and closing individual schools
and relief work projects. From January 1983 to
October 2015, a total of 103 landslip warnings
were issued in Hong Kong.8

TYPHOONS

Hong Kong’s typhoon season spans from May
to November, with the peak season occurring
during the summer months of June, July, and
August. These tropical cyclones often result
in flooding and landslides (Dai et al., 2001).
In the past, the greatest death toll and eco-
nomic losses have been inflicted by typhoon-
induced storm surges (Lam, 2004; Yim, 1996).
According to the HKO’s database on Storm
Surge Records in Hong Kong during the Pas-
sage of Tropical Cyclones from 1949 to 2015,
tide gauges nearby the case study areas have
recorded water levels as high as 1.77 me-
ters above the astronomical tide. In the city’s

http://www.census2011.gov.hk/en/index.html
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history, typhoons are the hazards that have
caused the most casualties and damages in
Hong Kong (Lam, 2004). According to the
EM-DAT,9 in 1906 a tropical storm hit the city
causing 10,000 deaths while another typhoon
caused 11,000 deaths in 1937. In 1947, 2000
people died in a storm. In June 1960, Typhoon
Mary hit the city affecting more than 15,000
people. Since then, the city’s vulnerability has
been reduced drastically, as only minor dam-
ages were registered in Hong Kong10 when a
similar situation reoccurred in October 2010
when typhoon Megi made landfall over Main-
land China, approximately 400 kilometres north
of Hong Kong in Fujian. However, according
to EM-DAT, floods too are at the origin of high
numbers of people affected in Hong Kong, and
together with storms cause the highest amount
of economic damages. On the other hand, ty-
phoons also bring benefits to Hong Kong. Cy-
clones are responsible for at least 30 percent
of annual rainfall in the area, and are there-
fore important for the water balance of the city,
also by breaking drought periods and cooling
the environment (Lam et al., 2012). The down-
side is that these precipitation events are of-
ten concentrated in relatively short time peri-
ods. May, June, July, August, and September
each have monthly rainfall levels exceeding 300
millimetres; about 80 percent of the yearly rain-
fall occurs in these 5 months. HKO monthly
mean precipitation data from 1981-2010 indi-
cates that June is the rainiest month in terms of
both total and duration of rainfall.11 The HKO
issues Tropical Cyclone Warning Signals in the
event of a typhoon. Warnings to the public
are issued in case of persisting strong winds,
storms and cyclones and in case of tropical cy-
clones centered within 800 km of Hong Kong
which may affect the city. From January 1964
to October 2015, 1028 cyclone warnings of sig-
nal 1 or higher were issued with an average
duration of nearly 17 hours. The climatologi-

cal average from 1951-1980 was 492 warnings,
499 from 1961 to 1990, 475 from 1971to 2000,
413 from 1981 to 2010, and 359 have been
issued since 1991.12

RISK ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

Risk is defined by the likelihood to be affected
and is generally obtained by aggregating vul-
nerability indices with those describing hazard.
Several approaches for the aggregation of sin-
gle indices exist: for example, Greiving (2006)
proposes an integrated risk matrix with 10 de-
grees of risk obtained by summing vulnerability
and hazards classes. The Global risk index is
also calculated as the product of exposure (the
hazard sphere) per susceptibility, coping ca-
pacity, and adaptive capacity (Welle and Birk-
mann, 2015). Others have defined vulnerabil-
ity spatially as the product of hazards features,
sensitivity, and adaptive capacity (Kienberger
et al., 2009), what has been referred to as risk
herein. Carreño et al. (2007) also assessed
the risk to multiple hazards spatially in an ur-
ban context as a product of the potential phys-
ical damage (D) based on the exposure and
an impact factor (I) based on the susceptibil-
ity and lack of resilience of the exposed pop-
ulation. By multiplying D and I Carreño et al.
(2007) obtained a spatially explicit map of dif-
ferent risk at the district level. The methodology
applied in this spatially explicit multi-hazard risk
assessment has been informed by the multi-
risk assessment of Europe’s regions described
in Greiving (2006), opting for a linear aggrega-
tion rather than a multiplicative approach. The
methodology consists of four steps: 1) develop-
ing intensity maps for each socio-natural haz-
ard based on a set of clearly identified indica-
tors using normalized indices in order to keep
values based on different dimensions and met-
rics comparable (see Table 2); 2) deriving an in-
tegrated hazard map encompassing and over-
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laying all the hazards considered; 3) develop-
ing a vulnerability map based on the indicators
of exposure, sensitivity and adaptive capacity
(see Table 3), relevant for the hazards consid-
ered; and 4) obtaining an integrated risk map
as a product of the values of the multi-hazards
map and of the vulnerability map. Each step is
detailed in the next sections. All mapping was
done using QGIS software (QGIS Development
Team, 2009).

SOCIO-NATURAL HAZARD
ASSESSMENT

The heatwave hazard is estimated using the in-
dicator for the urban heat island effect. As a
hazard determined by socio-economic factors
like urban density that exacerbate the impacts
of natural hazards like heat waves, a combined
index based on the percentage of sealed sur-
face area and building volume is used. As men-
tioned, it is assumed that heatwaves impacts
the entire city; rather the intensity of the haz-
ard is a function of the UHI phenomena. The
landslide hazard is estimated using the percent-
age of the constituency with a slope greater
than 45 degrees. A forty-five degree thresh-
old is chosen as landslides generally occur on
steeply sloped lands. Due to lack of data on
soil characteristics and soil coverage, only the
slope inclination could be used for this assess-
ment. Landslide distribution data for 428 cut-
slope failures on Hong Kong Island shows that
most landslides occurred in areas with an in-
clination from 55◦ to 60◦ ; other landslide data
distributed around this value in a form of normal
distribution (Chau et al., 2004). Floodable area
is the most relevant factor composing the storm
surge hazard, so the percentage of the con-
stituency area between sea level and the high-
est observed storm surge water level from 1949
to 2015 is used to estimate the storm surge haz-
ard. For both districts, the intensity of impacts

