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Opening Remarks


The Chairman welcomed all to the thirteenth meeting of the Central and Western District Council (C&WDC), including representatives of government departments and C&WDC Members.
Item 1:
Adoption of the Agenda

(2:30 pm – 3:42 pm)

2. The Chairman said the Secretariat was informed by Mr HUI Chi-fung and Mr Sidney LEE on 18 March and 19 March respectively that they would like to make an oral statement.  According to Order 30 of the C&WDC Standing Orders (Standing Orders), a Member who wished to make an oral statement shall inform the Secretariat before the meeting and the oral statement shall not take more than five minutes.
	3. The main points of the oral statement of Mr HUI Chi-fung were as follows:


	
(a)
	The Working Group on Civic Education (WGCE) under the Culture, Leisure and Social Affairs Committee (CLSAC) of the C&WDC held a meeting on 6 March 2014.  One of the agenda items of the meeting was to approve an application for funding from the Government to district organisations for the promotion of the constitutional reform package.  Mr Sidney LEE, Chairman of the WGCE, proposed to conduct a closed-door meeting to approve the funding application.  He then asked the journalists and the public to leave the venue and requested the police to carry Mr HUI away from the venue.


	
(b)
	The District Council (DC) represented the public and it was perfectly justified for the public and the media to observe the approval of public funds.  In addition, the application to be approved did not involve any official secrets or personal data.  Under no circumstances should a sensible chairman choose to conduct a closed-door meeting.  It was unacceptable that as at the date of the current meeting, Mr Sidney LEE still had not explained why he conducted a closed-door meeting on that day.  He even accused Mr HUI who requested to open up the meeting to the public of acting in a disorderly manner. 


	
(c)
	He lodged a solemn protest and requested the C&WDC to publicly apologise to the public in respect of the closed-door approval of public funds, and to undertake to let the public sit in on meetings when similar funding applications were to be approved in future.  The Democratic Party would otherwise seek legal solutions and apply for judicial review for the matter concerned.


	
(d)
	Some of the pro-establishment Members present at the meeting and participated in the approval of funding on that day were also members of the organisers or co-organisers which applied for funding.  Notwithstanding the potential conflict of interest, the approval was permitted to be conducted under a situation when the journalists were requested to leave and a Member was forced to leave.  It was upsetting that the meeting tried to approve the funding by circulation of papers regardless of the strong opposition from the Member concerned.


	
(e)
	He censured the police for abusing power, intervening in the operation of DCs, and unreasonably and violently carrying an elected Member away from the venue.  He also censured the Central and Western District Office (C&WDO) for allowing the police to abuse power to intervene in council business and for having failed to exercise due diligence as the responsible party of the meeting venue to protect the C&WDC from being humiliated.  He requested the police and the C&WDO to publicly apologise to the public.


	
(f)
	The matter was no longer one of the personal dignity of the Member concerned, but a matter of significant public interest, including the abuse of power by the police, the infringement of the public’s right to information, the belittlement of the constitutional role of the C&WDC, and the collapse of the declaration of interest mechanism of the C&WDC.


	
(g)
	He hoped that the public could reflect on how to safeguard the core values of Hong Kong and continue to uphold justice in society and the council.


	4. The main points of the oral statement of Mr Sidney LEE were as follows:


	
(a)
	In view of the repeatedly misleading and unfaithful media coverage of the incident happened at the WGCE meeting on 6 March 2014, he made a consolidated response at the third meeting of the WGCE on 11 March.  He would like to make the response again at the meeting of the C&WDC to set the record straight.


	
(b)
	The Standing Orders did not stipulate the arrangements for the public to observe meetings of the WGCE.  Order 47 of the Standing Orders only required that the meetings of the C&WDC and its committees should be open to the public.  Order 39(7) of the Standing Orders specified a few meeting procedures which were applicable to the C&WDC, its committees and working groups, but the arrangements of opening up meetings to the public (including the press) was not mentioned.


	
(c)
	In principle, as long as observers did not disrupt the normal conduct of meetings and Members of the WGCE had no objection, he would not oppose to allow the media and other members of the public to sit in on meetings.  He also believed that ordinary video-taking would not affect the normal conduct of meetings.


	
(d)
	As the Chairman of the WGCE, he was responsible to chair the meeting and ensure its smooth operation.  As video-taking at a close distance had caused nuisance and anxiety to Members present at the meeting, he decided that the meeting would not be opened to the public to observe.  The decision was made according to the regulations of the Standing Orders and in the light of the actual situation (including the opinion of most of the Members present).  He wished that video-taking could be done on the basis of mutual respect in future.


	
(e)
	He understood that the decision had provoked controversies.  The Working Group on C&WDC Affairs led by Mr YIP Wing-shing, the Chairman of the C&WDC, would review the arrangements on the opening and media coverage of DC meetings stipulated in the Standing Orders.  He would submit a detailed report on the incident happened at the WGCE meeting on 6 March as requested by the Chairman.


(f)
Since Mr HUI Chi-fung continued to disrupt the orderly conduct of the meeting despite repeated warnings, he therefore ordered Mr HUI to leave the meeting and he was finally carried away from the meeting room.  According to Order 15(2) of the Standing Orders, if a person attending or sitting in on a meeting of the Council misbehaved in such a way as to disrupt the orderly conduct of the meeting, the Chairman might issue warnings to the person.  The Chairman might order the person to leave the place of the meeting if the person persisted in his misbehaviour despite warnings. 
(g)
As Mr HUI Chi-fung refused to leave despite repeated warnings, he instructed the security guards to remove him from the meeting, but to no avail.  In the process, there were scuffles between both parties and a guard fell on the ground.  He requested the police officers being called to the scene to handle the matter and give advice on how to handle it.

(h)
Having considered that the situation became chaotic again and upon consideration of the safety of all persons at the scene, the police officers assisted the security guards to carry Mr HUI away from the meeting room only after advising Mr HUI to leave in vain.  Hence, he denied the allegation that the Police had intervened in the meeting.
(i)
He asserted that Mr HUI Chi-fung should be condemned for his unfounded comments, including his denial of shoving security guards with unnecessary force and putting his arms around the neck of a security guard who thus fell on the ground; his slanderous accusation against the Chairman of the WGCE for calling the Police to remove him from the meeting; and his allegation concerning Police intervention in the conduct of the meeting by highlighting his removal from the meeting room deliberately without mentioning the reasons. 
(j)
He was aware of the widespread concern over the conduct of the meeting and the doubts about his decisions, for which he had already given explanations.  As the incident involved the Standing Orders and the ways the Chairman of the WGCE exercised his powers, the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs would review the incident and the application of the relevant Standing Orders.
(k)
He had given repeated explanations to the media and thus would not make further comments on the incident prior to the review conducted by the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs.
5.
Mr HUI Chi-fung said that according to Order 25 of the Standing Orders, privilege motions and questions, such as those relating to the rights and privileges of the Council and any of its members, should take precedence of other motions or questions.  Pursuant to the Order, he would move three motions and requested the Chairman to handle them.
6.
The Chairman asked Mr HUI Chi-fung to explain the contents of the motions. 
7.
Mr HUI Chi-fung said that every motion was related to the rights and privileges of Members.
8.
The Chairman responded that he had allowed the two Members mainly involved in the incident to make statements.  Besides, he had proposed five days for the meeting of the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs for Members to choose from and the meeting would be scheduled on a day when most Members would be able to attend.  Items not listed on the agenda should be discussed at the meeting of the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs instead of the current meeting.
9.
Mr KAM Nai-wai proposed the meeting be suspended for 10 minutes for Members to study Order 25 of the Standing Orders.

10.
The Chairman agreed to Mr KAM Nai-wai’s proposal and declared the meeting suspended for 10 minutes.
11.
The DC resumed at 2:55 p.m.
12.
The Chairman said that a consensus had been reached on Mr HUI Chi-fung’s plan to move motions.  The CLSAC would hold a special meeting on 27 March to discuss issues related to fund allocation of the Committee, while the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs would discuss the matters mentioned by Mr HUI Chi-fung and Mr Sidney LEE.  He had proposed five dates for Members to choose from and would schedule a meeting on a day when most Members could attend.  He stressed that the C&WDC was a civilised council in which Members had been proactively participating in the deliberation and formulation of public policies for years.  Some rules of the DC might need to be updated and clearer rules could be established by discussion of all Members.  As the Standing Orders varied among DCs and some of the rules might have become outdated, the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs could discuss and amend the relevant rules and would establish a working group to be responsible for the amendments.
13.
Mr HUI Chi-fung requested to speak on the principles of approving public funds.
14.
The Vice-chairman pointed out that it was not the speaking time of Mr HUI Chi-fung according to the agenda.
15.
The Chairman asked Mr HUI Chi-fung to respond only to the matters about his plan to move motions.
16.
Mr HUI Chi-fung said that he would give a comprehensive response with regard to the facts.
17.
The Vice-chairman asked the Chairman to order Mr HUI Chi-fung to stop his speech as its contents was irrelevant to the motions he planned to move.
18.
Mr HUI Chi-fung requested the Chairman to continue to handle his motion.
19.
The Vice-chairman said that although Order 25 of the Standing Orders stated that privilege motions and questions should take precedence of other motions or questions, it did not imply that they could be raised and should be handled during the meeting.  He opined that the Chairman should not entertain Mr HUI Chi-fung’s verbal application for moving a motion.
20.
Mr HUI Chi-fung said that when the meeting was suspended, he was promised that the funding application would be approved by meetings instead of by circulation of papers in the hope that he could withdraw his motions.  He held that as he was not allowed to speak and to give an account to the public, he decided to continue to move his motions. 
21.
The Chairman explained that the CLSAC would hold a special meeting to study and discuss the matter of concern about funding application, which was believed to have acceded to Mr HUI Chi-fung’s request.
22.
Mr HUI Chi-fung replied that he should be at least allowed to explain why he moved the motions, or the DC should explain what measures it had taken that made him change his mind and withdraw the motions.  He would otherwise insist in moving the motions.  As he was still not allowed to speak, he requested the Chairman to continue to handle his motions according to Order 25 of the Standing Orders on the grounds that the rights and privileges of the Council or any of its Members were involved.
23.
Mr IP Kwok-him opined that Order 25 was aimed at addressing points of order as the DC could not allow Members to move a motion at will during the meeting.  The meeting should proceed according to the agenda.  If Mr HUI Chi-fung thought that a question fell into one of the four categories under Order 25, he could ask for a discussion but not move a motion at will.
24.
The Chairman clarified that the problem raised previously by Mr HUI Chi-fung had been solved in principle as the CLSAC would convene a special meeting to discuss the matter of concern.  Mr HUI Chi-fung could only make additional remarks accordingly.
25.
Mr HUI Chi-fung indicated repeatedly that as he was not allowed to speak, he could not make additional remarks and therefore proceeded with the motions.  He asserted that he was moving the motions according to the Standing Orders.  The Chairman should let him state why he moved the motions, what the motions were about, and explain why he was requested to withdraw the motions and was not allowed to give an account to the public.
26.
The Chairman reiterated that Mr HUI Chi-fung should only talk about issues related to the WGCE.  The Working Group on C&WDC Affairs would hold a meeting during which all Members could listen to his arguments and opinions.
27.
Mr HUI Chi-fung said that his motions were about the rights and privileges of Members, and he would not talk about the details of the clash during the WGCE meeting.
28.
The Chairman did not allow Mr HUI Chi-fung to move motions on the spot.
29.
Mr HUI Chi-fung said that he moved the motions according to Order 25 of the Standing Orders, but the Chairman did not make a decision according to the Standing Orders.  He therefore protested against the Chairman.
30.
The Chairman asked Members to discuss patiently because Members of the C&WDC had always been discussing policies in a refined manner.  He explained that his decision was made according to Order 17 of the Standing Orders which stated that unless otherwise agreed by the Chairman, any Member shall move a motion in accordance with the procedures thereunder.
31.
Mr HUI Chi-fung replied that Order 17 of the Standing Orders referred to motions of discussion items.  Order 16 stated clearly that “except for the special motions stated in Order 25, a motion shall be initiated in writing and its subject matter and terms must be compatible with the functions of the Council.”  As could be seen, what Order 25 covered was special motions, and such motions did not have to be initiated in writing as required under Order 17.
32.
The Chairman explained repeatedly that the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs had scheduled a meeting in April and there would be enough time to study comprehensively matters of concern to Members.  Besides, Mr HUI Chi-fung’s proposed motions were not on the agenda, so he would not handle them.
33.
Mr HUI Chi-fung insisted that the Chairman should listen to his motions first no matter he would handle them or not.  The Chairman had to find out whether they were related to the rights and privileges of Members. 
34.
The Chairman replied that he did not have to handle Members’ motion proposed during the meeting.  What was more important was that a meeting had been scheduled to discuss the matter.  He reaffirmed that the motions were not on the agenda and he would not deal with them.
35.
Mr HUI Chi-fung explained that he had submitted a written objection a week prior to the meeting against the CLSAC’s decision of approving funding allocations by circulation of papers.  He opined that Members’ rights and privileges were undermined, so he chose to raise the matter for discussion at the present public meeting. 
	36.
Mr IP Kwok-him raised a point of order.  He held that the Chairman of the C&WDC should chair the meeting in accordance with the regulations of the Standing Orders.  It was therefore not appropriate to have such a debate at the meeting.  The Chairman should rule at his discretion and the meeting should be conducted accordingly.  The C&WDC was responsible to all citizens in Hong Kong and the residents of the C&W District.  It should not waste time in the discussion since the direction and method to better deal with matters of concern to Members had already been decided and a consensus had been reached.


	37.
The Chairman restated that the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs had decided to convene a meeting in April to deal with the matters concerning the rights and privileges of Members and had proposed five dates for Members to choose from.  He wished that all Members could attend the meeting and join the discussion about matters of concern to Members.  If it was discovered that there was room for improvement for the Standing Orders, the task force under the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs would be responsible for the review of the relevant regulations.


