定  稿
離島區議會會議記錄
日期: 2004年6月14日(星期一)

時間: 下午2時正
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醫院管理局
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懲教事務高級監督(工程及計劃)
懲教署
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土木工程署

李錦生先生
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游啟浩先生
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楊建明先生
項目經理
萬隆工程顧問有限公司

鍾德民先生
副項目經理
萬隆工程顧問有限公司

蘇貝茜女士
旅遊事務助理專員
旅遊事務署

朱兆女士
高級經理(旅遊)
旅遊事務署

容振偉先生
高級工程策劃經理
建築署

馮永基先生
高級建築師
建築署

景國祥先生
建築師
建築署

梁智航先生
高級郊野公園主任(東南)
漁農自然護理署

楊春棠先生
美術博物館總監
香港大學

列席者
馮浩然太平紳士
離島民政事務專員
離島民政事務處

左健蘭女士
離島民政事務助理專員
離島民政事務處
張麗華女士
高級聯絡主任
離島民政事務處
楊鴻熹先生
署理港島及離島拓展處副處長
拓展署

劉志明先生
離島地政專員
地政總署
林士光先生
政務助理(地政)/離島
地政總署
陳納生先生
總運輸主任(貨車及離島)
運輸署
關家麟先生
灣仔/離島區高級總監
食物環境衛生署
傅麗珍女士
離島區康樂事務經理
康樂及文化事務署
周日昌先生
高級城市規劃師(大嶼山及離島)
規劃署
周楚基先生
大嶼山警區指揮官
香港警務處

張家鎮先生
大嶼山警區警民關係主任
香港警務處

戴宏先生
水警海港警區指揮官
香港警務處
鄭國平先生
水警海港警區警民關係主任
香港警務處

譚梁潔孺女士
高級房屋事務經理(青衣、荃灣及離島)
房屋署

秘書
曹黎淑霞女士
高級行政主任(區議會)
離島民政事務處

助理秘書
何長春先生
一級行政主任(區議會)
離島民政事務處

周德心女士
行政主任(區議會)
離島民政事務處

因事缺席者

釋智慧法師
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歡迎詞



主席歡迎以下的政府部門代表︰
(i)
署理港島及離島拓展處副處長楊鴻熹先生，楊先生代替馬利德先生出席會議；和

(ii)
運輸署總運輸主任(貨車及離島)陳納生先生，陳先生代替已調任的江國均先生出席會議。

I.
通過2004年4月19日的會議記錄
2.

主席請各位議員參閱2004年4月19日離島區議會會議紀錄的初稿，並表示該初稿已收錄了議員提出的修訂建議。他請議員考慮是否通過該份會議記錄。

3.

議員沒有提出修訂建議，一致通過上述會議記錄。

II.
醫院管理局港島聯網2004年7月接管大澳及梅窩普通科門診診所

(文件 IDC 66/2004號)

4.

主席歡迎出席講解文件的嘉賓︰醫院管理局香港島東西聯網(家庭醫學及基層醫療)聯網服務統籌專員朱偉星醫生。

5.

朱偉星醫生在介紹文件時表示，本年7月，醫院管理局(下稱“醫管局”)接管大澳及梅窩普通科門診診所，只涉及內部行政方面的改變，對醫療服務並無任何影響。去年7月，醫管局從生署接管普通科門診服務時，曾把大澳和梅窩兩區劃入九龍西聯網內。但按過去一年的運作顯示，這安排並不符合該局按人口比例分配資源的原則，因此該局決定在本年7月把上述地區納入港島東聯網。由於上述診所的大部分員工均為當區的居民，因此，巿民除可能發現部分護士的面孔較為陌生外，將不會發現任何其他的改變。其次，當醫管局去年接管坪洲、南丫北和索罟灣的診所後，關注到這些地區對急症服務的需求，因此，當該局決定把大澳和梅窩診所納入港島東聯網後，便已計劃加強這聯網在急症方面的支援，包括加強醫務人員在處理急症方面的培訓和在人手上作出適當的安排。

6.