from hazards are assessed spatially, while the
time dimension is excluded due to lack of avail-
able information. The magnitudes of the three
hazards considered are aggravated by the fea-
tures as well as by the activities of the urban
system. The urban heat island magnifies the
impacts of heat waves; soil sealing is an ag-
gravating factor for flooding; and deforestation
increases the risk of landslides. These factors
directly affect the spatial magnitude of hazards
and can be thus addressed to reduce risk. It
is assumed that heat waves intensified by the
Urban Heat Island (UHI) effect and heavy pre-
cipitation potentially triggering landslides affect
all areas in the assessment, but with different in-
tensities due to different spatial characteristics
as urban density or slope characteristics, where
areas with a slope greater than 45◦are consid-
ered to be most at risk (Chau et al., 2004).
Maps of coastal storm surge are created based
on land elevation and historical flood data.

The integrated hazard is the average of the
three individual hazards:

H = (1/3HW ) + (1/3L) + (1/3SS) (1)

Where H is integrated hazard, HW is heat wave,
L is landslide, and SS is storm surge.

HW = UHI = (1/2SSA) + (1/2BV ) (2)

Were SSA is the sealed surface area and BV is
the building volume.

L = (1/2SA) (3)

Were SA is the percent of land area with a slope
greater than or equal to 45 degrees.

SS = percent of land area below the
highest observed storm surge
water level

(4)

An indicator of hazard from 1 to 5 is calcu-
lated to classify areas in the districts in terms
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Table 2
List of descriptors of spatial intensity of the socio-natural hazard considered

Hazard (H) Indicator or parameter References
Heat waves (HW UHI: sealed surface area (ex-

cluding buildings, SSA) plus
building volume (BV)

(Depietri et al., 2013; Haase et
al., 2012; Larondelle et al., 2014)

Landslides (L) Slope area: percent of land area
with steep slope (SA)

(Chau et al., 2004; Evans et al.,
1997)

Storm surges/coastal
floods (SS)

Floodable area: percent of land
area below highest observed
storm surge water level

(Damm, 2010; Welle et al., 2014)

of heat waves, landslides, storm surges, and
integrated hazard. The classes were defined
based on the equal interval method, and imple-
mented in QGIS. The primary source of land
use data is the Hong Kong Survey and Map-
ping Office. The iB5000 Digital Topographic
Map provides information on building footprint,
land cover, and places of interest. This data
is supplemented with Open Street Map data
on leisure and natural areas in order to de-
velop a more complete view of land use, par-
ticularly green areas. High resolution LiDAR
Digital Elevation Model (DEM) and Digital Sur-
face Model (DSM) data are used in the assess-
ment to derive information on elevation, slope,
and building height. Data for Central and West-
ern and Kwun Tong districts were provided by
the Civil Engineering and Development Depart-
ment. DEM and DSM data have a vertical accu-
racy specification of ±0.10m standard error (95
percent confidence level or 2σ) and a horizontal
accuracy specification of ±0.30m standard er-
ror. DEM and DSM LiDAR data were collected
from December 2010 to January 2011. Tide
gauge data is taken from the Hong Kong Ob-
servatory’s database on Storm Surge Records
in Hong Kong during the passage of tropical cy-
clones. Data from both Quarry Bay, collected
from 1986 to 2015, and North Point, from 1949

to 1985, are considered as they are the tide
gauges located closest to Central and Western
District and Kwun Tong District.

VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT

Based on the literature and on data availabil-
ity, a range of indicators has been chosen to
characterize vulnerability to the different haz-
ards. All indicators describe some aspects
of the social-ecological system regarding its
susceptibility or coping capacity with respect
to the potential hazards impacts. The indica-
tors selected are presented in Table 3. Socio-
economic data used in the assessment has
been obtained from the 2011 Hong Kong popu-
lation census. Specifically, data on population,
age, education, employment, income, people
per household, and gender are considered for
the 15 constituency areas within the Central
and Western District on Hong Kong Island, and
the 35 constituency areas within the Kwun Tong
District in Kowloon. Although overall hazard
preparedness has improved in Hong Kong in
the last decades (Lam, 2004), there are sub-
stantial differences among age groups: a 2012
study revealed, for instance, that only 22.4 per-
cent of the elderly were prepared for disasters
(Loke et al., 2012).
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Table 3
List of indicators describing the multi-hazard vulnerability of Hong Kong

Vulnerability component Indicator References
Exposure (E) Constituency population (as a

percent of Hong Kong’s total
population)

(Birkmann et al., 2013)

Susceptibility (S)

Young people (percent popula-
tion< 5) (Y) and Elderly (percent
population >65) (A)

( Gabriel et al. 2011,92-95) Loke
et. al. 2012; Brückner 2006;
Kosatsky, 2003

Unemployed (percent) (U) (Yardley et al., 2011)
Income (median monthly do-
mestic household income) (I)

(Lin et al., 2008; O’Hare and Ri-
vas, 2005)

Education (percent of population
over 15 with max primary level of
education) (P)

(Frankenberg et al., 2013; Har-
lan et al., 2012; Lee, 2014; Ni et
al., 2015)

Lack of coping capacity
(LCC)

One person households (per-
cent of households)

(Bouchama, 2007; Fouillet et al.,
2006; Kosatsky, 2005; Naughton
et al., 2002)

CALCULATING VULNERABILITY

Based on the definition of vulnerability, which is
a function of exposure, susceptibility and lack of
coping capacity, socio-economic data has been
normalized in order to assess relative differ-
ences in vulnerability between the districts and
across constituencies. For population and in-
come, normalization is done relative to all Hong
Kong constituencies, whereas for the other vari-
ables it is done across the constituencies in-
cluded within the two case study districts.