	38.
Mr HUI Chi-fung said that he respected the Chairman’s practice, but by then the funding approval would have been ended already.


	39.
The Chairman emphasised that he had ruled in accordance with the regulations of the Standing Orders.


	40.
Mr HUI Chi-fung opined that the privilege motions which involved the rights and privileges of Members as set out in Order 25 of the Standing Orders were not given priority, and he restated that the Chairman should allow him to present the motions first.


	41.
The Chairman replied that the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs would convene a meeting in April to discuss the issues about the rights and privileges of Members.  Moreover, the item was not set out on the agenda of the current meeting and therefore would not be discussed.  In addition, Order 51 of the Standing Orders stipulated that “the Chairman of the Council shall ensure observance of all the Standing Orders.  His or her decision on a point of order shall be final.”


	42.
Mr HUI Chi-fung emphasised for the third time that the special motions which involved the rights and privileges of Members set out in Order 25 of the Standing Orders were not given priority and he was not allowed to present the motions, so he again expressed his protest as the ruling was not made in accordance with the Standing Orders.


	43.
The Chairman also replied for the third time that he had ruled in accordance with the regulations of the Standing Orders.  He had clearly suggested a designated channel to deal with Mr HUI Chi-fung’s request.  He restated that pursuant to Order 51 of the Standing Orders, the decision made by the Chairman of the C&WDC on a point of order was final.


	44.
Mr CHAN Chit-kwai said that being the Chairman of the CLSAC, he had arranged a special meeting immediately at Mr HUI Chi-fung’s request.


	45.
The Chairman restated that he had made a ruling on the arrangement to handle the point of order.


	46.
Mr HUI Chi-fung protested again that the Chairman did not rule in accordance with the Standing Orders.


	47.
The Chairman declared the meeting suspended for 10 minutes.


	48.
The DC resumed at 3:33 pm.


	49.
After the meeting was resumed, the Chairman said that Mr HUI Chi-fung would withdraw the motions but would make a brief statement.  He considered it a reasonable course of action.


	50.
Mr HUI Chi-fung said he wished to let the public know that the motions he was going to propose were about the rights and privileges of Members, but had nothing to do with the incident that he was carried away from the meeting and the closed-door meeting.  The aim of his motions was to ensure an open and transparent mechanism to monitor the approval and use of public funds.  He pointed out that on 6 March 2014, the Chairman of the WGCE proposed to hold a closed-door meeting, making Members and the media unable to monitor the use of public funds.  He therefore lodged his protest.  Since that meeting was not the only meeting for funding approval, he immediately wrote to Mr CHAN Chit-kwai, the Chairman of the CLSAC, and Mr MAN Chi-wah, the Chairman of the Finance Committee (FC), requesting them not to approve the funding by circulation of papers, but his request was turned down because Members were unable to attend the meeting.  He was dissatisfied with the explanation.  He opined that public funds were not approved in an open way, so he proposed special motions at the meeting of the C&WDC in accordance with the rights conferred by the Standing Orders to request reconsideration of the funding application and censure of the police for intervening in the operation of the DC.  During the suspension of the meeting, he had reached an agreement with the Chairman of the C&WDC and the District Officer (Central and Western). The CLSAC would convene a meeting, instead of circulating papers, to approve the applications.  As the public was able to monitor funding applications, he withdrew the motions proposed in accordance with Order 25 of the Standing Orders.



51.
The Chairman explained that the usual practice of fund approval was that working groups would put forward fund applications for approval by the CLSAC and then for endorsement by the FC.  Urgent applications could be processed by circulation of papers, a practice that had been in use in the Council for many years.  Although Mr CHAN Chit-kwai had made an effort to arrange a meeting for the fund approval, a quorum could not be formed.  To respond positively to and respect the views of Mr HUI Chi-fung, the CLSAC decided to hold a special meeting on 27 March.  The Chairman was not in Hong Kong when the WGCE meeting was held, so he wrote to all Members the next day to express his grave concern.  He held that the C&WDC should deliver an unbiased report on the incident and would pay close attention to the related report presented by the C&WDO.  To address the issues of concern to Members, it was decided that a meeting was to be held by the Working Group on C&WDC Affairs and five dates were proposed for Members to choose from.  The DC had always dealt with all matters in an open and just manner without withholding any information.  If any inadequacies were identified during the review of the Standing Orders, amendments would be made to prevent any misunderstandings in future.  In conclusion, two meetings would be held to deal with the incident.
52.
Mr CHAN Chit-kwai clarified two points.  First, upon receipt of the letter from Mr HUI Chi-fung, he immediately arranged a special meeting.  After communicating with the parties concerned, only 24 March or 25 March would be available.  However, the meeting could not be held because a quorum of one half of the Members of the Committee could not be formed.  Since the proposed funded activity would be held in April, he decided to process the fund application by circulation of papers on 19 March.  Second, with the full support from the Chairman and the Vice-chairman, he succeeded in arranging a special meeting of the CLSAC at 1:00 pm on 27 March (prior to the meeting of the Food, Environment, Hygiene & Works Committee).  Hence, the special meeting of the CLSAC on 27 March was not scheduled at the current DC meeting. 
53.
Mr HUI Chi-fung and Mr CHAN Chit-kwai intended to further express their views on the special meeting of the CLSAC.  The Chairman held that time should be left for the remaining items on the agenda as the DC had already arrived at a solution to the incident.  He had allowed Mr HUI Chi-fung and Mr Sidney LEE to make oral statements at the meeting pursuant to Order 30 of the Standing Orders.  In addition, the DC had reached a consensus that a CLSAC special meeting and a Working Group on C&WDC Affairs meeting would be held to deal with all issues in a fair and open manner.  The C&WDC had always been operating in a transparent way and Members were committed to serve the public.  Even if the Standing Orders might not be able to address the actual situation, the C&WDC could make improvement by reviewing and amending the relevant provisions.
54.
Mr MAN Chi-wah wished to clarify the stance of the FC on the handling of the incident.  The Chairman opined that there was a solution and thus suggested closing the discussion on this item.
55.
Members had no objection to the agenda, so the Chairman declared the adoption of the agenda.
Item 2: 
Meeting the Director of Social Welfare

(3:42 pm – 4:15 pm)
56.
The Chairman welcomed the Director of Social Welfare to the meeting.
57.
Ms Carol YIP, Director of Social Welfare, gave a PowerPoint presentation to brief Members on the new social welfare initiatives as announced by the Chief Executive (CE) in his 2014 Policy Address.  She stressed that the presentation did not cover all the services provided by the Social Welfare Department (SWD).
(a)
The estimate for social welfare made up the second largest item of government recurrent expenditure after education.  She continued to talk about the new social welfare initiatives in 2014-15.
(b)
The Commission on Poverty endorsed a three-year incentive scheme to be rolled out in April 2014 under the Community Care Fund (CCF) as a social security initiative.  The incentive scheme was aimed at encouraging able-bodied Comprehensive Social Security Assistance (CSSA) recipients to achieve self-reliance through employment. Under the incentive scheme, CSSA recipients would not only benefit from the existing disregarded earnings, but would also be provided with an incentive grant if their accumulative earnings above the prescribed disregarded earnings limit reached the incentive target (i.e. two times the asset limit of the household). The recipients would leave the CSSA net upon receipt of the full incentive grant from the CCF in one go.

	(c)
	On 17 February 2014, the SWD conducted a postal review of the financial conditions of 270 000 elderly persons in Hong Kong who had been granted the Old Age Living Allowance (OALA) under the Phase 1 - “Auto-conversion” arrangement.  Such elderly persons and their spouses (if applicable) must provide declaration of income and assets for verification of their continued eligibility to receive the OALA.  If the current income and assets of such elderly persons exceeded the limit in this round of declaration, they could still continue to receive the OALA until the expiry of the 24-month grace period (30 November 2014).  If such elderly persons reached 70 years old after the expiry of the grace period, they could opt to switch to the non-means-tested Old Age Allowance (OAA). 


	
(d)
	The SWD would appoint the Elderly Commission to explore the feasibility of introducing residential care service vouchers for the elderly which was also known as “money-following-the-user” policy.  As implied by the name, the scheme was to enable the elderly persons to have greater flexibility in choosing elderly homes.  Currently, the vacancy rate of private elderly homes was approximately 30%.  The new measure could help enhance the service quality of such elderly homes and fully utilise their hostel places.


	
(e)
	The SWD would continue to carry out the “Improvement Programme of Elderly Centres” funded by an allocation of $900 million by the Lotteries Fund, which had greatly improved the physical setting and facilities of elderly centres.


	
(f)
	The SWD understood the disabled’s needs for residential care and daytime vocational training services and therefore had made the services the priority of the Government.  In order to reinforce the support to the persons with severe disabilities, the SWD launched a three-year “Pilot Scheme on Home Care Service for Persons with Severe Disabilities” in March 2011, providing a series of comprehensive home-based support services.  The SWD would regularise the service after the end of the three-year trail launch in March 2014.  The service would be extended to the severely disabled in all districts in Hong Kong, irrespective of whether they were waiting for residential care services.  By providing the service, including personal care, nursing and rehabilitation training to the severely disabled, the pressure on their families or care-takers could be eased, thereby improving their quality of life.


	
(g)
	Since the Government could only provide a limited number of residential care places, the SWD adopted a measure similar to the residential care service vouchers for the elderly by increasing recurrent expenditure to regularise the Pilot Bought Place Scheme for Private Residential Care Homes for Persons with Disabilities.  In addition, it raised the cap of subsidised places in each home to 70% in order to provide more subsidised places so that the people in need could be admitted faster.


	
(h)
	The demand for child care service was huge in Hong Kong.  The existing caring services for children under three years old included standalone child care centres service subsidised by the SWD and kindergartens-cum-child care centres, with the latter being the major service provider at present.  In the C&W District, the number of places provided by subsidised standalone child care centres was 40 and that of kindergartens-cum-child care centres was 1 162 with over 60% of utilisation rate.  The utilisation rate of occasional child care service subsidised by the SWD at the abovementioned centres was merely 30% and the utilisation rate of the extended hour services was only 40%.


	
(i)
	Members of the C&WDC and the local community had been cooperating with the SWD on social welfare.  For example, Members participated actively at the District Welfare Planning Forum of the Central, Western, Southern and Islands Districts held on 28 February.  The direct participation and experience sharing of Members and the local community were of great help to the planning of social welfare.  In addition, 12 people from the district had participated in the Service Quality Group for Residential Care Homes for the Elderly.  Among them, five were DC Members who had contributed significantly by seriously visiting residential care homes.


	
(j)
	In the 2013 Policy Address of the CE, the SWD launched the Special Scheme on Privately Owned Sites for Welfare Uses in September 2013 to encourage non-governmental organisations to provide more subsidised or self-financing welfare facilities through in-situ redevelopment or expansion.  The SWD had received around 60 proposals.  If all of them were implemented, there would be around 17 000 additional places for the elderly persons and the disabled.  As the land for welfare uses was scanty and the C&W District was the only district with no proposal received under the Special Scheme, the SWD hoped that neighbouring districts could help satisfy the demand for residential care home places in the district and continue to pay close attention to this matter as usual.


	58.
The Chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:


	
(a)
	Mr WONG Kin-shing said that some elders in the C&W District did not provide a declaration of their assets when they applied for the OALA last year.  However, when the SWD conducted a postal review of recipients’ financial conditions, they accurately declared their assets.  As the amount of assets had exceeded the prescribed limit, they were required by the SWD to repay by instalment all the allowances they had received.  He enquired if the SWD would consider exempting the elderly from repaying the allowance that had already paid to them as the SWD had not required an assets test when they handled applications for the OALA last year.


	
(b)
	Dr Malcolm LAM referred to the Guangdong Scheme under which Hong Kong elders residing in Guangdong were entitled to receive OAA there.  He asked why the scheme was not extended to other provinces, why it could not be extended to other provinces and why it could be launched in Guangdong only.


	
(c)
	Miss SIU Ka-yi opined that although the SWD increased the supply of subsidised residential care places by about 950 starting from 2014/15 to 2016/17, it was only a small amount when compared with the overall demand.  She enquired if the SWD had assessed the preliminary results of the residential care service vouchers for the elderly in five or ten years’ time.  She hoped that the SWD could formulate a long-term plan on the residential care places for the elderly to shorten the waiting time.  She also asked the SWD to explain how to solve the problem.


	
(d)
	Mr Joseph CHAN enquired about the geographical distribution of the child care service provided by the SWD.  He also enquired if the SWD was going to strengthen the service of child care centres in public housing estates as it seemed that residents there had a greater demand for the service.


	
(e)
	Mr MAN Chi-wah said that the Government had allocated additional recurrent funding of about $9.3 million to strengthen the service of Integrated Community Centres for Mental Wellness by increasing manpower.  Those community centres were responsible for handling known cases.  However, many mentally-ill people might not admit their illness and it would create many community problems.  He suggested the SWD strengthen the outreaching service so as to identify and help the people with mental problems as soon as possible. 


	
(f)
	Mr Sidney LEE enquired why CSSA applicants must submit the document commonly known as the “bad son statement”, in which the applicants certified that they did not receive any financial support from their children.  He urged the SWD to adopt a more humanistic approach in handling applications, which could fulfil the Government’s aim and be considerate of the applicants.  Moreover, he pointed out that the enquiry hotline number of the Guangdong Scheme was very similar to that of his office and therefore misdialling happened from time to time.  He hoped that the SWD could help handle the matter.

	
(g)
	Ms CHENG Lai-king indicated that some elders did not know who should sign the column of “witness” on the financial status of the application form for OALA.  She suggested the SWD attach an explanatory note to the document to help the elderly fill out the form.  According to a recent survey by the Democratic Party, marriage crisis was a matter of great concern to women.  She enquired whether the SWD had any services related to pre-marital counselling and marriage maintenance.  She hoped that if resources allowed, the SWD should provide service to pregnant women to help strengthen family solidarity with a view to reduce the risk of marriage breakdown.