黃開榆議員表示，醫療船一向為坪洲和南丫兩地兒童提供注射疫苗服務，但這服務近日不知何故被取消，以至當地兒童需要前往港島注射疫苗。他要求醫管局恢復往昔的服務。

7.

朱偉星醫生澄清，為兒童注射疫苗是由生署轄下的母嬰康院而非醫管局負責。據他理解，生署已注意到取消這項服務對居民造成不便，該署較早前亦曾與醫管局接觸，商討日後是否可以由該局的普通科門診診所提供這項服務，但現時尚未有任何決定。

8.

周轉香副主席指出，當離島區仍屬九龍西聯網時，區內患急症的居民一般會被送往瑪嘉烈醫院。她詢問當離島區納入港島東聯網後，患急病的居民是否會經由水路送往港島的東區尤德醫院，而這安排對病患者又有甚麼影響。此外，日後由政府飛行服務隊負責運送的病患者是否會全數送往東區尤德醫院；而把離島區納入港島東聯網是否會減少現有的醫療服務，例如深宵醫生駐診服務。
9.

朱偉星醫生強調，基層醫療服務並非單憑醫生的力量，還須依靠與社區緊密合作，因此該局已計劃定時與地區人士接觸，了解和聽取居民的意見。對於周副主席提出的第一個問題，他表示由政府飛行服務隊運送病患者的服務日後仍會維持不變，但全港可供直升機升降的醫院並不多，按照目前的安排，政府飛行服務隊一般會把病患者運載到港島灣仔的直升機坪、瑪麗醫院或東區尤德醫院。至於可以經由陸路運送的病患者，該局原則上鼓勵病患者前往所屬聯網的醫院就醫，但在可行的情況下，該局仍會考慮按病患者的意願把他們送往各自選擇的醫院。朱醫生又強調，該局目前並無任何計劃，把離島區列入港島東聯網後會削減現有的醫療服務。

10.

周轉香副主席對朱醫生的回應表示欣慰，又要求醫管局日後若在服務方面有任何改變，須事先諮詢離島區議會。她又要求該局加強局內各聯網有關病患者資料傳送方面的聯繫，使病患者無論被送往哪間醫院，有關醫院均可得到該病患者的資料。

11.

朱偉星醫生表示，該局各醫院的電腦系統均可互通消息，而該局在過去一年亦努力不懈地建立有關病患者的資料庫。

12.

林潔聲議員請醫管局關注，把離島區列入港島東聯網會間接使居民更加依賴政府飛行服務隊的服務。他又要求該局調派資深醫生到離島各診所駐診，以確保診所的醫療服務質素，並釋除居民的疑慮。

13.

朱偉星醫生重申，目前由政府飛行服務隊運送急病患者的安排，並不會受日後轉換聯網的安排所影響，該局會加強醫護人員有關召喚飛行服務的判斷能力。他又重申，在轉換聯網後，目前在離島各區診所駐診的醫生並不會出現大調動。據他理解，這些醫生不乏年青一輩，部分更深受當地居民歡迎。

14.

溫東林議員要求醫管局訓示醫護人員要對病患者作詳細檢查，不要動輒把患者送往醫院，以免浪費資源和引起居民不便。

15.

主席請朱醫生參考各議員的意見。

(李桂珍議員於討論期間進入會場。)

(朱偉星醫生於討論完畢後離開會場。)

(會後註 : 鑑於醫院管理局要配合衛生褔利食物局在東涌設立24小時急症設施的方向，原定2004年7月1日大澳及梅窩普通科門診進行的聯網行政改變，已經決定停止推行。兩間診所的行政安排保持不變，仍由九龍西聯網維持原狀管理。)

III.
有關在東涌興建醫院和提供24小時門診服務的提問

(文件IDC 67/2004號)


16.

主席歡迎出席回應文件的嘉賓︰




(i)
生福利及食物局助理秘書長(生)王曉軍先生；及




(ii)
醫院管理局行政經理(醫務發展)陳榮達醫生。

17.

周轉香副主席介紹文件的內容。

18.