Vulnerability, which exists only in areas where
the population is exposed to hazards (Bankoff
et al., 2004), is calculated as follows:

V = E ∗ (S + LCC)Eq.(5) (5)

Where E is exposure, S is susceptibility, and
LCC is lack of coping capacity.

E = constituency area population
as percentage of Hong Kong
population

(6)

S = (1/5Y )+(1/5A)+(1/5U)+(1/5I)+(1/5P )

(7)

Where Y is the percentage of the population un-
der age 5, A is the percentage of the population
over age 65, U is the percentage of the popu-
lation that is unemployed, I is income, and P is
the percentage of the population over 15 years
old with a maximum level of primary education.

LCC = percent one person households (8)

RESULTS

Figures 4 to 11 report the results of the proce-
dure depicting single hazards, integrated haz-
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ards, the components of vulnerability, vulnera-
bility, and risk. Risk (R) is the product of hazard
(H) and vulnerability (V):

R = H ∗ V (9)

[Figure 2 about here.]

[Figure 3 about here.]

For a visual representation of the indicators,
the levels of hazard, vulnerability, and risk are
categorized into 5 classes based on the equal
interval method of classification. Figures 2 and
3 serve as a reference for the codes and names
associated with each constituency area in Cen-
tral and Western District and Kwun Tong Dis-
trict.

UHI, STORM SURGE, AND LANDSLIDE
HAZARDS

[Figure 4 about here.]

The UHI hazard, according to this analysis, is
most intense in constituency KT21 in Kwun
Tong, while CW14 has the highest UHI hazard
in Central and Western constituency, and
ranks second highest among all constituencies
considered.

[Figure 5 about here.]

[Figure 6 about here.]

The coastal constituencies of both districts are
those where the storm surge hazard is high-
est, particularly in northwest Central and West-
ern and southern Kwun Tong. The highest
level of storm surge hazard exists for con-
stituency CW8 in Central and Western Dis-
trict; constituency KT22 has the highest storm

surge hazard in Kwun Tong and second high-
est storm surge hazard among all constituen-
cies. Constituency CW3 in Central and West-
ern District has the highest landslide hazard of
all constituencies considered, while the high-
est in Kwun Tong and second highest landslide
hazard overall is in constituency KT7.

INTEGRATED HAZARDS

[Figure 7 about here.]

The highest overall integrated hazard level ex-
ists for constituency CW8 in Central and West-
ern District, while the highest hazard index in
Kwun Tong is constituency KT22, which ranks
third highest overall. Based on the use of
the equal interval ranking method, 13.3 per-
cent (2 constituencies) of Central and West-
ern District’s 15 constituencies face the highest
multi-hazard level of 5, while 33.3 percent (5
constituencies) are at level 4; 26.6 percent (4
constituencies) are in both categories 3 and 2,
and none have a hazard index of 1. As for Kwun
Tong District, 5.9 percent (2 constituencies)
of the 34 constituencies have a hazard index
of 5; 11.7 percent (4 constituencies) have a
hazard level of 4; 8.8 percent (3) constituen-
cies have a hazard level of 3; 47 percent (16
constituencies) have a hazard index of 2; and
26.4 percent (9) constituencies have a hazard
level of 1. Central Western has significantly
higher hazard levels when compared with Kwun
Tong.

VULNERABILITY

[Figure 8 about here.]

[Figure 9 about here.]

[Figure 10 about here.]
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The most exposed constituency is KT12 in
Kwun Tong, whereas the most exposed con-
stituency in Central and Western is CW9,
which ranks fifth most vulnerable overall. Con-
stituency KT10 has the highest overall sus-
ceptibility, while CW11 is the most susceptible
constituency in Central and Western but only
nineteenth most susceptible overall. The con-
stituency with the lowest coping capacity, ac-
cording to the socio economic vulnerability in-
dicators used, is CW1 in Central and Western
District; constituency KT31 has the lowest cop-
ing capacity in Kwun Tong. The overall most
vulnerable constituency is KT12 in Kwun Tong;
CW9 is most vulnerable in Central and West-
ern and tenth most vulnerable overall. Gener-
ally, Kwun Tong shows higher vulnerability lev-
els than Central and Western District.

[Figure 11 about here.]

Using the equal interval ranking method to
place the 49 constituencies within vulnerability
categories, all of Central and Western District’s
15 constituencies face the lowest vulnerability
level of 1. As for Kwun Tong District’s 34 con-
stituencies, only 1 constituency has a vulnera-
bility index of 5. 23.5 percent (8 constituencies)
have a vulnerability level of 2, and 73.5 percent
(25 constituencies) have a vulnerability index
of 1.

MULTI-HAZARD RISK

[Figure 12 about here.]

Relative to all other constituencies in Central
and Western District and Kwun Tong District,
constituency KT12 (Sau Mau Ping Central) in
Kwun Tong faces the greatest multi-hazard risk;
the most at risk constituency in Central and
Western is CW3 (Castle Road), which has
the fourth highest risk level overall. Based on

classifications using the equal interval ranking
method, none of Central and Western District’s
15 constituencies face a risk level of 5 or 4.
33.3 percent (5 constituencies) face a risk level
of 3, while 46.7 percent (7 constituencies) are
at level 2, and 20 percent (3 constituencies)
have a level 1 risk. As for the 34 Kwun Tong
Districts, 5.9 percent (2 constituencies) have a
risk index of 5, and 2.9 percent (1 constituency)
is at level 4. 11.8 percent (4 constituencies)
face a risk level of 3, while 35.3 percent (12
constituencies) are at level 2, and 44.1 per-
cent (15 constituencies) have a level 1 risk.
Although the levels of vulnerability are low for
Central and Western District, the multi-hazard
risk map shows a more distributed level of risk
between the two districts.