	(h)
	The Vice-chairman opined that in recent years, the Government had implemented a number of social welfare policies, including the OALA, which could benefit the elderly and the underprivileged.  He reflected the worry of many elders and their family members that the “witness” who signed the column of financial status on the application form for OALA might have to bear any responsibility.  He suggested the SWD strengthen publicity to clear up people’s misunderstanding.  He also noted that there were mood disorder patients in the C&W District who did not take medicine according to doctor’s instruction.  They would cause nuisance to their neighbourhoods and sometimes social workers had no ideas of how to deal with them.  In addition, urban dwellers were under heavy mental stress.  He urged the SWD to be concerned about this situation.


59.
Ms Carol YIP gave a consolidated response as follows:
(a)
In response to Mr WONG Kin-shing’s enquiry about the requirement for OALA recipients to repay the OALA they had received, she explained that applications in phases 1 and 2 were processed by green and yellow notification letters respectively.  Yellow notification letters were for OALA applicants who had to make a declaration of means and to submit the applications by post.  Green notification letters were for elderly persons who would receive OALA through auto-conversion.  Eligible elderly persons who opted to switch to OALA and had income and assets not exceeding the prescribed limits needed not reply, nor did they need to provide declarations of their and/or their spouses’ (if applicable) income and assets.  They would automatically be converted to receive the OALA.  Hence, the SWD conducted a postal review in 2014 to update their information and verify their continued eligibility for receiving the OALA.  Recipients whose income and/or asset have exceeded the prescribed limit at the time of the completion and signing of the Postal Review Forms needed not return the OALA they had already received and would continue to receive the OALA payment up to the expiry of the 24-month grace period (i.e. 30 November, 2014).  Recipients therefore needed not worry that they had to repay the OALA but they would stop receiving the allowance starting from December 2014.  Upon expiry of the grace period, if the ineligible recipients have reached 70 or above, the non-means-tested OAA would be granted to them.
(b)
In response to Dr Malcolm LAM’s enquiry about the Guangdong Scheme, she explained that the unique conditions of Guangdong had rendered the scheme feasible.  Hong Kong elderly persons who chose to reside in Guangdong could receive the OAA without having to return to Hong Kong each year.  The Guangdong Scheme was different to the Portable Comprehensive Social Security Assistance Scheme, the safety net of last resort which allowed Hong Kong elderly persons residing in Guangdong or Fujian to continue receiving the CSSA.  According to the 2014 Policy Address, the initial response to the Guangdong Scheme launched in 2013 had been positive.  The Government would explore the feasibility of extending the OALA to Guangdong in light of the scheme’s operating experience.
(c)
In response to Miss SIU Ka-yi’s enquiry, she added that out of the 950 additional subsidised residential care places, 400 would be purchased by the Government under the Pilot Residential Care Services Scheme in Guangdong by increasing the recurrent funding by $35 million.  During the three consecutive years from 2014-15, the SWD would provide about 1 600 subsidised residential care places for the elderly.  More had to be done to meet the ever-increasing demand arising from the substantial rise in elderly population as a result of ageing.  The proportion of elderly persons in Hong Kong’s total population was projected to increase from one in seven to one in three in 2041.  With respect to the effectiveness of the residential care service vouchers for the elderly, the SWD had commissioned the Elderly Commission to study the feasibility of the scheme and it would submit a report in a year.  If the Commission deemed the scheme feasible, the SWD would provide the necessary resources.  In this connection, the Government had earmarked about $800 million to meet the expenses incurred in issuing a total of 3 000 residential care service vouchers in three phases from 2015-16 to 2017-18.

(d)
In response to Mr Joseph CHAN’s enquiry, she said that she was aware of the great demand for child care centre services in all districts.  While it was the SWD’s aspiration to provide the residents of public housing with child centre services, it had to strike a balance between various social welfare services.  The SWD had been identifying suitable sites for the provision of standalone child care centres.
(e)
In response to the views of the Vice-chairman and Mr MAN Chi-wah on mental health, she agreed that Hong Kong people were under severe work-related pressure and mental stress and the SWD should handle with great care the support services for mental patients.  The SWD had carried out a large-scale reform in this aspect to restructure the community mental health support services.  For example, Integrated Community Centres for Mental Wellness were set up in all districts to enhance related services and provide various parties (e.g. families of mental patients) with support.  The SWD would study how to strengthen the outreaching service to help people with mental health problems.
	(f)
	In response to Mr Sidney LEE’s question, she clarified that there was no such document as “bad son statement”, and the document in question was actually a simple declaration on financial situation.  Since CSSA was the safety net of last resort provided to citizens, the SWD had to closely scrutinise the applications.  Applicants had to make declarations of their financial status, including the financial support received from their children.  The requirement was not an inhumane measure, but was a way for the SWD to understand their actual needs.  She requested Members to clarify the requirement to the public when appropriate.  In addition, there had been over 17 000 applications since the launch of the Guangdong Scheme and citizens had good knowledge of the scheme, resulting in a sharp decrease in the number of calls received by enquiry hotline as compared to the initial stage of the scheme.


	
(g)
	In response to the Vice-chairman and Ms CHENG Lai-king’s enquiry about the OALA application form, she said that the SWD had studied if the column of “witness” could be removed.  It finally decided to keep it because a witness present at the time when the applicant was filling in the form could help ensure that the applicant understood the content of the review form.  She pointed out that the SWD would strengthen publicity to allay the public’s doubts.


	
(h)
	In response to Ms CHENG Lai-king’s question on the service to strengthen family solidarity provided for pregnant women, she said that the Integrated Family Service Centres of the SWD had been providing pre-marital and post-marital counselling service.  Different centres had also been providing different courses to meet the community’s need.  The SWD would enhance the family service provided for pregnant women.


	
(i)
	She thanked Members and the local community for their support to the SWD because community cooperation was the key to the successful implementation of social welfare measures.


	60.
The Chairman thanked the guests for attending the meeting.



	Item 3: 
	Meeting the Director of Civil Engineering and Development

(C&W DC Paper No. 26/2014)

	(4:15 pm – 4:55 pm)


	61.
The Chairman welcomed the Director of Civil Engineering and Development to the meeting.



	62.
Mr HON Chi-keung, Director of Civil Engineering and Development, gave a PowerPoint presentation on the role of the Civil Engineering and Development Department (CEDD).


	
(a)
	The CEDD was established in 2004 after the merging of the former Civil Engineering Department and the former Territory Development Department.  It was at present under the Development Bureau (DEVB) with a staff of around 1 700 people, among which 60% to 70% were professional and technical staff.  The CEDD had two functional offices, namely the Civil Engineering Office and the Geotechnical Engineering Office.  The Civil Engineering Office was responsible for works such as land and sea infrastructure projects, public filling management and the formulation and execution of the Greening Master Plan (GMP).  The Geotechnical Engineering Office was responsible for slope safety, quarry rehabilitation and advisory services on geotechnical matters.  In addition, the CEDD had four regional development offices which were responsible for land formation and related infrastructure works of new towns and strategic development areas.  The four major service areas of the CEDD were provision of land and infrastructure, port and marine services, geotechnical services, as well as environment and sustainability services.


	
(b)
	The first major service area, provision of land and infrastructure, was the current focus of the department since the current-term Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (HKSAR) Government attached great importance to the formation of land.  A number of large-scale projects were in progress, including Wan Chai Development Phase II and the Central - Wan Chai Bypass in northern Hong Kong Island; Kai Tak Development; Development at Anderson Road; the development, land formation and infrastructural projects in Tseung Kwan O, Ma On Shan and Tuen Mun for housing development; as well as the large-scale infrastructural project in Liantang/Heung Yuen Wai Boundary Control Point for the development of the seventh land boundary crossing.  Furthermore, the CEDD was engaging in a number of development studies to increase land supply, including Tung Chung New Town Extension Study, the development of Ex-Lamma Quarry Area on the outlying islands, the development of the former Anderson Road Quarry in the urban area, North East New Territories New Development Areas, New Development Areas in the northern New Territories, Development of Lok Ma Chau Loop, Hung Shui Kiu New Development Area and other development works of a smaller scale.  In regard to infrastructure, the CEDD was drafting the initial design of the Tseung Kwan O – Lam Tin Tunnel and Cross Bay Link which would form part of Route 6 and would connect Tseung Kwan O to West Kowloon in future.  It was also studying the feasibility of providing an Environmentally Friendly Linkage System in Kai Tak Development.  In view of the scarce supply of land, the CEDD had been implementing the Enhancing Land Supply Strategy since 2011 to conduct broad technical assessments on land reclamation outside Victoria Harbour and cavern development.  New development opportunities included development of East Lantau and underground space development etc.



(c)
The second major area of services was port and marine services.  The CEDD was responsible for maintaining 124 km of seawalls and 314 piers in the territory.  It liaised with the Marine Department (MD) to carry out regular maintenance dredging of watercourses, anchorage areas and major river outlets to ensure navigation safety.  It was also responsible for designing and constructing marine facilities like public piers, helipads and waterfront promenades.
(d)
The third major area of services was geotechnical services, which were aimed at ensuring slope safety.  In 2008, the torrential rain on Lantau Island considerably undermined slope stability.  In 2010, the CEDD launched a rolling Landslip Prevention and Mitigation Programme (LPMitP) to systematically deal with the landslide risk associated with both man-made slopes and natural hillside.  A Community Advisory Unit was set up in 1999 to assist private property owners to discharge their responsibility of slope maintenance by providing advisory services about slope safety and maintenance.

(e)
The fourth major area of services was environment and sustainability services.  In mid-2011, the CEDD completed all the greening works recommended in the GMPs for urban areas, with the works in the C&W District being the first pilot project.  Other ongoing greening initiatives included soil erosion control planting programmes, greening works for quarries, and greening works associated with infrastructure projects.  Another priority task was the management of construction and demolition (C&D) materials.  In Hong Kong, mega infrastructure projects, building maintenance and property development produced approximately 10 million tonnes of C&D materials every year.  They were delivered to two temporary fill banks at Tuen Mun and Tseung Kwan O.  As the temporary fill banks had reached full capacity, surplus C&D materials had to be delivered to Taishan by public fill barges every day.  The CEDD intended to fully utilise C&D materials and enhance land supply by increasing reclamation projects.  In addition, to address the demand for funeral service in Hong Kong, the CEDD assisted the Food and Health Bureau in studying the development of columbaria and cemeteries and would commence site formation for Sandy Ridge Cemetery.
(f)
Major projects of the CEDD in the C&W District included the Central Reclamation Phase III (CRIII) project, construction of additional floors at Central Piers numbers 4, 5 and 6, landslip prevention and mitigation works in the C&W District, ground decontamination works at Kennedy Town Comprehensive Development Area and Universal Accessibility Programme (UAP).  The CRIII project was substantially completed in October 2011, providing about 18 hectares of land in Central.  The Central section of the waterfront promenade was opened to the public in November 2012, and the open space and pet garden were also opened for public use a few months before.  The Central-Wan Chai Bypass in that area had been completed and would be connected to the Island Eastern Corridor Link and Central Interchange that were under construction by the Highways Department (HyD).
(g)
The CEDD suggested the construction of one-and-a-half additional floors above each of Piers 4, 5 and 6 for dining, retail and other waterfront related uses.  Ferry operators could generate more non-fare box revenue to cross-subsidise the operation of ferry services.  The CEDD sought funding approval for the construction project from the Public Works Subcommittee of the Legislative Council (LegCo) in June 2013.  The application was not approved because Members of the Subcommittee had concerns over the rental level, business model and architectural design of the additional floors.  The CEDD then commissioned a consultant to conduct a market sounding exercise and was currently reviewing the rental level and business model of the additional floors based on the findings.  The CEDD would submit another funding application to the Public Works Subcommittee and the Finance Committee for vetting in the second quarter of 2014.
(h)
Under the LPMitP, 42 man-made slopes and five natural hillside catchments in the C&W District were upgraded.  Upgrading works for 10 man-made slopes and 13 natural hillside catchments were in progress and were expected to complete in mid-2015.  The CEDD would upgrade another 13 man-made slopes and four natural hillside catchments in the C&W District.  The works were expected to complete in mid-2016.
(i)
The CEDD completed the demolition of the Kennedy Town Incineration Plant and Abattoir in 2009 and would later commence ground decontamination works.  As the C&WDC had put forward views regarding the future development of the site, it was believed that the Planning Department (Plan D) would send representatives again to DC meetings. 
	
(j)
	Under the UAP in the C&W District, three lifts for walkways would be retrofitted jointly by the CEDD and HyD.  The CEDD would be responsible for the retrofitting works at the footbridge across Possession Street near Lower Lascar Row and the footbridge along Cochrane Street near Tun Wo Lane.  The HyD would be responsible for the retrofitting works at the footbridge across Connaught Road West near Sun Yat Sen Memorial Park.  The CEDD had consulted Members of the Traffic and Transport Committee and was proactively following up their proposals.  It was also consulting stakeholders about the works.  The CEDD would send representatives to attend meetings to give an account of the follow-up work and to exchange ideas with Members.  The retrofitting works were expected to commence in the second half of 2015 and complete in the second half of 2017.



	63.
The Chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:



	
(a)
	The Vice-chairman said that the C&WDC had recently discussed the future development of the site of the ex-Kennedy Town Incineration Plant and Abattoir.  There were two matters to Members’ concern.  Firstly, he understood that the public would like to move out all the facilities there in one go.  As the parking spaces for goods vehicles, waste transfer point and open space were worth keeping, the relocation issue should be planned carefully.  Secondly, the decontamination works would cause nuisance to the nearby residents.  Therefore, prevention and control measures should be formulated beforehand.  He pointed out that a liaison group had been established to monitor the demolition works of Kennedy Town Incineration Plant and Abattoir.  He considered it a desirable practice and urged the CEDD to try its best in raising transparency so as to let the public understand the progress of the project.  Besides, the development of East Lantau Metropolis had been mentioned in both Policy Address and the Budget.  Although the proposed site for development was Kau Yi Chau, the reclamation area might affect the sea outside the C&W District, such as the width of watercourses and the transportation (such as footbridge or tunnel) linking to the Western District in future.  All such factors would have an impact on the development of the C&W District to a certain extent.  He therefore requested the CEDD to provide more information to Members for reference.