王曉軍先生就早前傳媒報導北大嶼山興建醫院計劃作出澄清，表示政府若干年前已決定在北大嶼山的大蠔預留土地，作為興建北大嶼山醫院之用。但這幅預留土地位於填海區，目前尚未成形。由於大嶼山的規劃近年出現重大的轉變，其中包括港珠澳大橋計劃、迪士尼主題公園項目和增值物流園等計劃，以致政府必須就當地的發展重新規劃，但政府並未背棄在當地興建醫院的承諾。對於周副主席指出，曾在2002年8月與生福利及食物局副秘書長姚紀中先生會面，並獲承諾興建醫院一事，王先生指出由於需要就大嶼山的發展重新規劃，按拓展署提供的資料，大蠔預留作興建醫院的土地最快需待2011年才可以交予本局興建醫院。生福利及食物局認為這安排不太理想，未能解決居民對興建醫院的訴求，因此決定在東涌另覓合適的地點興建醫院，而這地點是位於東涌第13、22及25區。該處現時是一個臨時足球場，旁邊是一幅空地，後方是一處山坡。該局曾與離島規劃處等政府部門前往實地視察，初步認為該處適合興建醫院。此外，其他有關政府部門初步同意有關工程計劃。我們下一步的工作是就這項計劃進行可行性研究和地區諮詢，包括諮詢離島區議會。

19.

主席要求王先生提供有關計劃的時間表。

20.

王曉軍先生表示目前尚未有具體的時間表。但生福利及食物局非常重視此項工程，已把這計劃提升至較高的優先次序。按一般標準，只有人口達20萬的地區才會設有一所醫院，但政府同意大嶼山的發展情況較為特殊，因此，縱使當地的人口目前仍未達到以上的標準，政府仍會在當地興建醫院，並會計劃在明年的政府資源分配工作中申請撥款，如撥款獲得通過，便會盡快向立法會申請撥款，並盡快開展工程。

21.

周轉香副主席希望當局盡快進行可行性研究和地區諮詢的工作。對於醫院的選址方面，她指出東涌第13區現時是一個臨時足球場，這地點一旦用作興建醫院，當局必須另覓地點提供同類型的康樂設施。她又指出，據她理解，興建一所醫院需時約5年，她詢問興建北大嶼山醫院所需的時間是否一樣。

22.

王曉軍先生表示，在一般情況下，興建一所醫院需時約4至5年。當局理解北大嶼山居民對醫院的訴求，因此預算採用分期落成的方式，即是先完成有急切需要服務的部份，然後再按步完成其他部份。至於選址的問題，他指出第13、22和25三區的面積合共約5.1公頃，在扣除臨時足球場的面積以後，餘下的面積約為4.6公頃。這地點原計劃用作興建警務人員宿舍，他相信另覓地點興建宿舍較另覓地點興建醫院容易。至於臨時足球場的問題，他相信規劃署會另覓地點提供相若的設施。

23.

羅錦輝議員表示北大嶼山醫院的選址頗為接近民居。他要求當局在落實有關計劃前，先諮詢離島區議會及東涌鄉事委員會。

24.

王曉軍先生備悉羅議員的要求。

25.

鄺國威議員詢問北大嶼山醫院第一期工程預計的完工日期。

26.

王曉軍先生表示目前尚未有具體的資料，一切仍須視乎明年是否可以獲得撥款而定。一旦獲得有關的撥款，第一期的工程預計可以在4至5年間完成。

27.

陳榮達醫生就24小時門診服務作出回應，表示醫管局自去年7月接管普通科門診服務後，已不斷就門診服務進行檢討。檢討範圍主要集中在65間普通科門診診所的使用量、所投放的資源和巿民對醫療服務質素的期望這幾方面。該局已基本掌握大部分的資料，預計可以在本年7月發表初步的檢討結果。此外，醫管局自去年7月已展開多項計劃，其中包括把15間診所的病患者記錄電腦化，並計劃在未來數年把全部診所的記錄電腦化。他重申，在過去一年，普通科門診服務並沒有任何特別的改變，只有在個別診所加入家庭醫學的環節。對於要求在東涌提供24小時門診服務一事，陳醫生表示，目前該局缺乏後備補給人員，要馬上提供有關服務而又不影響鄰近地區的門診服務有一定的困難。醫管局在接管普通科門診服務時只有138名醫生，局方要另外增加127名醫生的職位以維持合理的服務。目前，這127個醫生職位仍未能全部填滿，以致該局必須聘請一些兼職醫生提供夜診服務。相對其他地區，離島區醫生的流動性較少，受人手不足的影響亦因此較為輕微。此外，護理人員有所短缺，亦是該局未能提供24小時門診服務的另一個主要原因。

28.