However, if we look at the constituencies rank-
ing highest in terms of risk, three with the high-
est risk levels are located in Kwun Tong District,
while two are in Central and Western District.
For hazard level, two constituencies from Cen-
tral and Western District have the highest haz-
ard levels. The top five most vulnerable con-
stituencies are all located in Kwun Tong District;
in fact, the nine constituencies ranking highest
are all located in Kwun Tong, with number 10
being constituency CW9 (Belcher) in Central
and Western District.

DISCUSSION

By performing a multi-hazard risk assessment
using indicators, we identified particular areas
within the two districts that show higher vulner-
ability levels than others; these areas are char-
acterised mainly by higher population densi-
ties and lower socio-economic indices in Kwun
Tong. Integrating the multihazard index with the
vulnerability score we find that the two districts
have more comparable and distributed levels of
risk. Despite this finding, results of the multi-
hazard risk assessment show that although
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Table 4
Ranking of constituencies

Storm surge Heat wave Landslide Hazard Exposure Susceptibility Lack of
coping
capacity

Vulnerability Risk

1 CW8 KT21 CW3 CW8 KT12 KT10 CW1 KT12 KT12
2 KT22 CW14 KT7 CW3 KT11 KT31 CW13 KT15 KT22
3 CW10 CW15 KT29 KT22 KT23 KT5 CW2 KT11 KT7
4 KT1 KT32 CW4 KT21 KT15 KT3 KT31 KT22 CW3
5 CW6 KT14 KT6 CW10 CW9 KT25 CW12 KT25 CW2

both study areas are significantly exposed to
multiple hazards, the most affected communi-
ties are located in the less wealthy parts of
the two districts. This suggests that Central
and Western District, despite being wealthier,
less dense, and thus less vulnerable, is never-
theless at risk as it is exposed to significantly
high hazard levels. The highest risk area in
Kwun Tong is the constituency of Sau Mau Ping
Central (KT12) due to its high level of vulner-
ability. In this relatively small area, high res-
idential density alongside with medium to low
incomes and education levels contribute to a
high index of vulnerability. On the other side,
a wealthy constituency in Central and West-
ern District shows a high percentage of single
households, eventually due not only to more
singles but also to non-Chinese household as-
sistants serving with wealthy families. Assess-
ment of results shows that local knowledge can
contribute to a better interpretation of these vul-
nerability and hazard factors, which neverthe-
less indicate potential vulnerabilities that are
recognized in the international scientific debate.
For example, closer investigation on the land-
slide hazard shows that the risk to landslides is
highest in constituency CW4 (Peak) in Central
and Western District, which is actually covered
to a great extent by forest, meaning that the
type of soil coverage is able to mitigate risk
of landslides. This does not however distort

the assessment of vulnerability, as this area is
scarcely inhabited and low susceptibility levels
keep the overall risk index low.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND
SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHANGE
IMPLICATIONS FOR MULTI-HAZARD
RISK

Climate change scenarios for the region de-
pict increasing impacts from heatwaves, ex-
treme rainfall events, and droughts (Hong Kong
Environment Bureau, 2015). In addition, the
coastal areas of the city will be progressively
impacted by rising sea levels (Yim, 1996; Hong
Kong Environment Bureau, 2015), which will
worsen coastal flooding from typhoons and
storm surges. According to the 2015 Hong
Kong Climate Change Report, climate change
will lead to more very hot days and hot nights,
fewer rainy days but increased average rainfall
intensity, more extreme rainfall events, more
extremely wet years with risk of extremely
dry years, global sea level rise will leading to
coastal changes, and increased threat of storm
surges associated with tropical cyclones (Hong
Kong Environment Bureau, 2015). According
to tide gauge data maintained by the HKO,
mean sea level in Victoria Harbor has increased
at a rate of 30 mm per decade from 1954 to
2014. Sea level rise is projected to increase
the risk to storm surges and tsunamis, and to
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a limited extent, increase the risk of inunda-
tion of some low-lying coastal areas. Projected
changes in mean sea level in Hong Kong by
2100, relative to the 1986-2005 average, range
from 62 to 70 to 73 to 91 cm for the IPCC’s
RCP2.6, RCP 4.5, RCP 6.0, and RCP 8.5 sce-
narios respectively. These projections from
the HKO are slightly higher than the IPCC’s
global sea level rise projections to 2100, which
are 44, 53, 55, and 74 cm for RCP2.6, RCP
4.5, RCP 6.0, and RCP 8.5 scenarios respec-
tively (Church et al., 2013). Sea level rise
is an important factor to be considered in as-
sessing the future development of hazard in-
tensities. This might lead to increasing haz-
ard impacts also in the wealthiest parts of the
city, which occupy some of the low-lying areas.
As it is for other coastal cities, such as New
York, New Orleans, and London, hard infras-
tructures or mixed green and grey approaches
could provide the necessary protection, which
would furthermore have the benefit of mitigat-
ing the urban heat island effect. These climatic
changes nevertheless would not modify the dis-
tribution of risk across the city in a significant
way (spatial patterns do not change with ex-
ception of the risk of coastal flooding), so that
in absence of spatially explicit projections of
changes in the distribution of socio-economic
characteristics of the population, an additional
mapping exercise would not yield new insights.
On the demographic side, the fertility rate in
Hong Kong has been consistently below the re-
placement rate of 2.1, reaching approximately
1.2 in 2011 (CSD, 2012). In contrast, life ex-
pectancy has increased and the proportion of
the population aged 65 and over is projected
to rise markedly, from 13 percent in 2011 to 30
percent in 2041, as also shown by the projected
rising median age (CSD, 2012). The ageing
process of the society resulting from these phe-
nomena will cause additional concerns for vul-
nerability reduction.