	
(b)
	Mr KAM Nai-wai acknowledged the contribution of the Geotechnical Engineering Office in carrying out landslip prevention and mitigation works for slopes.  It was shown in the paper that landslip prevention and mitigation works had been finished for a number of man-made slopes and natural slopes in the C&W District.  The works for many other slopes would be due for completion in 2015 and 2016.  He asked how many slopes had to be upgraded after 2016 for the sake of safety.  He continued that although the CEDD regularly submitted reports on CRIII, the problem of traffic congestion there was too serious.  The full commissioning of the Central-Wan Chai Bypass should help alleviate the problem.  He then enquired when the Bypass would exactly be opened and if the target date of full commissioning could be met.



	
(c)
	Ms CHENG Lai-king made three requests.  Firstly, after the completion of landslip prevention and mitigation works by the CEDD for the slopes in Mid-levels, the subsequent greening projects should blend in with the existing natural environment, otherwise the landscape would be spoiled.  Secondly, the representative of the ferry operator said at DC meetings years before that the additional floors would be very impressive.  She enquired about the design of the additional floors and requested the CEDD to include as many historical elements as possible in the design to make those waterfront buildings more distinctive.  Thirdly, as the area of the proposed reclaimed area in Kau Yi Chau was huge, the natural watercourse might be affected.  She requested the CEDD to study the issue in depth.  She also urged the Government to formulate appropriate population policy, such as limiting the number of people coming from the mainland China, with a view to avoid grabbing land blindly to solve the problem of insufficient land supply.



	
(d)
	Mr CHAN Chit-kwai opined that the UAP was a good policy because the elderly, disabled and patients could benefit from the enhanced walkways.  However, he opined that the progress of the project was too slow as the retrofitting works were expected to complete in 2017.  He then urged the CEDD to expedite the progress.  He enquired whether lifts had already been retrofitted at the footbridge at Queen Mary Hospital and the footbridge at the Polytechnic University across the entrance of the Cross-Harbour Tunnel.  He also enquired if there would be any dangerous slopes in the C&W District which had to be handled after 2016.  He doubted if the rent of the additional floors at Central Piers 4, 5 and 6 set by the CEDD was too high, which had made the funding application rejected by the LegCo.  He suggested lowering the rent so that consumers would not become the final victim.


	
(e)
	Mr Sidney LEE raised two points.  Firstly, although the greening works set out in the GMPs for urban areas had all been completed, he still suggested the CEDD conduct a review in due course and carry out enhancement works such as providing additional planters and setting up green belts when necessary.  Secondly, the ground decontamination works at the ex-Kennedy Town Incineration Plant and Abattoir Kennedy Town would last for five to six years during which severe nuisance would be caused to the residents in the vicinity and no parking place for goods vehicles and green belt would be available.  He suggested the CEDD use cross-district resources to implement balanced measures.


	
(f)
	Mr MAN Chi-wah pointed out that the CEDD had established a liaison group to monitor the demolition of the incineration plant and abattoir.  The liaison group operated well and the same practice could be used for the decontamination works.  A dedicated website had also been created to report the works progress and the result was fairly positive.  Thus, he requested the CEDD to set up a dedicated website for the decontamination works to enable residents in the district to understand the works progress, which might help reduce potential resistance from the public.  In addition, since the CEDD did not set up a dedicated website for the Central reclamation, the public could hardly find out the progress of infrastructural works undertaken by the CEDD.  Therefore, he suggested the CEDD establish a liaison group to improve the situation.


	
(g)
	Mr Joseph CHAN pointed out that the LPMitP was launched a few years before, but works for some slopes commenced only in 2014.  Since it had been a long time when the programme was formulated, it was difficult to trace its background information.  He suggested that the CEDD could provide information such as the scope of the works, historical background and reasons for implementation to Members and stakeholders for follow-up.  In addition, there were a lot of green slopes with spectacular landscape in the C&W District.  The CEDD should therefore take note of the following two points when they conduct the landslip prevention and mitigation works: to try to protect and preserve the plants at the site as long as safety requirements were met, and to properly beautify the slopes in a way that would blend in with the surrounding environment.


	
(h)
	Mr WONG Kin-shing said that slope problem was one of the matters of concerns to the C&W District, especially in areas with many old building such as Po Tuck Street and Hill Road.  He pointed out that there were slopes at the back alleys of many buildings, but the proportion of the title which belonged to the owners of the private buildings might be as little as one tenth of the whole slope only.  Many owners’ corporations (“OCs”) were faced with a dilemma: if it was proven that the slopes were safe after inspection, owners would accuse the OCs of poor financial management; if inspection was not to be conducted, the OCs would be accused of neglecting safety.  He suggested that the Government adopt a measure beneficial to the public.  It should be responsible for the inspection and bear the costs for the whole slope if the slope was mainly managed by it.  If the slope was found to be dangerous, the CEDD could issue an order to require the owners to raise funds to reinforce the retaining wall by themselves.


	64.
Mr HON Chi-keung gave a consolidated response as follows:


	
(a)
	He explained that the LPMitP was launched in 2010 and some of the projects were still in progress.  That was because much time was needed to devise a detailed design to ensure the stability of the slopes and for negotiation with residents because a consensus had to be reached before commencing the works.  Some members of the public did not understand why the CEDD would like to conduct prevention and mitigation works on beautiful slopes and therefore objected to the works.  As a matter of fact, the CEDD conducted works for slopes based on the scientific slope safety factor.  The factor was determined by such conditions as the soil texture, gradient and height of the slopes, as well as the anticipated impact on residents in case of landslips.  The CEDD would conduct landslip prevention and mitigation works for 30 natural hillsides and 150 artificial slopes every year.  The priority of the works was determined in accordance with the safety factor of the slopes.  Therefore, it was difficult to tell the number of the slopes which had to be upgraded.  The CEDD aimed to keep the risks of landslips of slopes to a minimum, so far as is reasonably practicable.  The current trend of extreme weather made it even more difficult to forecast the rainfall, so the CEDD must be on guard and continue such works.  The principle of the CEDD in plant preservation had always been making the best effort to preserve the pre-existing plants on the slopes where works were to be conducted and to landscape the area by growing as many plants as possible upon completion of the works.  He undertook that the CEDD would provide information to and maintain communication with Members and district representatives to keep the public informed of the progress of the works.



(b)
The CEDD could not adopt a one-size-fits-all approach in the inspection of slopes co-owned by private owners and the Government.  The fundamental principle of the CEDD was that the inspections of slopes owned by private property owners should be carried out at the owners’ expense.  However, complicated cases were not uncommon as slopes could be owned by multiple owners or jointly managed by private owners and the Government.  The CEDD thus handled cases flexibly with regard to individual circumstances.  He suggested members of the public call the Community Advisory Unit of the Geotechnical Engineering Office for assistance if they had any enquiries about slope inspection.
(c)
The demolition works of the ex-Kennedy Town Incineration Plant and Abattoir were completed in 2009.  In the course of the demolition, the CEDD had been releasing information about works progress, water and air quality regularly via a resident liaison group and a dedicated website.  Given that those measures were deemed desirable by Members, he pledged to adopt the same measures during the ground decontamination works as part of a monitoring mechanism.  The decontamination works would take a long time to complete because contaminated materials had to be handled carefully to safeguard the health and safety of the public and workers.  If public facilities (e.g. parks) within the site were to be opened for public use during the works, not only did comprehensive measures have to be taken to protect those public facilities, the decontamination works also had to be carried out in phases.  The time required would therefore be longer.  The most efficient approach was to demolish temporary facilities in one go and carry out comprehensive decontamination works in situ.  The CEDD would speed up the works despite the lack of a suitable site in the district for the re-provisioning of temporary facilities thus far.  The CEDD was conducting a supplementary assessment of the environmental impact of the works and would later formulate a detailed work proposal and consult the DC for further improvement.
(d)
The reclamation in Central and Wan Chai was substantially completed.  The majority of the reclaimed land had been handed over to the departments concerned (e.g. the Lands Department (Lands D) and Leisure and Cultural Services Department (LCSD)) for management and was open to the public.  Hence, related information on the CEDD’s website was minimal.  He agreed to relay to the departments concerned the request for releasing related information, such as the activities on the Central Harbourfront, via their websites.  
(e)
He clarified that the Central-Wan Chai Bypass was yet to be opened to traffic.  With only Lung Wo Road open thus far, traffic congestion was indeed relieved despite the absence of a fundamental solution.  He said that the CEDD and the HyD were responsible for constructing different sections of the Bypass, which was expected to be opened to traffic in 2017, barring substantial changes in circumstances.  Nevertheless, he reiterated that a certain degree of complexity was involved in the works because after all, the works were executed underground.  He hoped that the works could proceed as scheduled.
(f)
While he understood the request of Members for the expeditious implementation of the UAP, he reiterated that the CEDD was only assisting the HyD in launching the programme, and was responsible for the retrofitting works at the footbridge across Possession Street near Lower Lascar Row and the footbridge along Cochrane Street near Tun Wo Lane.  Nevertheless, he would relay to the HyD Members’ request for the expeditious completion of the programme.
(g)
He clarified that the CEDD had taken into account the views collected in the public engagement exercise of the construction of additional floors at Central Piers Numbers 4, 5 and 6, and had proposed amendments to the design of the additional floors at the piers.  He said that the CEDD had consulted the DC on the design, but would again arrange for staff to attend the C&WDC and present the latest design of the additional floors at the request of Members.  He explained that the LegCo did not reject the funding application for reasons of the design, but of the mode of operation.  LegCo Members held that the additional floors should be fully utilised to maximise rental income and that the departments concerned should study closely whether a single-operator or co-operative business mode should be adopted for the additional floors.
	
(h)
	The development of East Lantau Island was a joint project of the CEDD and the Plan D to address the problem of insufficient land supply in Hong Kong.  There were a lot of land in Hong Kong’s country parks, but they should not be developed blindly.  It was an undeniable fact that land for residential use was not enough.  The average living space per person in Hong Kong was smaller than that of many developed countries.  It was therefore necessary to obtain more land to solve the problems of insufficient residential land and unsatisfactory living environment.  Nevertheless, the Government would still act with a prudent attitude.  What the public was mainly concerned about was the development of the central waters (the sea between Hong Kong Island and Lantau Island).  The CEDD had organised a public engagement exercise accordingly and discovered that the development there would not cause substantial impact on the ecology, but matters related to the watercourse and anchorage area had to be taken into consideration.  In this connection, the CEDD would conduct a thorough and comprehensive research on the watercourse, anchorage area, ecology and water quality with a view to finding out the location and size of the reclamation area.  If the area located in the east of the Lantau Island and west of the Hong Kong Island was developed as the third core business district and residential area as planned, infrastructure and transport facilities must be provided.  However, it was too early to discuss the future ancillary facilities.  The CEDD would conduct a research accordingly in the next step to better understand the real situation.


	65.
The Chairman thanked the guests for attending the meeting. 




Item 4: 
Chairman’s Report
(4:55 pm)

66.
The Chairman had nothing particular to highlight.
Item 5: 
Confirmation of the Minutes of the Twelfth C&WDC Meeting held on 9 January 2014
(4:55 pm)

67.
The Chairman said that the Secretariat had e-mailed the draft minutes of the twelfth meeting and the amended time of attendance to Members on 5 March 2014 and 7 March 2014 respectively, and had tabled the proposed amendments put forward by Mr Joseph CHAN for Members’ perusal.
68.
Members had no comments on the draft of the amended minutes and the Chairman declared that the minutes were confirmed.
Standing Items

	Item 6(i):
	Progress of the MTR West Island Line Project

· Progress of the Construction Works of the West Island Line (WIL)

(C&W DC Paper No. 27/2014)


(4:55 pm - 5:40 pm)

69.
The Chairman welcomed representatives of the MTR Corporation Limited (MTRCL), HyD, Transport Department (TD) and LCSD to the meeting.
70.
Mr Michael LEUNG, Senior Liaison Engineer of the MTRCL, briefed Members on the progress of the WIL Project made in January and February with a video clip and gave a PowerPoint presentation on the latest progress of the project.

(a)
The installation of platform screen doors of the Sai Ying Pun (SYP) section was almost completed while other electrical and mechanical works were in progress.  The installation of platform screen doors at the University of Hong Kong (HKU) section had been completed while the mechanical and electrical works like escalator installation were in progress.  The installation of platform screen doors and ticket gates, and interior renovation works of the Kennedy Town (KET) section were almost completed.  To conclude, about 87% of the overall works of the project had been completed, in which about 90% of civil works and 74% of electrical and mechanical works had been completed respectively.  It was expected that the WIL could open by 2014.

(b)
The number of major sites implementing temporary traffic management schemes (TTMS) had reduced from 20 to 14.  The number of construction sites had also further decreased.  Since the commencement of the WIL works in 2009, some of the temporarily occupied Government lands and recreational areas at New Market Street, Queen Street, Sands Street and Rock Hill Street had been re-opened for public use or returned to the Government.  After the completion of the WIL construction works, the MTRCL would reinstate the remaining areas.  It was expected that those areas would be re-opened or returned to the Government in phases starting from the end of 2014.  The whole reinstatement works were expected to complete by the third quarter of 2015.