主席認為削減其他地區的醫療服務，以騰出資源在東涌提供24小時門診服務並非良策，此舉亦會招致其他地區人士的激烈反對。

29.

周轉香副主席希望醫管局正視東涌因為人口增長而急需24小時醫療服務，尤其是夜診服務的問題。

30.

吳錦泉議員建議醫管局考慮利用中醫或向中央尋求協助，以解決醫護人員人手短缺的問題。

31.

陳榮達醫生備悉各議員的意見。

(“東涌社團聯席會議”代表於討論完畢後向主席遞交一封請願信(見附件一)和居民的簽名，強烈要求有關當局盡快落實興建北大嶼山醫院及為東涌診所提供24小時醫生駐診服務。主席表示稍後會把信件和居民的簽名轉交生福利及食物局和醫管局考慮。)

(王曉軍先生與陳榮達醫生於討論完畢後離開會場。)

IV.
有關運輸署遲遲未能提供2月20日三方會議錄音帶的提問

(文件IDC 70/2004號)

32.

主席歡迎出席回應文件的嘉賓︰運輸署總運輸主任(貨車及離島)陳納生先生。

33.

容詠嫦議員介紹文件的內容。

34.

陳納生先生表示運輸署已在6月9日把錄音帶的副本交給容議員。他重申，該署一向並不反對容議員翻聽有關錄音記錄，但由於該署過去未曾處理類似索取錄音帶副本的要求，因此需要一些時間查閱有關守則和援引類似先例作參考，亦需要諮詢有關部門的意見，以至未能即時向容議員提供錄音帶的副本。

35.

容詠嫦議員認為運輸署的回應並未解釋實際的情形。她指出2月20日的會議屬於一次公開會議，她認為錄音帶內沒有包含任何不能公開的秘密。她又指出，她在發給環境運輸及工務局局長和運輸署署長的電郵中，已清楚指出她只是要求錄音帶作為印證會議記錄的用途，聲明不會把錄音帶交給第三者，她不明白為何運輸署對她的要求仍諸多留難。她認為該署處理的方法，無非是恐防錄音帶能夠反映事實的真相，即運輸署在整個諮詢過程中已有既定的立場，而進行諮詢只是作門面的工夫。她在這次會議提出這議題，目的是要求運輸署提供證據證明事實的真相，還愉景灣居民一個公道。但運輸署對於她的要求再三阻撓，對此，她除了在區議會提出譴責外，亦保留追究的責任，並會循不同的渠道跟進和反映這方面的事實。政府部門失信於民，莫過於此。運輸署失敗的地方不單在於行政失誤，亦涉及未有對居民反映事實的真相。政府若不能得到居民的信任和支持，任何的行政措施不單難以施行，亦只會激發民怨。因此，她會透過其他政府部門繼續跟進事件。

36.

陳納生先生表示會向有關方面反映容議員的意見。

V.
預防禽流感︰減低人類感染風險的長遠方針諮詢文件

(文件IDC 65/2004號)

37.

主席歡迎出席講解文件的嘉賓︰食物環境生署署長梁永立太平紳士和高級政務主任(環境生)李冠殷先生。

38.

主席表示日前收到香港活家禽批發商商會就政府的諮詢文件所發表的意見書(見附件二)，而該份意見書已置於與會者的桌上。他希望政府在制定有關政策時，一併考慮業界提出的意見。

39.