INDICATIONS FOR ADAPTATION
ACTION

The spatial mapping of single and composite
indicators is a powerful tool for directing fu-
ture investigation of particularly at risk areas.
Policy action will need to address inequalities,
which have become evident both in the sense
of reducing exposure in higher income neigh-
borhoods and focussing more attentively in im-
proving susceptibility and coping capacities of
populations in lower income and more densely
inhabited areas of the city. Furthermore, this
method allows for the identification of hotspots
of risk where green or grey infrastructures might
be needed most. Mapping indicators indicates
potentially problematic areas where further in-
vestigation and policy action is needed in order
to reduce vulnerabilities. Assessing vulnerabil-
ities on a spatial level, rather than sector or im-
pact wise, opens the way to more holistic plan-
ning of urban adaptation. Planning may corre-
spond with the spatial extension of potentially
integrated and focussed policy actions aiming
at improving living conditions, which take place
at a suburban/neighbourhood level, or tackle
the connections between neighbourhoods and
other parts of the city.

CONCLUSIONS

The level of multi-hazard risk for both districts
considered in the assessment is comparable.
A deeper analysis of the data obtained how-
ever reveals that Kwun Tong contains most of
the constituencies with the highest levels of vul-
nerability, due primarily to higher levels of sus-
ceptibility, whereas both districts have a similar
distribution of hazard intensities. However, this
also translates in higher levels of risk to multiple
hazards for Kwun Tong District.

Based on the methods of assessment em-
ployed herein, the integrated risk is highest
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where spatial intensity of hazards and vulner-
ability coincide. This is the case in some
constituencies of Kwun Tong, where popula-
tion density and susceptibility due to socio-
economic factors are high, alongside with some
medium to high hazard indices. A similar risk
due to hazards does not in all cases corre-
spond to identical integrated risk levels in some
constituencies in Central and Western District
where lower levels of vulnerability are encoun-
tered. As this analysis focuses essentially on
the residential population, a specific vulnerabil-
ity assessment with regards to working popu-
lations might suggest differentiated measures
with respect to those targeting the residential
population.

It should be noted that these results are depen-
dent on the weighting and aggregation tech-
niques used. Whereas equal weights were
utilized in this assessment, a more compre-
hensive weighting of hazards and aspects of
vulnerability would require collaboration with
stakeholders in order to define relations be-
tween the single hazard and vulnerability lev-
els as they relate also to specific policy goals.
An approach based on equal weighting never-
theless provides useful information for a com-
parative assessment of risk to multiple hazards
in different areas of a coastal city, as it high-
lights local concentration of those physical and
socio-economic conditions that can determine
elevated levels of risk.

In summary, our analysis shows that under a
multi-hazard approach, no part of the city is
significantly less exposed to hazards than oth-
ers. Nevertheless, elements contributing to
higher or lower risk levels are not equally dis-
tributed across the city. In those areas where
socio-economic factors drive or accentuate the
overall risk level, improvements specifically ad-
dressing the socio-economic conditions of the
population (like in most of the constituencies

of Kwun Tong) and providing targeted services
to improve coping capacity may be appropri-
ate, whereas in others (like Central and West-
ern) exposure reduction would be a more effec-
tive strategy. This leads to the conclusion that
a multi-hazard assessment at the sub-urban
scale is effective in identifying spatial distribu-
tion of principle drivers of risk that might change
within a city. It helps prioritize interventions
within different districts, at the very local level,
which will be increasingly required under cli-
mate change conditions.
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Notes

1Disaster is defined as “A serious disruption of the functioning of a community or a society due to hazardous events
interacting with conditions of vulnerability and exposure, leading to widespread human, material, economic and environmental
losses and impacts”, (UNISDR, 2015a)

2http://www.ipcc-data.org/guidelines/pages/glossary/glossary uv.html (retrieved on 08/01/2016)

3http://www.censtatd.gov.hk/home/ (retrieved on 4/03/2016)

4http://www.preventionweb.net/countries/hkg/data/ (retrieved on 31/03/2016)

5http://www.hko.gov.hk/cis/statistic/vhotday statistic e.htm (retrieved on 22/10/2015)

6http://www.hko.gov.hk/cis/statistic/hngtday statistic e.htm (retrieved on 22/10/2015)

7http://www.hko.gov.hk/wxinfo/climat/warndb/warndb13 e.shtml (retrieved on 22/10/2015)

8http://www.hko.gov.hk/wxinfo/climat/warndb/warndb4 e.shtml (retrieved on 22/10/2015)

9http://www.emdat.be

10http://www.hko.gov.hk/informtc/megi/report.htm: According to the report provided by the Hong Kong observatory, dam-
ages were registered mainly on the Philippines, and in Fujian. According to press reports, Megi caused the death of at
least 36 people in the Philippines. It also triggered landslides and destroyed some 1,000 houses. The damage to rice crops
amounted to 1.5 billion paso (around 270 million HKD). Megi brought heavy rain to Taiwan, triggering landslides and causing
the deaths of at least 13 people and another 26 missing. In Fujian, more than 640,000 people were affected and the direct
economic losses were around 1.6 billion yuan. Damages in Hong Kong were limited and no casualties have been registered.

11http://www.hko.gov.hk/cis/normal/1981 2010/normals e.htm#table2 (retrieved on 31/03/2016)

12http://www.hko.gov.hk/wxinfo/climat/warndb/warndb1 e.shtml (retrieved on 31/03/2016)
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Brücker, G. 2005. “Vulnerable Population. Lessons Learnt from the Summer 2003 Heat Waves in
Europe.” Eurosurveillance.