(c)
There were three stations for the WIL.  The entrances and facilities of each station were described in the ensuing paragraphs.  The first station was the SYP Station with six entrances at Ki Ling Lane, First Street, Second Street, Des Voeux Road West (Sai Woo Lane), Queen’s Road West and Bonham Road.  The roof of the station premises at First Street, Second Street and Sai Woo Lane would be landscaped.  The MTRCL would try its best to beautify the roof of other station premises where there were no mechanical and electrical facilities by carrying out greening projects as long as it was technically feasible.  The MTRCL would also reprovision existing or provide additional pedestrian crossings near all station entrances for the convenience of the public.
	
(d)
	The second station was HKU Station with six entrances at Belcher's Street, Pok Fu Lam Road near the Belcher’s, the middle level and upper level of Haking Wong Building of the HKU (with eight lifts in total), Whitty Street and Hill Road.  In order to facilitate passenger flow, the MTRCL would reprovision existing or provide additional pedestrian crossings near all entrances in future for the convenience of the public.  For the sake of pedestrian safety, a footbridge would be provided to connect the station entrances and the Centennial Campus of HKU, in addition to the existing footbridge connecting Haking Wong Building.


	
(e)
	The third station was KET Station with three entrances.  The characteristic of this station was that all ticket gates were above the platforms and therefore no ancillary facility such as pedestrian subways was required.  Passengers could easily move around the entrances.  Pedestrian crossings were provided mainly in the vicinity of Smithfield, Forbes Street and Rock Hill Street.  Traffic lights and a green minibus (GMB) loading/unloading point would be provided at appropriate locations for the convenience of the public.


	
(f)
	The MTRCL would install moving walkways at the pedestrian subways of SYP Station and HKU Station as an ancillary facility to facilitate the movement of the public.


	71.
Mr Kenrick KO, Project Communications Manager of the MTRCL, said that apart from construction works, the MTRCL had also been placing importance on community liaison.  For example, the WIL project team had visited the community during the Lunar New Year and visited elders in Kwun Lung Lau and provided volunteer support services to them.  The MTRCL also attached importance to site safety and TTMS.  A banksman of the contractor of the SYP Station site of the WIL was earlier commended by the Traffic Hong Kong Island of the Hong Kong Police Force (HKPF).  Apart from dedicating to the continual execution of works, the MTRCL would also spare no efforts to properly implement the TTMSs and safety measures which were relevant to the works.  In order to reinforce community liaison, the MTRCL and HKU would jointly organise an MTR West Island Line Youth Ambassador Programme under which university students would visit the community and update them on the works progress of the WIL and the services and facilities of the stations.


	72.
The Chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:



	
(a)
	The Vice-chairman asked the MTRCL about the official opening date of the WIL, or at least the month.  He then pointed out that the design of some station entrances (e.g. the Rock Hill Street entrance) were significantly different from the original design and requested the MTRCL to provide detailed information in this regard.  He also requested the MTRCL to provide the final design and information about the facilities (e.g. the layout plan) of the reprovisioned open space.  Finally, he requested the TD to provide concrete information about the GMB loading/unloading point at the ex-Kennedy Town Swimming Pool, such as the routeings of the minibus and design of the junction.


	
(b)
	Mr KAM Nai-wai asked three questions.  Firstly, he asked when the test run of the WIL would commence.  Secondly, he noted that the number of complaints on works at the SYP section was relatively large.  He asked about the investigation progress of complaints which involved cracks on buildings and if the investigation result showed that all of the cracks were not related to the WIL project.  Thirdly, he asked how the MTRCL would deal with the ventilation shaft at the site at Ko Shing Street which was already released and if greening works would be implemented at the site.


	
(c)
	Ms CHENG Lai-king asked two questions.  Firstly, she asked when the test run of the WIL would commence.  Secondly, she referred to the incidents happened at the MTR railways recently.  The investigation on the Yau Tong MTR Station revealed that the design of some of the support brackets were the originally intended one.  She was worried that the same situation would happen on the railway of the WIL.  She asked what measure the MTRCL would implement to ensure that the construction materials to use were the same as the procured ones.


	
(d)
	Mr CHAN Chit-kwai made four suggestions.  Firstly, he suggested operating a new minibus route plying between the GMB loading/unloading point near KET Station and Queen Mary Hospital to enhance the services provided for patients and their families.  Secondly, he suggested operating a new minibus route plying between the loading/unloading point and Sai Wan and the Western to Mid-levels.  Thirdly, he referred to the intermittent closure of Pok Fu Lam Road for two nights for erecting the footbridge connecting the HKU Station with HKU campus.  He thanked the MTRCL for meeting the representatives of the halls of HKU and the project team staff to report on the arrangements for the road closure and to listen to their views.  He was of the opinion that the MTRCL should also consult the residents living in the large housing estates in the affected areas such as the Belcher’s and issue notices regarding the road closure to residents in buildings as far as the junction of Mount Davis Road.  He said that Members could help disseminating the news through their own channels and networks.  Fourthly, some ventilation and electromechanical facilities were rather unsightly and asked whether the MTRCL had any beautification and greening works plans.


(e)
Miss LO Yee-hang reflected the request of some local residents for more information about the design of station entrances.  As the greening works would not cover the roof of all the entrances of SYP Station, she requested the MTRCL to provide the website addresses about the station design and greening plan. 

(f)
Mr WONG Kin-shing asked the MTRCL how it would manage passenger flow in the stations and how long it would generally take for passengers to go from the entrance to the platform.  He considered the provision of moving walkways a passenger-friendly facility.  He noted that works at the construction sites occupying part of the traffic lanes like Queen’s Road West and Whitty Street were near completion and asked when the affected lanes would be re-opened.  He was baffled by some of the policies; for example, the widened carriageway at Queen’s Road West could not accommodate two vehicles even though the pavement was narrowed.  He hoped that the MTRCL could open the pavement for public use immediately upon completion of works and requested for the preservation of the pavement at South Lane to allow the public to go to Hill Road without crossing the proposed park.  He urged the MTRCL to announce its arrangements for pavements as soon as possible. 
(g)
Dr Malcolm LAM asked two questions. Firstly, he enquired about the progress of discussion between the MTRCL and the residents of the Belcher’s on the replanting of trees at the entrance of the HKU Station at Belcher’s Street near the Westwood.  Secondly, he asked whether the existing names of the stations of the WIL were temporary or final, and whether the MTRCL still welcomed public participation in the naming of stations.
73.
Mr Kenrick KO gave a consolidated response as follows:
(a)
The MTRCL expected that the WIL would be commissioned by the end of 2014.  With the completion of track-laying works, tests of the signalling system which would normally take six to nine months had been commenced in early March 2014.  The exact opening date of the WIL was dependent on actual circumstances because the MTRCL had to carry out important safety tests and to co-operate with the government departments concerned.  Only after all tests had been passed would the MTRCL confirm the date of commissioning and make timely announcements.
(b)
The MTRCL understood that members of the public had their views on the names of stations due to personal preference or other reasons.  He indicated that the MTRCL, when naming a station, had to take into account various factors, such as the geographical location of the station, its relationship with the community and whether the name could enable members of the public from within or outside the community to clearly know and easily locate the station without causing confusion.  The existing names were adopted as a result of balancing all factors.  In addition, the MTRCL had to notify government departments responsible for emergency services of the names to facilitate their preparation and works in advance.  Unless there were special reasons, the MTRCL would not consider changing the currently adopted names.
74.
Mr Michael LEUNG gave a consolidated response as follows:
(a)
The MTRCL had presented the greening plans for all stations to the C&WDC in details and would prepare detailed information again for the Secretariat to forward to Members.  The MTRCL had been listening to the views of the C&WDC on the design of station entrances and made improvements accordingly, but whether the design was attractive was a subjective matter.  He explained that the MTRCL had no intention to reduce the greening works at the entrance at Rock Hill Street.  Since the park there was installed with elderly facilities, including a Tai Chi court, it was necessary to erect fences and construct an additional platform.  The original greening works on the slope therefore had to be changed.  On top of that, a lift had been installed at the entrance leading to the station concourse, which had also slightly altered the design.  He added that the MTRCL decided to increase the number of lifts connecting concourses and the ground level after taking into account the views of the community.  With respect to the facilities at station entrances, 10 of the 15 entrances of the stations of the WIL were installed with lifts connecting station concourses and the ground level.
(b)
The MTRCL had reported on the re-provisioning of leisure and greening facilities to the C&WDC in details.  Subsequently, it held multiple meetings with the LCSD to follow up the issue and implemented the re-provisioning of open space facilities proposed by the LCSD.  After the meeting, the MTRCL would prepare detailed information again as requested by Members and would submit the information to Members through the Secretariat.
(c)
He reiterated that test runs had commenced in early March.
(d) 
In response to Ms CHENG Lai-king’s enquiry, he said that instead of the traditional overhead high voltage power lines, “H-shaped” fixed power lines were used for the WIL.  Fastening wires were not required, thus operation and safety were both improved.  The WIL was the first project to adopt this new technology in Hong Kong.
(e)
In response to the question of Mr KAM Nai-wai concerning how the MTRCL would deal with the old ventilation shaft at the entrance of Ko Shing Street, he said that the existing planter of the LCSD would be enlarged.
(f)
In response to the question of Mr KAM Nai-wai concerning complaints about cracks on building caused by works of the SYP section, he said that in the past four months, the MTRCL did not receive any new cases of similar complaints and thus did not arrange investigations by notary office.  There were some enquiries about cracks on buildings and the MTRCL sent staff to conduct on-site investigation.  The enquirers accepted the MTRCL’s explanation that the cracks were caused by ageing rather than the WIL works, thus no follow-up action was required.
(g)
He thanked Mr CHAN for arranging the MTRCL to meet heads of relevant departments and student representatives of the HKU so that the MTRCL could discuss with them the road closure arrangement due to the construction of the footbridge connecting the entrance of the HKU Station and the HKU Centennial Campus.  As for the greening plan for the ventilation shaft adjacent to Yam Pak Building, he would provide relevant information to Mr CHAN later.
(h)
As requested by Miss LO Yee-hang, he would send the link of the website concerning the design of station entrances and the greening plan to her later to enable residents to learn more about the greening works above station entrances.
(i)
In response to the request of Mr WONG Kin-shing, he said that the management of pedestrian flow in the station fell into the scope of station operation.  He had to contact the divisions responsible for station operation and marketing first to consolidate the information.  He would try to provide information concerning directional signs for pedestrians, access to the Mid-Levels through the stations and the use of unpaid zones to the C&WDC at the next meeting.  In response to questions concerning transport issues at places such as Whitty Street, he pointed out that the area of the works site was small and thus could not be released for the time being.  He clarified that the MTRCL had already widened the carriageway of the works site in front of Queen’s Road West and the road should be able to accommodate two vehicles at the same time.  As for the question concerning the pavement at South Lane, he responded that pedestrians could access Hill Road via the park or the walkway adjacent to the park upon works completion.
(j)
In response to the question of Dr Malcolm LAM, he pointed out that the MTRCL had discussed with the residents of the Belcher’s for many times and was awaiting the reply of residents concerning the types of trees to be planted.
75.
In response to the questions of the Vice-chairman and Mr CHAN Chit-kwai concerning GMB stops, Mr Chris YU, Engineer/Priority Railway 5 of the TD, said that the TD had prepared the proposed public transport re-organisation plans earlier to tie in with the commissioning of the WIL and had submitted the proposal to the C&WDC for discussion.  It was revising the proposal having regard to the views of Members and the public.  Upon confirmation of the revised re-organisation plan, including the arrangement of GMB routes diverted to the new GMB stop, it would revert to the C&WDC as soon as possible.  In principle, GMB routes 58 and 59 bound for North Street would be relocated to the new GMB loading/unloading point as mentioned before.  The arrangement for other GMB routes would be explained to Members by then.
76.
The Vice-chairman did not agree with the TD’s practice since it should not report to the C&WDC only after the plan was formulated.  Instead, the proposed plan should be submitted to DC for discussion once it was available.  He pointed out that only by doing so could the TD formulate an appropriate GMB service plan which could cater to the actual needs of the public.
77.
Dr Malcolm LAM requested the MTRCL to meet residents of the Belcher’s concerning the construction of the footbridge connecting the station and the HKU campus as soon as possible.
78.
The Chairman thanked the guests for attending the meeting.
Item 6(ii):
Conserving Central

(C&W DC Paper No. 28/2014)
(5:40 pm - 6:00 pm)

79.
The Chairman welcomed representatives of the Urban Renewal Authority (URA) to the meeting.
80.
Mr Michael MA, Director, Planning and Design of the URA reported as follows:
(a)
The consultant appointed by the URA submitted a building plan of Central Oasis to the Buildings Department (BD) for approval again on 28 February 2014 and the result would be available in around two months.
(b)
The URA would notify the C&WDC immediately when the date of adjudication of the judicial review was known and would report on the progress.
(c)
Drainage works were in progress in areas such as Lyndhurst Terrace, Cochrane Street and Wellington Street at present.  In order to reduce the impact on surrounding areas and pedestrians, works would be divided into multiple parts and would be implemented gradually in phases.  As there was slight delay in the works of the Water Supplies Department at Lyndhurst Terrace, the entire drainage works were estimated to complete in mid-2015.

(d)
The C&WDO had made arrangement for the four locations for installation arts.  Thanks to Mr CHENG Po-hung and the Museum of History, photos with historic values were available for exhibition.  It was hoped that construction could proceed according to the design endorsed by the C&WDC within 2014.

(e)
To maintain the vitality of the market at Graham Street, the URA hoped to co-organise promotional activities with the C&WDC and stall operators in around mid-2014.  Suggested activities included the Graham Street Market Day and distribution of gifts relating to the Graham Market.  The URA would co-organise the market promotional activities with stall operators later and would make further reports at the next meeting.