梁永立署長表示巿民對禽流感這議題可以說是耳熟能詳，加上諮詢文件發出以後的一些新發展，因此，他決定集中討論幾項要點，並就這些要點聽取議員的意見。他指出，禽流感過往只發生在雞隻身上，但自1997年起卻開始見於人類身上，因此，這次的諮詢工作主要是針對如何預防人類感染禽流感。梁署長指出，該署的目標是達至人類零感染，他明白這是一個相當高的目標，但鑑於禽流感的死亡率相當高，因此該署認為有需要把目標定高一點。他指出，在1997年，共有18名巿民感染禽流感，其中6人去世；本年東南亞的越南和泰國均發生人類受感染的個案，在30多名病患者中，約有20多名患者死亡。根據過往的記錄顯示，禽流感病毒主要潛伏在雞隻的內臟，並透過排泄而排出雞隻體外，患者一般是透過與雞隻近距離接觸而受感染。為阻止這個傳播的途徑，該署計劃把人、雞分隔，有關措施已在街巿執行。長遠而言，該署計劃制訂文件中提及的“冰鮮鏈”和“鮮宰雞”這兩大策略性方案，並希望議員就這兩個方案提供意見。梁署長表示“冰鮮鏈”方法已在大部分的先進國家(包括新加坡這以華人為主的國家)實施。他又引述美國和日本這兩個本年曾經發生雞隻感染禽流感的先進國家，指出由於這兩個國家均已實施“冰鮮鏈”的措施，因此並未出現人類感染禽流感的個案。他理解這個方案未必可以迎合南方人嗜食新鮮雞的習慣，因此該署又制訂另一個“鮮宰雞”的方案，在全港設立5至6個分區屠宰中心。這方案的優點在於屠宰後的雞隻無需經過“冰鮮”處理，但消費者必須自行前往屠宰中心的零售點購買雞隻，或要求屠宰中心提供運送的服務，不及現時可以在街巿購買那般方便。梁署長理解上述任何一個方案都會直接影響家禽的零售業，因此，該署在兩個星期前曾向零售業界提出一項特惠金計劃。按這計劃，願意退出這行業和向政府交還街巿攤檔或零售牌照的販商，將可獲得發放一筆過的補償金，金額由十餘萬至三十餘萬不等，視乎攤檔面積的大小而定。此外，該署亦計劃為受影響的僱員提供為期6個星期的再培訓課程，以協助他們轉業。這些僱員在培訓期間，每星期可以得到為數1,000元的津貼。接受培訓後的僱員若未能即時找到工作，該署亦會對每名受影響的員工發放一筆為數1萬元的援助金，以解燃眉之急。該署目前正收集業界對上述方案的意見。

40.

容詠嫦議員對文件表示贊同，因為她認為人的健康和生命最為重要。她又指出，任何行業均有機會轉型和式微，在過渡期間，有關業界必須設法適應，而政府亦應採取適當的措施照顧受影響的業界。長遠而言，她認為集中屠宰家禽將有助提高食物生水平，且合乎“與時並進”的概念。

41.

梁永立署長同意政府有必要制訂短期的措施，包括改善街巿的生環境和協助業界轉型等，以解燃眉之急。

42.

主席詢問，分區屠宰和集體屠宰這兩個安案，哪一個比較適合在本港施行。

43.

梁永立署長表示這兩個方案均可以有效地把人和家禽分隔；集中屠宰的營運成本較輕，但屠宰後的家禽必須先經“冰鮮”處理，未必符合部分消費者的口味；分區屠宰可以為消費者提供鮮宰的家禽，但營運成本則較高。

44.

吳錦泉議員認為可以勉強接受分區屠宰這方案，他又質疑是否過度渲染禽流感的危險性。此外，基於特區政府目前面對嚴重的財赤問題，他質疑在這情況下為業界提供巨額的補償和津貼是否恰當。他認為以循序漸進的方式逐步取締家禽的零售業較為可取。

45.