Bull-Kamanga, L, K Diagne, A Lavell, E Leon, F Lerise, H MacGregor, A Maskrey, et al. 2003.
“From Everyday Hazards to Disasters: The Accumulation of Risk in Urban Areas.” Environment
and Urbanization 15 (1): 193-204.

Cardona, Omar D. 2004. “The Need for Rethinking the Concepts of Vulnerability and Risk from
a Holistic Perspective: A Necessary Review and Criticism for Effective Risk Management.” In:
Mapping Vulnerability: Disasters, Development, and People, edited by Greg Bankoff, Georg Frerks,
and Thea Hilhorst. London; Sterling, VA: Earthscan Publications.

Carpignano, Andrea, Elena Golia, Carmelo Di Mauro, Sara Bouchon, and J.-P. Nordvik. 2009. “A
Methodological Approach for the Definition of Multi-Risk Maps at Regional Level: First Application.”
Journal of Risk Research 12 (3-4): 513-534.

Carreño, Martha-Liliana, Omar D. Cardona, and Alex H. Barbat. 2007. “Urban Seismic Risk Evalu-
ation: A Holistic Approach.” Natural Hazards 40 (1): 137-72. doi:10.1007/s11069-006-0008-8.

Chau, K. T., and J. E. Chan. 2005. “Regional Bias of Landslide Data in Generating Suscepti-
bility Maps Using Logistic Regression: Case of Hong Kong Island.” Landslides 2 (4): 280-90.
doi:10.1007/s10346-005-0024-x.

Chau, K.T., Y.L. Sze, M.K. Fung, W.Y. Wong, E.L. Fong, and L.C.P. Chan. 2004. “Landslide Hazard
Analysis for Hong Kong Using Landslide Inventory and GIS.” Computers and Geosciences 30 (4):
429-43. doi:10.1016/j.cageo.2003.08.013.

Chau, P. H., K. C. Chan, and Jean Woo. 2009. “Hot Weather Warning Might Help to Re-



22

Fo
nd

az
io

ne
C

en
tr

o
E

ur
o-

M
ed

ite
rr

an
eo

su
iC

am
bi

am
en

ti
C

lim
at

ic
i

CMCC Research Papers

duce Elderly Mortality in Hong Kong.” International Journal of Biometeorology 53 (5): 461-68.
doi:10.1007/s00484-009-0232-5.

Ching, Fan Shuh. 1974. “The Population of Hong Kong.” C.I.C.R.E.D. Series. Committee for
International Coordination of National Research in Demography (CICRED).

Church, Clark, Cazenave, Gregory, Jevrejeva, Levermann, Merrifield, et al. 2013. “Sea Level
Change.” In Climate Change 2013: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group
I to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Cambridge
University Press.

Clarke, John F. 1972. “Some Effects of the Urban Structure on Heat Mortality.” Environmental
Research 5 (1): 93-104. doi:10.1016/0013-9351(72)90023-0.

Collins, Timothy W. 2010. “Marginalization, Facilitation, and the Production of Unequal Risk: The
2006 Paso Del Norte Floods.” Antipode 42 (2): 258-88. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8330.2009.00755.x.

Corlett, Richard T. 1999. “Environmental Forestry in Hong Kong: 1871-1997.” Forest Ecology and
Management 116 (1-3): 93-105. doi:10.1016/S0378-1127(98)00443-5.

CSD. 2012. “Hong Kong Population Projections 2012 - 2041.” Demographic Statistics Section,
Census and Statistics Department (CSD) of Hong Kong.

Dai, F. C., C. F. Lee, J. Li, and Z. W. Xu. 2001. “Assessment of Landslide Susceptibility
on the Natural Terrain of Lantau Island, Hong Kong.” Environmental Geology 40 (3): 381-91.
doi:10.1007/s002540000163.

Dai, F. C., C. F. Lee, L. G. Tham, K. C. Ng, and W. L. Shum. 2004. “Logistic Regression Modelling
of Storm-Induced Shallow Landsliding in Time and Space on Natural Terrain of Lantau Island, Hong
Kong.” Bulletin of Engineering Geology and the Environment 63 (4): 315-27. doi:10.1007/s10064-
004-0245-6.

Dai, F.C, and C.F Lee. 2002. “Landslide Characteristics and Slope Instability Modeling Using GIS,
Lantau Island, Hong Kong.” Geomorphology 42 (3-4): 213-28. doi:10.1016/S0169-555X(01)00087-
3.

Damm, Marion. 2010. “Mapping Social-Ecological Vulnerability to Flooding. A Sub-National Ap-
proach for Germany.” Text.PhDThesis, Rheinischen Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Bonn. https:
//xpv.uab.cat/2010/1997/,DanaInfo=.ahtuCyqhG2wsJn112Puw+1997.htm.

Depietri, Yaella, Torsten Welle, and Fabrice G. Renaud. 2013. “Social Vulnerability Assessment of
the Cologne Urban Area (Germany) to Heat Waves: Links to Ecosystem Services.” International
Journal of Disaster Risk Reduction 6 (December): 98-117. doi:10.1016/j.ijdrr.2013.10.001.

https://xpv.uab.cat/2010/1997/,DanaInfo=.ahtuCyqhG2wsJn112Puw+1997.htm
https://xpv.uab.cat/2010/1997/,DanaInfo=.ahtuCyqhG2wsJn112Puw+1997.htm


Multi-hazard risk assessment of two Hong Kong districts

23

Fo
nd

az
io

ne
C

en
tr

o
E

ur
o-

M
ed

ite
rr

an
eo

su
iC

am
bi

am
en

ti
C

lim
at

ic
i

Dickson, Eric, Judy L. Baker, Daniel Hoornweg, Asmita Tiwari, and Weltbank, eds. 2012. Urban
Risk Assessments: Understanding Disaster and Climate Risk in Cities. Urban Development Series.
Washington, DC: World Bank.