(f)
In respect of the Staunton Street/Wing Lee Street (H19) Development Project (works site C), the URA was conducting renovation works for two of the units at Staunton Street.  They would be rented to the International Social Service Hong Kong Branch upon completion to provide in-kind assistance, including accommodation, to families which seek asylum.
(g)
The URA commenced the rehabilitation works for some of the units at 3 and 12 Wing Lee Street in late March 2014 to satisfy the BD’s requirements of the Mandatory Building Inspection Scheme and Mandatory Window Inspection Scheme.  The works were estimated to complete in the third quarter and those units would be rented to appropriate organisations to provide service to the community.
81.
The Chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:

(a)
Mr HUI Chi-fung asked which items were amended in the revised building plan of Central Oasis submitted by the URA to the BD, and how the URA thought about the chance of the revised plan being approved by the BD.
(b)
Ms CHENG Lai-king said that a lot of visitors were attracted to the many monuments with historic value from the City Hall to the Mid-levels.  For the sake of environmental protection, she asked whether the URA could consider installing drinking fountains along the way from Central Oasis to Wing Lee Street to benefit the public.
82.
In response to Mr HUI Chi-fung’s enquiry, Mr Michael MA, Director, Planning and Design of the URA, said that as the external walls of the market building had to be retained for Central Oasis, the BD opined that the application plan (e.g. in the aspect of ventilation) did not conform with the Sustainable Building Design Guidelines.  As mentioned at the last meeting, the URA would submit supplementary information according to the design approved by the Town Planning Board (TPB) to the BD for approval.  In response to Ms CHENG Lai-king’ remarks, he said that as there was public space not managed by the Government in the H18 development project, the suggestion of Ms CHENG Lai-king to install drinking fountains could be included in the future detailed design.
83.
The Chairman thanked the representatives of the URA for attending the meeting.
84.
The Chairman then welcomed the representatives of the DEVB to the meeting.
85.
Ms Alice PANG, Chief Assistant Secretary (Works) 2 of the DEVB reported on the latest development of various projects of Conserving Central.  First, the DEVB arranged a site visit to the Central Police Station (CPS) Compound and the Former Police Married Quarters on Hollywood Road on 13 March 2014 for Members to learn about the works progress.  Then the Working Group on Concern over the Development of the Central Police Station Compound and Former Police Married Quarters (The Working Group) held a meeting to discuss the two projects on 18 March.  Second, the revitalisation works for the CPS Compound would continue to be taken forward and were estimated for completion in 2015.  Members generally opined that the appearance of the building after rehabilitation was acceptable.  Third, the Architectural Services Department (ArchSD) had handed over the Former Police Married Quarters on Hollywood Road to PMQ Management Co. Ltd. (PMQ) for internal fitting-out works and the works undertaken by the ArchSD would be finished upon completion of works such as gate installation.  The PMQ would soft open in April 2014 and the studio units would be opened gradually while a unit at Staunton Street had already opened and commenced operation.  Activities such as open days and fixed point tours would be arranged at weekends and the details had been mentioned at the meeting of the Working Group.  Fourth, Hong Kong Sheng Kung Hui (HKSKH) would continue to revise the development proposal of the HKSKH’s Compound, i.e. development of a private hospital at the Central Site.  It would report to the C&WDC again when it came up with a more concrete proposal.  Fifth, the Department of Justice (DoJ) would take over the Former French Mission Building after the Court of Final Appeal had moved out of the building in 2015.  It wrote to the C&WDC on 13 January 2014 to explain the details concerned and would report to the C&WDC again when a concrete proposal was available.
86.
Ms Caroline TANG, Assistant Secretary (Planning) 1 of the DEVB, said that the renovation works for the Main and East Wings of the Former Central Government Offices (CGO) Complex commenced in July 2013 and were estimated for completion in the first quarter of 2015.  The technical feasibility study for the West Wing had also been completed.  Preparation for the pre-renovation works, including site investigation and heritage impact assessment, was underway.  The entire works were scheduled for completion in 2017.  The tender result about the conversion of Murray Building for hotel use was announced last year.  Upon completion of land sale on 4 December 2013, the site was handed over to the purchaser smoothly.
87.
Mr Larry CHU, Assistant Secretary (Harbour) 1 of the DEVB, reported that the DEVB would develop Site 1 and Site 2 of the New Central Harbourfront into a distinctive civic node and mixed use precinct, but works could only be implemented gradually upon completion of the works of the Central – Wan Chai Bypass.
88.
The Chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:

(a) Mr CHAN Chit-kwai raised two points.  First, he hoped that the HKSKH could make the general public the target of the newly built private hospital.  Second, he enquired who the purchaser of the Murray Building site was.
(b) Mr HUI Chi-fung said that he repeatedly pressed the DEVB to give an account of the revitalisation plan of the Former French Mission Building in the last year and the reply he received was that rehabilitation works and the study would be carried out concurrently.  However, it suddenly announced that the site would be used as the office of the DoJ.  The practice of handling the project was completely different from that of other projects under Conserving Central, such as the CPS Compound, Central Oasis and Former Police Married Quarters on Hollywood Road.  He was discontented that residents and the C&WDC had not been consulted.  He asked the DEVB how it came up with the decision.
89.
Ms Alice PANG said that she would reflect Mr CHAN Chit-kwai’s view to the HKSKH which would brief the DC later.  In regard to the issue of the Former French Mission Building, the established policy was to give priority to government departments in the use of vacant government properties.  Using the Former French Mission Building as an office for law-related organisations would enable the building and the Former CGO Complex to form a legal hub.  The DoJ would give an account to the DC on the relevant preparation plan in due course.  In response to the question concerning Murray Building, Ms Caroline TANG said that Wheelock and Company Limited was the purchaser of the site.

90.
Mr Joseph CHAN said that he had all along been concerned about the negative impact on local traffic after the Murray Building was converted for hotel use.  He urged the DEVB to request the property developer to carry out a detailed traffic impact assessment and formulate appropriate arrangements to avoid affecting the traffic in the vicinity of Garden Road.
91.
Ms Caroline TANG said that it was stipulated in the tender document that the site purchaser must carry out a detailed traffic impact assessment.
92.
The Chairman thanked the DEVB representatives for attending the meeting.
Item 7: 
Action Checklist on Matters Arising from the Last Meeting


(C&W DC Paper No. 29/2014) 
 





(6:00 pm)
93.
The Chairman asked Members to refer to the checklist for the progress of follow-up of different items.
Discussion Items
Item 8: 
Proposed Permanent Closure of Some Roads and Plan of Building a Footbridge for the Implementation of the Second Phase of Development Scheme H18 by the Urban Renewal Authority


(C&W DC Paper No. 30/2014) 











(6:00 pm – 6:25 pm)
94.
The Vice-chairman welcomed representatives of the URA to the meeting.
95.
Mr Michael MA, Director, Planning and Design of the URA, gave a PowerPoint presentation on the proposed permanent closure of some roads and the plan of building a footbridge for the implementation of the Second Phase of Development Scheme H18 at Peel Street/Graham Street (Phase 2 of Project H18).
(a) Project H18 would be carried out in two phases.  The second phase covered works Sites A and C.  The unacquired property interests by the URA were reverted to the Government on 6 March 2014.
(b) According to the redevelopment plan, some sections of two inner roads (Staveley Street at Site A and Gutzlaff Street at Site C) would be redeveloped as part of the future public open space.  These two road closure arrangements could help enhance the eastbound and westbound accessibility of pedestrians and facilitate the access to the multi-purpose community hall.  The proposal was still under consultation and the URA had yet to make arrangement with the Government on the gazetting procedure.
(c)

The URA took the opportunity to extend the scope of redevelopment to cover some rear lanes seldom in use.  Some of them would be developed as part of the public open space.  The public toilet demolished for the redevelopment would not be reprovisioned because hawkers could use toilet facilities to be provided at Site B.  Toilet facilities would also be provided in the community hall of Site A.  The toilet facilities at the two sites were open to the public.  Moreover, toilet facilities would also be provided in the retail areas of Sites A, B and C for the use of shoppers.

(d)
The proposed pedestrian footbridge would connect the three sites to the Central-Mid-Levels Escalator and Walkway System (the escalator system) to facilitate pedestrian movement in the district.  In the event that functions were held in the community hall, the pedestrian footbridge would serve as an alternative access which could help clearing the crowd at Cochrane Street and Gage Street and enhance the accessibility of the community hall.

(e)
To alleviate road traffic congestion, Sites A and B had to be set back from Gage Street for a public lay-by.

(f)

In conclusion, the proposed development items to be gazetted included:  (i) permanent closure of some sections of the existing pavements on Staveley Street and Gutzlaff Street mainly for redevelopment as part of the public open space;  (ii) provision of three sections of pedestrian footbridge to facilitate pedestrian movement between the escalator system and the community hall;  (iii) incorporation of some rear lanes seldom in use into the sites of Project H18 and redevelopment as part of the public open space; and (iv) setback of Site A for provision of a public lay-by.

96.
The Vice-chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:

(a)

Mr HUI Chi-fung asked two questions.  First, he asked when the URA would implement the proposal of redeveloping some streets as public open space and what arrangements would be made for the commercial tenants operating in the streets.  Second, he asked if the three sections of pedestrian footbridge, apart from the section at Site C, were newly proposed items.  He reminded the URA that the proposed items should satisfy the principles of conservation so that the appearance of the century-old street market would not be spoiled.  He asked why the footbridge was needed as the three sites would be connected by a public open space.  He also requested the URA to provide more specific information such as the height and design of the footbridge, etc.

(b)
Mr MAN Chi-wah indicated that the URA had not laid out the details of the proposed road closure.  By submitting the paper, he hoped that the C&WDC could discuss and exchange views on the arrangement earlier for the reference of concerned departments.  He requested the URA to provide information on the use of public open space to enable the C&WDC to further provide views on the redevelopment scheme.

(c)
Mr CHAN Chit-kwai considered that as the C&W District was a tiny place with a large population, he supported the proposal of closing two pavements for redevelopment as a public open space to benefit the public.  He also supported the proposed construction of three sections of footbridge to connect to the escalator system to facilitate pedestrian movement between the redeveloped site and the escalator system.  He asked if there was a cover for the footbridge.

(d)
Ms CHENG Lai-king pointed out that road closures were usually associated with suspension of supply of water, electricity and gas, which would affect the daily life of residents.  She requested the URA to announce the proposed schedule to let the public prepare in advance.  Moreover, as the access to places such as Chuk Hing Lane through the affected area might be blocked due to the road closure, the URA should make known to the public the realignment of roads.  Lastly, as the incorporation of some streets or rear lanes into the public open space was de facto a transfer of title to the URA, the areas had to be managed by the URA in future.  She asked the URA how much it would benefit from the transfer of title in the redevelopment scheme.

(e)
Mr KAM Nai-wai asked whether pedestrians could travel from Wellington Street to Gage Street via the original route, or whether some streets would become cul-de-sacs like Tung Man Street, after the closure of some sections of Staveley Street and Gutzlaff Street.  He considered that the URA should clarify certain points before implementing the proposed closure, including whether a road would be provided to link Wellington Street and Gage Street, whether the road, if any, would be open to the public for the whole day, and how high the pedestrian footbridge would be above the ground etc.

97.
Mr Michael MA gave a consolidated response as follows:
(a) In response to Mr HUI Chi-fung’s enquiries, he said that the three sections of footbridges which could be linked to the escalator system were not newly proposed by the URA and they had been included in the Master Layout Plan of the planning application submitted by the URA in 2007 to the TPB for approval.  The then DC had been consulted at that time.  He explained that the road closure would be gazetted only after consulting the C&WDC and a nine-month public consultation would be conducted thereafter.  Thus there were still some ten months before the end of the consultation.  The development plan would then be submitted to the Executive Council for approval.  If the plan was approved, the URA would still discuss with the C&WDC the implementation details of road closure.  In regard to the design of public open space, the URA would follow its usual practice of co-operating with the C&WDC and further discuss the detailed design of the open space.  Commercial tenants selling fresh food could enjoy seamless operation in the retail block designated for selling fresh food at Site B according to the agreement.  Taking into account the time required to undergo all procedures, it was expected that commercial tenants could move back to Site B for operation in the third quarter of 2015, which was more or less on schedule.
(b) In response to Mr CHAN Chit-kwai’s enquiries, he said that the URA did not hope the public to over-rely on the footbridge in order to retain the features of the century-old market on the one hand.  On the other hand, it hoped to satisfy the aspiration of community members to use the escalator system to link the footbridge for direct access to the multi-purpose community hall.  Thus the preliminary design was that the section of the proposed footbridge linking Site C and the escalator system would be installed with a cover.  According to the preliminary design, the footbridge was around five metres above the ground level with an appropriate width but was not open for 24 hours.  The URA would consult the C&WDC on the details later.
(c) In response to Ms CHENG Lai-king’s enquiries, he said that the rear lanes which the URA planned to incorporate into the public open space was part of their adjacent buildings and thus the two were under the same ownership.  As the URA had already acquired the affected buildings, it also possessed the title of the adjacent rear lane.
(d) In response to Mr KAM Nai-wai’s remarks, he said that the URA had already abandoned the old cul-de-sac design which would block public access in the design of road sections proposed for closure.  The public could access Gage Street from Wellington Street via the 24-hour public open space at Site C.  A small area of the at grade open space would be covered by the office building and the hotel building.  The headroom would be 15 metres at the maximum.  The URA would try to restore the ambience of lanes as far as possible.
98.
Mr HUI Chi-fung enquired why a footbridge was still needed as the public could access Site A from Site C via the at grade public open space.  As the exterior design of the footbridge was not known yet, he worried that the footbridge might ruin the uniqueness of the century-old market and thus requested the URA to provide more detailed information so that he could decide whether to support the proposed item.
99.
Ms CHENG Lai-king enquired whether the footbridge of the second phase of Project H18 was greater in height than that of the escalator system at Cochrane Street.
100.
In response to Mr HUI Chi-fung’s enquiry, Mr Michael MA said that the proposed community hall could accommodate some 400 people as pointed out by the C&WDC in 2007.  The pedestrian flow would suddenly increase when people in the hall left together, which might affect the operation of the century-old market.  Thus the URA suggested constructing a footbridge which could connect the community hall directly to relieve congestion.
101.
In response to Ms CHENG Lai-king’s enquiry, Mr Michael MA said that the height of the footbridge would be more or less the same as that of the commercial building used for office purpose.  Pedestrians could go to the community hall via the two bridge connections at Graham Street and Peel Street.  This showed that the footbridge aimed to provide an alternative for the public to go to the community hall in order to reduce the potential impact on the operation of the century-old market.  To retain the features of the market, the URA proposed to build an uncovered footbridge preliminarily and the government departments concerned had no objection.  The URA would continue to discuss the details of the plan with the C&WDC.
102.
The Chairman thanked the guests for attending the meeting.
	Item 9:

	New Tendering Arrangements for Appointing Contractors to Implement the Building Repair Works 

(C&W DC Paper No. 31/2014)


	(6:25 pm – 6:35 pm)


	

	103.
The Vice-chairman welcomed representatives of the URA and Hong Kong Housing Society (HKHS) to the meeting.


	104.
The Vice-chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:


	
(a)
	Miss SIU Ka-yi raised three questions.  Firstly, given that the Operation Building Bright (OBB) had been implemented for a period of time and there was a new arrangement under the OBB, she asked whether the URA would give more time to OCs of buildings which had successfully applied for grants to implement the new tendering arrangement for appointing “registered general building contractors” (new arrangement).  Secondly, she asked whether the URA and HKHS would monitor the progress.  Thirdly, she asked whether the URA would provide assistance to buildings which had joined the OBB but without management companies for implementing the new arrangement.