Dilley, Maxx. 2005. Natural Disaster Hotspots: A Global Risk Analysis. Disaster Risk Management
Series, no. 5. Washington, D.C: World Bank.

D’Ippoliti, Daniela, Paola Michelozzi, Claudia Marino, Francesca de’Donato, Bettina Menne, Klea
Katsouyanni, Ursula Kirchmayer, et al. 2010. “The Impact of Heat Waves on Mortality in 9 European
Cities: Results from the EuroHEAT Project.” Environmental Health 9 (1): 37. doi:10.1186/1476-
069X-9-37.

El Morjani, Zine El Abidine, Steeve Ebener, John Boos, Eman Abdel Ghaffar, and Altaf Musani.
2007. “Modelling the Spatial Distribution of Five Natural Hazards in the Context of the WHO/EMRO
Atlas of Disaster Risk as a Step towards the Reduction of the Health Impact Related to Disasters.”
International Journal of Health Geographics 6 (1): 8. doi:10.1186/1476-072X-6-8.

ESCAP. 2015. “Overview of Natural Disasters and Their Impacts in Asia and the Pacific, 1970-
2014.” ESCAP Technical Paper. Disaster Risk Reduction Section ICT and Disaster Risk Reduction
Division, Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific (ESCAP).

Evans, N. C., S. W. Huang, and J. P. King. 1997. “The Natural Terrain Landslide Study|phases
I and II. Special Project Report SPR5/97.” Geotechnical Engineering Office, Hong Kong.
http://hkss.cedd.gov.hk/hkss/sc/qra/PDF/OG53-65923.pdf.

Filleul, Laurent, Sylvie Cassadou, Sylvia Médina, Pascal Fabres, Agnés Lefranc, Daniel Eilstein,
Alain Le Tertre, et al. 2006. “The Relation Between Temperature, Ozone, and Mortality in Nine
French Cities During the Heat Wave of 2003.” Environmental Health Perspectives 114 (9): 1344-47.
doi:10.1289/ehp.8328.

Fischer, Paul H., Bert Brunekreef, and Erik Lebret. 2004. “Air Pollution Related Deaths dur-
ing the 2003 Heat Wave in the Netherlands.” Atmospheric Environment 38 (8): 1083-85.
doi:10.1016/j.atmosenv.2003.11.010.

Fouillet, A., G. Rey, F. Laurent, G. Pavillon, S. Bellec, C. Guihenneuc-Jouyaux, J. Clavel, E. Jougla,
and Denis Hémon. 2006. “Excess Mortality Related to the August 2003 Heat Wave in France.” In-
ternational Archives of Occupational and Environmental Health 80 (1): 16-24. doi:10.1007/s00420-
006-0089-4.

Frankenberg, Elizabeth, Bondan Sikoki, Cecep Sumantri, Wayan Suriastini, and Duncan Thomas.
2013. “Education, Vulnerability, and Resilience after a Natural Disaster.” Ecology and Society 18
(2). doi:10.5751/ES-05377-180216.

http://hkss.cedd.gov.hk/hkss/sc/qra/PDF/OG53-65923.pdf


24

Fo
nd

az
io

ne
C

en
tr

o
E

ur
o-

M
ed

ite
rr

an
eo

su
iC

am
bi

am
en

ti
C

lim
at

ic
i

CMCC Research Papers

Fuchs, Roland J. 2010. “Cities at Risk: Asia’s Coastal Cities in an Age of Climate Change.” 96.
Asia Pacific Issues. Honolulu: East-West Centre. http://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/handle/
10125/17646.

Füssel, Hans-Martin, and Richard J. T. Klein. 2006. “Climate Change Vulnerability Assessments:
An Evolution of Conceptual Thinking.” Climatic Change 75 (3): 301-29. doi:10.1007/s10584-006-
0329-3.

Gabriel, Katharina M.A., and Wilfried R. Endlicher. 2011. “Urban and Rural Mortality Rates during
Heat Waves in Berlin and Brandenburg, Germany.” Environmental Pollution 159 (8-9): 2044-50.
doi:10.1016/j.envpol.2011.01.016.

Goggins, William B., Emily Y. Y. Chan, Edward Ng, Chao Ren, and Liang Chen. 2012. “Ef-
fect Modification of the Association between Short-Term Meteorological Factors and Mortality
by Urban Heat Islands in Hong Kong.” Edited by Alex R. Cook. PLoS ONE 7 (6): e38551.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0038551.

Granger, Ken, Trevor Jones, Marion Leiba, and Greg Scott. 1999. “Community Risk in Cairns,
A Multi-Hazard Risk Assessment.” Canberra: The Australian Geological Survey Organisation
(AGSO).

Greiving, Stefan. 2006. “Multi-Risk Assessment of Europe’s Regions.” In Measuring Vulnerability
to Natural Hazards: Towards Disaster Resilient Societies, edited by Jörn Birkmann, 210-26.

Greiving, Stefan, Mark Fleischhauer, and Johannes Lückenkötter. 2006. “A Methodology for an
Integrated Risk Assessment of Spatially Relevant Hazards.” Journal of Environmental Planning and
Management 49 (1): 1-19. doi:10.1080/09640560500372800.

Haase, Dagmar, Nina Schwarz, Michael Strohbach, Franziska Kroll, and Ralf Seppelt. 2012.
“Synergies, Trade-Offs, and Losses of Ecosystem Services in Urban Regions: An Integrated Mul-
tiscale Framework Applied to the Leipzig-Halle Region, Germany.” Ecology and Society 17 (3).
doi:10.5751/ES-04853-170322.