	
(b)
	Mr CHEUNG Kwok-kwan said that the new arrangement was mainly aimed at providing assistance to OCs in preparation for the repair works.  Under the new arrangement, the tender procedures from collecting the Expressions of Interest (EOIs) to opening the tender documents would be managed by an authorised and independent accounting firm (proxy) to ensure a fair and confidential tendering, and to prevent unfair bidding (such as the so-called bid-rigging in which small circles would manipulate the bidding price for repair works).  It was indeed a good direction.  However, he pointed out that as OCs generally lacked the expertise of repair works, it was difficult for them to understand and compare tenders.  As a result, disputes over the project costs often arose even consultants could hardly to settle them.  He suggested that, apart from providing assistance to OCs in preparation for preliminary tendering procedures from collection of EOIs to opening of tender documents, the URA could consider developing a new programme on tender analysis and selection so as to further assist the OCs.


	105.
Mr LEE Wai-fung, Senior Manager, Building Rehabilitation of the URA, gave a consolidated response as follows:


	
(a)
	In response to the questions raised by Miss SIU Ka-yi, he explained that the new arrangement did not introduce significant changes to the established practice of the construction and maintenance industry.  The only difference was that certain tendering procedures would be handled by a proxy.  Therefore, this would neither delay the tendering process nor complicate the operation.  In the past, consultants, management companies or OCs would be responsible for all the four stages of the whole tendering process, including publishing invitations for EOIs in newspapers, collecting and opening the EOIs, distributing tender documents to eligible tenderers as well as collecting and opening the returned tenders.  To prevent the tendering exercises from being interfered, stages two to four under the new tendering arrangement, namely, from collecting the EOIs to opening the returned tenders, would be conducted by a proxy in order to ensure a fair and confidential tendering.  While there was no fundamental change to the tendering procedures, new elements (e.g. the use of two envelopes) were incorporated into operation.  To ensure that owners were clear about the operation of the new arrangement, the URA and HKHS would arrange briefing sessions for and offer proper assistance to the owners.


	
(b)
	In response to the questions raised by Mr CHEUNG Kwok-kwan, he said that the URA had been assisting owners to understand and handle the tendering issues since the launch of the OBB.  The implementing agencies of the OBB had commissioned independent consultants to examine the quotations and analyse the bidding price of returned tenders.  If the quotation or bidding price of the project to be handled was unreasonable, the owners would be informed and advice would be given for their reference.  This system had been in existence without any changes since the launch of the OBB.  Throughout the entire tendering process, the implementing agencies would send representatives to explain to owners and OCs and to give third party advice.  The implementation of the new arrangement aimed to provide an impartial tendering platform for the industry.  The goals were two-fold.  First, it aimed to enhance the confidence of the industry so as to increase the number of bidders and minimise the chance for small-circle tendering.  Secondly, it aimed to increase the number of tenders and minimise the risk of bid-rigging.


106.
Ms Connie WAN, Manager, Property Management Advisory Centre (Central District) of the HKHS, indicated that the implementing agencies would arrange different kinds of briefing sessions for owners at different stages of the repair works.  For example, after the tender was drafted, the HKHS would meet owners and authorised persons.  The initial assessment conducted by the independent consultant appointed by the HKHS would be submitted to OCs to compare the difference in cost between the quotations and the estimation made by the authorised persons.  The HKHS would also remind owners that the works items should be divided into first priority and second priority items and the tenders submitted by contractors should include all first priority items of utmost importance.  Before opening the tenders, the HKHS would provide OCs with a rough estimation on the cost of the works items for reference.  After collection of tenders and before selection of contractors by OCs, the HKHS would arrange a briefing session for OCs and authorised persons to explain the items in the tenders which were eligible for OBB subsidies, the assessments of independent consultants and ways to analyse tenders.  By holding such briefings, the HKHS hoped to enhance the transparency of building repair works and avoid the potential risk of bid-rigging.

107.
Miss SIU Ka-yi said that since the implementation of the OBB in 2009, the repair works of many applications had been completed.  She asked whether there were only seven cases with the subsidies approved that were left outstanding in the C&W District, with five cases under the HKHS and two, the URA.  She asked whether the new tendering arrangement were applicable to the seven buildings only.
108.
Mr LEE Wai-fung confirmed that the figures were correct.
109.
Ms Connie WAN pointed out that although there were only five outstanding cases in the C&W District under the service area of the HKHS, there were almost 100 cases in Hong Kong pending the new tendering arrangement.
110.
Mr LEE Wai-fung added that the implementing agencies had been keeping an eye on the operation of OBB with a view to facilitating the maintenance works by adopting enhancement measures and issuing supplementary notes.  For example, Supplementary Note no. 2 was issued in June 2010 to address the problem of unreasonably low consultant’s fee of the repair works industry.  The new tendering arrangement set out in Supplementary Note no. 3 was implemented to prevent bid-rigging.  Although the arrangement was only applicable to the seven buildings, the implementing agencies had always provided support and assistance to the owners who had joined the OBB so that they could smoothly implement the repair works.
111.
The Vice-chairman thanked the guests for attending the meeting.

Item 10

Flugtag (Flying Day) Hong Kong 2014

   

(C&W DC Paper No. 32/2014)       

(6:35 pm – 7:05 pm)

112.
The Chairman welcomed the representatives of Hong Kong Aviation Club, Hong Kong Air Cadet Corps, Yuen Corporation Limited, HKPF, MD and LCSD to the meeting.
113.
Mr Raymond YUEN, Director of Yuen Corporation Limited, briefed Members on Flugtag Hong Kong 2010 organised in West Kowloon Waterfront Promenade with a video clip.  It was the first Flugtag event organised in Asia.  He then proceeded to talk about the details of Flugtag Hong Kong 2014 (Flugtag).

(a)
The Flugtag was a non-profit-making activity for free participation and enjoyment by the public.  It was co-organised by the Hong Kong Aviation Club and Hong Kong Air Cadet Corps, which were approved charitable organisations in Hong Kong.  The Flugtag would be held in Central with an aim to reinforce Hong Kong’s position as the Events Capital of Asia by organising world class mega events.  The Flugtag event had a history of 43 years.  Over 500 applications had been received to date and the number of participating teams was expected to be 45.  It was estimated that around 15 000 to 20 000 participants would join the activity.
(b)
The venue would be divided into three major areas, namely, major spectators area (zone A), secondary spectators area (zone B) and exhibition area (zone C), within which there are areas such as plane assembly area, waiting zone (including ramp), etc.  The venue could accommodate 18 000 participants.  The layout of entrances and exits was designed with reference to previous mega events (such as the Hong Kong Wine and Dine Festival) held at the same site.  Emergency exits and an access to the whole venue were provided in case of contingency.  Other facilities included command centre, police command post, media centre, toilets, first aid stations (manned by the Auxiliary Medical Service), TV walls and drinks wigwams, etc.
(c)
A diving team, wreck pick up team, rescue team and fireboats would be on duty that day.  The seaborne route for emergency and casualty evacuation had been formulated.
(d)
If the number of participants was more than estimated, the organisers would contact the MTRCL, the Star Ferry and various radio stations to make announcements as well as issuing notices through the social networking website “Facebook” to inform the public of the situation.  The emcee at the scene would also announce corresponding measures immediately.
(e)
He appealed to the C&WDC for supporting the organisers to implement such a major event in Central so that the public could enjoy the free activity.  The organisers were faced with the problem that application for renting government land for short-term commercial purpose had to be processed by way of open tender.  In addition, the tenancy term proposed by the organisers would be in conflict with the period stated in short-term tenancy (STT) no. NHX-783 of the land.
114.
The Chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:

(a) The Vice-chairman welcomed the organisation of various kinds of activities by community groups at the harbourfront.  Thus he supported the organisation of the Flugtag to help revitalise the area.  He asked why the Lands D turned down the application.
(b) Mr CHAN Chit-kwai also supported the organisation of the Flugtag at the harbourfront as organisation of various kinds of major events could attract tourists to Hong Kong, thereby promoting local tourism.  He asked why no entrance was provided to the east of the waterfront promenade and whether land routes for emergency evacuation and casualty conveyance had been drawn up; if not, whether casualties would be conveyed to hospitals in the Eastern District or Wan Chai rather than Queen Mary Hospital.
(c) Mr MAN Chi-wah supported organising the Flugtag but he understood that the application concerned would clash with the tendering of STT of the land in question.  He asked how the Flugtag would be affected or whether the whole event had to be cancelled should the land be abandoned.  He opined that the application was subject to contract terms and the problem might be difficult to solve.  He asked the organisers what contingency measures it would adopt in case the Government insisted on the original decision.
(d) The Chairman also supported the organisation of the Flugtag as the activity not only could help enhance the status of Hong Kong as the City of Life, but also revitalise the waterfront promenade, thereby increasing the number of visitors to the C&W District and promoting local economy.  In terms of physical conditions, the waterfront area was open and spacious and was suitable for organising large-scale activities.
115.
Mr Raymond YUEN responded to the question concerning whether there were land routes for emergency evacuation and casualty conveyance.  He said that the organisers had made arrangements so that emergency vehicles could access the waterfront promenade directly via the entrance near zone A and could also travel to and from the area east, south and north of zone C.  If necessary, the mills barriers between the assembly area adjacent to zone A and the toilet could even be removed to allow passage of emergency vehicles.  Under such an arrangement, emergency vehicles could reach the whole venue and the access was wide enough to allow passage of ambulancemen with stretchers and of emergency vehicles.  Thus it was possible to evacuate casualties at the scene urgently.
116.
Mr Raymond YUEN explained that the organisers did not provide an entrance to the east of the waterfront promenade to avoid affecting the vicinity of the Chinese People’s Liberation Army Forces Hong Kong Building, but they had broadened the entrance/exit at other locations to facilitate access of the public.
117.
Mr Wilson CHAN, Chief Staff Officer of the Hong Kong Air Cadet Corps, explained the reasons why the Lands D turned down the application.  He said that both organisers, i.e. the Hong Kong Aviation Club Foundation Limited and the Hong Kong Air Cadet Corps were approved charitable institutions.  The Flugtag was aimed at creating a carnival with free admission for public enjoyment.  It was not a commercial activity as indicated by the Lands D.  Although the organisers had mentioned in the proposal that there would be sale of beverages, snacks and souvenirs, they were non-profit making in nature since the objective of the activity was to enhance the understanding of Hong Kong people on aviation.  He said that the organisers had written to the Lands D to explain that the activity was not commercial in nature and many international major events (e.g. the Standard Chartered Marathon and float parades) were able to obtain sponsors although they were not commercial in nature.  In this connection, he would contact the Lands D to find out why the organisation of the activity would contravene the provisions of STT and what procedures were required so that the application for organising the Flugtag could be accepted.
118.
Mr Sidney LEE opined that the crux of the problem lied in the proposed period of using the government land, which would clash with the tendering of STT no. NHX-783 of the land, rather than the organisers’ plan to sell beverages, snacks and souvenirs.  He enquired whether the problem could be solved should the venue in question be excluded from the application.
	119.
Mr Raymond YUEN reiterated that according to the reply from the Lands D, applications for STT of government land for commercial use had to be processed through open tender.  As the tendering exercise of the STT of the government land was underway and it would be awarded to the successful tenderer for commercial use in future, there was a potential conflict with the application.  However, he stressed that the Flugtag was non-profit making in nature and was in no way a commercial activity.  The public could participate and watch it for free.  Furthermore, the funding of the activity was raised through sponsorship and no public funds would be used.  Regrettably, the Lands D had mistaken the Flugtag for a commercial activity and rejected the application for the use of the government land.


	120.
The Vice-chairman pointed out that the government departments concerned would award a three-year tenancy through tendering.  The successful tenderer would then identify suitable organisations to hold one-off activities on the government land.  He opined that sponsored activities were not necessarily commercial activities.  If the organisers could distribute the beverages, snacks and souvenirs for free, he believed that the nature of the activity would be highlighted more clearly.  He pointed out that if the period of organising the Flugtag did not clash with the tendering exercise, the Lands D might exercise its discretion to approve the application so that Hong Kong would not lose the invaluable opportunity to organise an international mega event because of the bureaucratic system.  In view of this, he proposed writing to the Lands D in the name of the C&WDC to sort out the cause and effect of the incident.