Hanson, Susan, Robert Nicholls, N. Ranger, S. Hallegatte, J. Corfee-Morlot, C. Herweijer, and J.
Chateau. 2010. “A Global Ranking of Port Cities with High Exposure to Climate Extremes.” Climatic
Change 104 (1): 89-111. doi:10.1007/s10584-010-9977-4.

Harlan, Sharon L., Juan H. Declet-Barreto, and William L. Stefanov. 2012. “Neighborhood Effects
on Heat Deaths: Social and Environmental Predictors of Vulnerability in Maricopa County, Arizona.”
Environmental Health Perspectives 121 (2): 197-204. doi:10.1289/ehp.1104625.

HKGOV. 2012. “Hong Kong Population Projections 2012 - 2041.” Demographic Statistics Section,
Census and Statistics Department, The Government of Hong Kong Special Administrative Region.

http://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/handle/10125/17646
http://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/handle/10125/17646


Multi-hazard risk assessment of two Hong Kong districts

25

Fo
nd

az
io

ne
C

en
tr

o
E

ur
o-

M
ed

ite
rr

an
eo

su
iC

am
bi

am
en

ti
C

lim
at

ic
i

Hong Kong Environment Bureau. 2015. Hong Kong Climate Change Report 2015. 2015.
http://www.enb.gov.hk/sites/default/files/pdf/ClimateChangeEng.pdf.

Huang, Xiao-Feng, Jian Zhen Yu, Zibing Yuan, Alexis K.H. Lau, and Peter K.K. Louie. 2009.
“Source Analysis of High Particulate Matter Days in Hong Kong.” Atmospheric Environment 43 (6):
1196-1203. doi:10.1016/j.atmosenv.2008.10.013.

Hufschmidt, Gabi, and Thomas Glade. 2010. “Vulnerability Analysis in Geomorphic Risk Assess-
ment.” Geomorphological Hazards and Disaster Prevention, 233.

IPCC, ed. 2012. Managing the Risks of Extreme Events and Disasters to Advance Climate Change
Adaption: Special Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. New York, NY: Cam-
bridge University Press.

—. 2014a. “Annex II Glossary.” http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-report/ar5/wg2/
WGIIAR5-AnnexII FINAL.pdf.

—. 2014b. Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Part B: Regional Aspects.
Contribution of Working Group II to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change. Cambridge U.K and New York, USA: Cambridge University Press.

—. 2014c. Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability: Working Group II Contri-
bution to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. Edited
by Christopher B. Field and Vicente R. Barros. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Jim, Chi Yung. 1998. “Impacts of Intensive Urbanization on Trees in Hong Kong. ”Environmental
Conservation, Foundation for Environmental Conservation, 25 (2): 145-59.

Kappes, Melanie S., Margreth Keiler, and Thomas Glade. 2010. “Consideration of Hazard In-
teractions in Medium-Scale Multi-Hazard Risk Analyses.” In EGU General Assembly Conference
Abstracts, 12:3331. http://adsabs.harvard.edu/abs/2010EGUGA..12.3331K.

Kappes, Melanie S., Margreth Keiler, Kirsten von Elverfeldt, and Thomas Glade. 2012. “Challenges
of Analyzing Multi-Hazard Risk: A Review.” Natural Hazards 64 (2): 1925-58. doi:10.1007/s11069-
012-0294-2.
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Figure 1:
Map of China and of Hong Kong
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Constituency areas and codes
CW1 Chung Wan
CW2 Mid Levels East
CW3 Castle Road
CW4 Peak
CW5 University
CW6 Kennedy Town & Mount Davis
CW7 Kwun Lung
CW8 Sai Wan
CW9 Belcher
CW10 Shek Tong Tsui
CW11 Sai Ying Pun
CW12 Sheung Wan
CW13 Tung Wah
CW14 Centre Street
CW15 Water Street

Central and Western  District

1 0 1 2 3 4 km

Figure 2:
Central Western District constituency area names
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Constituency areas and codes

KT1 Kwun Tong Central
KT2 Kowloon Bay
KT3 Kai Yip
KT4 Lai Ching
KT5 Ping Shek
KT6 Sheung Choi
KT7 Jordan Valley
KT8 Shun Tin
KT9 Sheung Shun
KT10 On Lee
KT11 Po Tat
KT12 Sau Mau Ping
KT13 Hiu Lai
KT14 Hing Tin
KT15 Lam Tin
KT16 Kwong Tak
KT17 Ping Tin
KT18 Pak Nga
KT19 Yau Tong East
KT20 Yau Lai
KT21 Chui Cheung
KT22 Yau Tong West
KT23 Laguna City
KT24 King Tin
KT25 Tsui Ping
KT26 Po Lok
KT27 Yuet Wah
KT28 Hip Hong
KT29 Hong Lok
KT30 Ting On
KT31 Upper Ngau 
 Kok Estate
KT32 To Tai
KT33 Lok Wah North
KT34 Lok Wah South

Kwun Tong District

1 0 1 2 3 4 km

Figure 3:
Kwun Tong District constituency area names
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Figure 4:
UHI hazard map for Central and Western District (left) and Kwun Tong District (right)
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Figure 5:
Storm surge hazard map for Central and Western District (left) and Kwun Tong District (right)
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Figure 6:
Landslide hazards map for Central and Western District (left) and Kwun Tong District (right)
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Figure 7:
Integrated hazards map for Central and Western District (left) and Kwun Tong District (right)
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Figure 8:
Exposure maps for Central and Western District (left) and Kwun Tong District (right)
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Figure 9:
Susceptibility maps
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Figure 10:
Lack of coping capacity maps
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Figure 11:
Vulnerability map for Central and Western District (left) and Kwun Tong District (right)
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Figure 12:
Multi-hazard risk map for Central and Western District (left) and Kwun Tong District (right)
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