	121.
The Chairman asked whether there were any measures for the disadvantaged in the course of organising the Flugtag.


	122.
Mr Raymond YUEN said that when organising a similar activity in 2010, a designated barrier-free access and viewing zone were provided to the disadvantaged and disabled so that they could enter the venue without having to push through the crowd.  Although the disadvantaged and persons with disabilities were not the target service recipients of the Flugtag, special care would definitely be given to these viewers so as to achieve the objective of public enjoyment.


	123.
Mr Wilson CHAN asked whether the C&WDC would provide a special invitation list of the above two groups to the organisers.


	124.
The Chairman said that the list would be provided to the organisers upon successful application.


	125.
Mr CHAN Chit-kwai supported the Vice-chairman’s proposal of writing to the Lands D. 


	126.
The Chairman concluded that the Flugtag was worth supporting as it was a non-profit making activity organised by charitable organisations.  Therefore, the C&WDC endorsed to issue a written enquiry to the Lands D.


	127.
The Chairman thanked the guests for attending the meeting.


	Item 11:
Seize the Opportunity of Advancement for Constitutional Development in Hong Kong through Universal Suffrage of the Chief Executive 


(C&W DC Paper No. 33/2014)
                                         
(7:05 pm - 7:30 pm)


	128.
The Chairman said that the Constitutional and Mainland Affairs Bureau did not send representatives to attend the meeting.


	129.
Mr KAM Nai-wai pointed out that the C&WDC discussed issues related to the methods for selecting the CE in 2017 and for forming the LegCo in 2016 (the electoral methods) on 9 January 2014.  According to the C&WDC Standing Orders (Standing Orders), where the Council had discussed on a specific issue, no further discussion shall be proposed in relation to that issue within a period of six months.  In view of this, he asked why the issue of the electoral methods was brought forward again for discussion.


	130.
The Chairman responded that the last discussion paper was proposed by the Government while this paper was proposed by Members.  They were different in nature.


	131.
The Chairman invited Members to express their views.  The main points of their comments were as follows:


	
(a)
	Mr CHEUNG Kwok-kwan said that it was now a critical moment to determine the method for universal suffrage by selecting and implementing a proposal that was most acceptable to the public.  However, as the rationales and contents of the current proposals for the electoral methods were divergent, it was unlikely that a consensus could be reached.  He pointed out that the proposals should be strictly in accordance with the Basic Law of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of the People’s Republic of China (Basic Law) and Decisions of the Standing Committee of the National People’s Congress (NPCSC).  The proposals would otherwise be illegal and the Central People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China (CPG) and the Government of the HKSAR would only accept legitimate electoral methods.  He hoped that all sectors of the society could seriously discuss the proposals which complied with the law and were likely to be endorsed.



(b)
Mr HUI Chi-fung considered that the nomination of candidates had become the focus of discussion, and the issue was discussed in the legal context rather than the political context.  Someone claimed that the contents of some proposals were not stated in the Basic Law, therefore the proposals failed to comply with the law.  He considered the argument unfair because the Basic Law also did not prescribe organisational nomination or the requirement of “loving the country and Hong Kong”.  He called for a discussion based on the core values of a democratic system and international standards.  He opined that Hong Kong people hoped to adopt an electoral method under which people with dissenting political views were allowed to take part in the election and would not be screened out by any mechanism.

(c)
Mr CHAN Chit-kwai said that according to the regulation on political structure under the Basic Law, constitutional development in HKSAR should adhere to the following four main principles under the Basic Law: (i) meeting the interests of different sectors of society; (ii) facilitating the development of the capitalist economy; (iii) gradual and orderly progress; and (iv) appropriate to the actual situation in the HKSAR.  Hong Kong was a diversified society.  It was necessary to achieve harmony among different sectors of society and everything had to be done in the interests of the public.  All parties should strive to seek common ground while accommodating differences in the discussion of the CE election in order to implement the election of the CE by way of universal suffrage in 2017.  He indicated his support for the direction of constitutional development.

(d)
Ms CHENG Lai-king indicated that all parties should be able to “talk and achieve universal suffrage” in the public consultation.  The CE election through “one person, one vote” was simply the effect.  The cause was who could be nominated.  However, CE candidates had to be nominated by the nominating committee (NC).  She pointed out that a genuine universal suffrage should enable all citizens to enjoy three rights: to nominate candidates for election, to stand for election and to vote.  The present “one person, one vote” system was not the manifestation of a genuine universal suffrage.  She called on Members to support the amended motion.

(e)
The Vice-chairman indicated that it was the aspiration of the majority of the public to elect the CE through universal suffrage in 2017.  He stressed that every move should be made under the legislative framework.  Therefore, the election method should be in accordance with the Basic Law and decisions of the NPCSC.  At present, there were other proposals on nomination methods, such as civic nomination and party nomination.  Decisions that were not made in accordance with the law would finally be faced with legal challenges.  As a result, the universal suffrage for the CE election (including nomination) should be performed under the law.  According to the Basic Law, the CE should be selected by universal suffrage upon nomination by a broadly representative NC in accordance with democratic procedures.  There was room for discussion about democratic procedures, for example, the number of members and composition of the NC.  He hoped that all parties could stop sticking rigidly to their own views.  The CE election through universal suffrage could not be realised otherwise and the general public would be the ultimate victims.  He appealed to members of the community to set aside differences for the sake of implementing universal suffrage by “one person, one vote”.  They should put forward practicable proposals within the legislative framework in order to realise universal suffrage for the CE.

(f)
Mr MAN Chi-wah indicated that according to Order 13(4)(ii) of the Standing Orders, where the Council had discussed or made a decision on a specific issue, no further discussion should be proposed in relation to that issue within a period of six month, unless otherwise agreed by the Chairman or supported by over half of the members of the Council.  As the Chairman had given his approval, the item could be brought forward again for discussion.  Moreover, he was not optimistic that a consensus could be reached on the election method of the CE.  The public consultation was conducted in an open and accommodating manner.  Unfortunately, some obviously inappropriate proposals were put forward recently as they did not comply with the Basic Law.  He indicated his support for the motion.

(g)
Mr KAM Nai-wai said there were arguments that impracticable proposals should not be raised as the election method should comply with the legislative framework.  However, he explained that Members’ duty was to reflect the public’s opinion.  The public’s opinion was that they hoped to introduce civic nomination into the nomination procedure because CE candidates should not be nominated only by the NC.  The NC represented only 220 000 citizens, which was not broadly representative of Hong Kong people.  He reiterated that Members should reflect the opinion of the public.  He referred to the “one person, two votes” option proposed by the Democratic Party in 2010.  The CPG eventually accepted the proposal, which indicated that the crux of many issues was of a political instead of legal nature.  He stressed that Members, as the representatives of citizens, should speak on behalf of them.  What the public wished to have was to nominate CE candidates without any screening mechanism and to elect the CE through the system of “one person, one vote”.
	
(h)
	The Chairman said that as the Hong Kong’s operation was based on the Basic Law, the universal suffrage system should be in accordance with the Basic Law and the interpretations and decisions of the NPCSC.  The Basic Law was the constitutional document of the HKSAR which set out the ways to fully realise the principle of “one country, two systems”.  As the Basic Law and the relevant interpretations and decisions of the NPCSC were the sole constitutional basis for implementing universal suffrage in the HKSAR, the CE election should also comply with those fundamental objectives and legislative purposes, particularly the provisions and principles in the Basic Law on the political structure of the HKSAR.  It was the general expectation of members of the public in Hong Kong to implement the new universal suffrage system to elect the CE in 2017.  All relevant aspects should be developed in a gradual and orderly manner.  He hoped that the community could work together towards the goal first and leave the details for discussion later.  He personally thought that loving the country and Hong Kong was the most basic requirement for being the CE of the HKSAR.  He stressed that Hong Kong was one of the special administrative regions of China.  Although the HKSAR was granted a high degree of autonomy by the CPG, it was still a local administrative region rather than a country or an independent political entity.  In essence, the HKSAR was under the jurisdiction of the CPG and was therefore subordinate to it.  Under the constitutional order, the CE being the head of the HKSAR should implement the directives issued by the Central Authorities in respect of matters provided for in the Basic Law.  As the representative of the HKSAR, the CE should also be accountable to the CPG and the HKSAR Government in accordance with the provisions of the Basic law.  The CE, being the plenipotentiary and governor of the HKSAR, played an important role in the relationship between the Central Authorities and the HKSAR.  The CE should maintain good relationship and communication with the CPG, be accountable to the Central Authorities and meet the basic requirement of loving the country and Hong Kong.


	132.
The Chairman asked Members to vote on the amended motion and the amended motion was negatived.

	Amended Motion:

“The C&WDC requests the Government to ensure that the 2016 LegCo Election should end the functional constituency by electing all LegCo Members through direct geographical constituency election, and that, there would not be screening of any kind in respect of the nomination of candidates for the universal suffrage of the CE in 2017. The C&WDC also requests the Government to adopt the three proposed parallel approaches of nominating candidates for the universal suffrage of the CE (namely, nomination by public, political party and NC), aiming at the realisation of true and democratic universal suffrage of the CE through the system of “one person, one vote” in which all citizens have equal rights to nominate candidates for election, to become a candidate for election and to vote.”

(Four Members voted for the motion:
Mr KAM Nai-wai, Ms CHENG Lai-king, Mr HUI Chi-fung and Mr WONG Kin-shing (authorised Ms CHENG Lai-king to vote on his behalf))

(14 Members voted against the motion:

Mr YIP Wing-shing, Mr CHAN Hok-fung, Mr IP Kwok-him (authorised CHAN Hok-fung to vote on his behalf), Mr CHAN Chit-kwai, Mr CHAN Choi-hi (authorised CHAN Hok-fung to vote on his behalf), Mr Sidney LEE, Mr MAN Chi-wah, Miss LO Yee-hang, Miss SIU Ka-yi, Mr Joseph CHAN, Dr Malcolm LAM (authorised Mr MAN Chi-wah to vote on his behalf), Mr Jackie CHEUNG (authorised Mr Thomas NG to vote on his behalf), Mr CHEUNG Kwok-kwan and Mr Thomas NG)
(No Member abstained from voting)



	133.
The Chairman asked Members to vote on the motion and the motion was passed.


	Motion:

“The C&WDC opines that it is the general expectation of the public to realise the universal suffrage of the CE in 2017 by means of the “one person, one vote” system, and that it is undesirable to the public to have a constitutional reform in Hong Kong without advancement. The C&WDC also calls on personalities of all circles to actively put forward recommendations regarding constitutional reform which should be strictly in accordance with the Basic Law and relevant Decisions of the NPCSC, as well as to practically and rationally promote and implement the universal suffrage of the CE in a law-abiding and non-violent manner.”
(14 Members voted for the motion:

Mr YIP Wing-shing, Mr CHAN Hok-fung, Mr IP Kwok-him (authorised CHAN Hok-fung to vote on his behalf), Mr CHAN Chit-kwai, Mr CHAN Choi-hi (authorised CHAN Hok-fung to vote on his behalf), Mr Sidney LEE, Mr MAN Chi-wah, Miss LO Yee-hang, Mr Joseph CHAN, Miss SIU Ka-yi, Dr Malcolm LAM (authorised Mr MAN Chi-wah to vote on his behalf), Mr Jackie CHEUNG (authorised Mr Thomas NG to vote on his behalf), Mr CHEUNG Kwok-kwan and Mr Thomas NG)
(Four Members voted against the motion:

Mr KAM Nai-wai, Ms CHENG Lai-king, Mr HUI Chi-fung and Mr WONG Kin-shing (authorised Ms CHENG Lai-king to vote on his behalf))

(No Member abstained from voting)



	Item 12:

Members’ Written Reports

(7:29 pm)



	134.
The Chairman said that the District Fight Crime Committee (Central and Western District) had held its 4th meeting (2013-2014) on 17 January 2014 and would hold its 5th meeting on 28 March 2014. 


	135.
Members had nothing to add. 



	Item 13:

Work Reports of the Committees under C&WDC

(7:29 pm)



	136.
The Chairman asked Members to note the contents of the following papers:


	
(i)
	Cultural, Leisure and Social Affairs Committee 
(C&W DC Paper No. 34/2014)


	
(ii)
	District Facilities Management Committee

(C&W DC Paper No. 35/2014)


	
(iii)
	Finance Committee
(C&W DC Paper No. 36/2014) 



	
(iv)
	Food, Environment, Hygiene and Works Committee
(C&W DC Paper No. 37/2014)


	
(v)
	Traffic and Transport Committee
(C&W DC Paper No. 38/2014)


	Item 14:

Reports of the Working Groups under C&WDC (2014-15)

(7:29 – 7:30 pm)


	137.
The Chairman referred Members to the papers.  The chairmen of the working groups had nothing to add.


	Item 15:
Report on the 188th Meeting of the Central and Western District Management Committee

(C&W DC Paper No. 39/2014)

(7:30 pm)



	138.
The Chairman referred Members to the paper.



	Item 16:
Reports on the Meetings of the Area Committees of the Central and Western District

(C&W DC Paper No. 40/2014)

(7:30 pm)



	139.    The Chairman referred Members to the paper.



	Item 17:

Any Other Business

(7:30 pm)



	140.
Mr CHAN Chit-kwai and the Chairman urged Members to attend the second special meeting of the CLSAC which would be held on 27 March 2014.  


	Item 18:
Date of the Next Meeting

(7:30 pm)



	141.
The Chairman announced that the fourteenth meeting would be held on 29 May 2014.  The paper submission deadline for government departments would be 8 May 2014, while the paper submission deadline for Members would be 14 May 2014.



	142.
The Chairman declared the meeting closed and thanked the guests and Members for attending the meeting.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:30 pm.




	The minutes were
	confirmed on 29 May 2014
	

	Chairman: 
	Mr YIP Wing-shing

	Secretary: 
	Ms WONG Ming-wai
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