梁永立署長表示，根據以往的記錄，病毒傳播途徑一般是先由禽鳥傳染豬隻，然後再傳給人類。但1997年卻首次出現人類直接從家禽感染禽流感病毒，當時醫療界對這情況亦感到困惑。隨後數年，本港先後出現4次禽流感，幸而均未發生在人類身上。但自本年初開始，禽流感在亞洲區大規模爆發，只有香港倖免於難。其次H5病毒只是禽流感眾多病毒的其中一種，其他還包括H6、H7和H9等。其中H7曾在美國和歐洲多處地區肆虐，在荷蘭更奪去一名獸醫的性命。H9較早前曾在香港出現，一名學童亦受感染。幸而H9的毒性較輕，並未引致死亡的個案。梁署長同意可以利用注射疫苗的方法預防禽流感爆發，但目前並無一種可預防所有不同種類病毒的疫苗，因此政府認為集中屠宰家禽是預防禽流感最有效的方法。

46.

周轉香副主席表示，從東方人的飲食習慣而言，她比較傾向支持“鮮宰雞”的方案。由於飲食是旅遊文化的一部分，她要求政府對禽流感病毒能追根尋源和加以根治，以免對本港的旅遊業造成負面的影響。她又認為即使集中屠宰家禽，政府仍須加強監察的工作，才可以保證屠宰的家禽合符既定的生標準。她又要求政府針對可能面對失業的僱員提供培訓，以免因為出現資源錯配而令更多人墮入綜援網中。

47.

主席請梁署長參考各議員的意見，並代表區議會支持文件中的建議。

(梁永立署長和李冠殷先生於討論完畢後離開會場。)
VI.
喜靈洲監獄發展土地平整及基建工程可行性研究
(文件IDC 62/2004)

48.

主席歡迎出席講解文件的嘉賓：
	
	(i)
	保安局首席助理秘書長黃思平先生；


	
	(ii)
	懲教署懲教事務高級監督(工程及計劃)黃德誠先生及高級懲教主任(監獄發展)卓華榮先生；


	
	(iii)
	土木工程署總工程師(拓展)鄧偉業先生、高級工程師(土地平整)李錦生先生及工程師(土地平整)游啟浩先生；及


	
	(iv)
	萬隆工程顧問有限公司項目經理楊建明先生及副項目經理鍾德民先生。


49.

鄧偉業先生介紹文件的背景。
50.

楊建明先生簡介第一階段的8個初步土地平整方案和4個初步固定渡海通道方案的評估結果。他指出，評估結果已考慮了技術問題和首輪公眾諮詢的意見。
51.

主席表示日前收到多份發表對喜靈洲監獄計劃意見的署名函件(見附件三)，他指出有關函件已置於各與會者的桌上，他請議員參閱函件，並請嘉賓向有關部門反映函件所載的意見。
52.

容詠嫦議員指出，目前顧問公司提出的各個土地平整方案和固定渡海通道方案均對生態、環境、景觀和噪音造成影響，分別只在於程度上的差異。她認為政府沒有詳細研究選址問題，並質疑有關部門為何不考慮新界區一些陸路可到達的地方。她認為在新界區興建監獄，無論在成本控制和支援方面都較離島區優勝，並且不會對旅遊事業造成影響。她又指出，政府在90年代提出在喜靈洲興建超級監獄，其中一個原因是希望騰出其他監獄用地進行發展，但以目前的地產巿道情況，她對騰出土地所帶來的成本效益有所懷疑。此外，她指出世界趨勢並不傾向建造綜合監獄。她認為目前石壁、麻埔坪和喜靈洲已建有監獄，故此質疑是否有需要再建監獄群。容議員又指出，集中監禁囚犯會較容易誘發傳染病、火警和暴亂。她以越南難民營為例，指出即使把南、北越的難民分隔也曾發生暴亂。她質疑喜靈洲的超級監獄如何分隔囚犯，特別是怎樣分開監禁來自不同背景的犯人。她亦詢問保安局有否關注到管理超級監獄會對員工構成的壓力。此外，在選址方面，容議員表示，她曾從多處地方眺望喜靈洲監獄的選址，發覺從迪士尼主題公園的酒店、愉景灣高爾夫球場及大嶼山的東南行山徑均可清楚看到擬建監獄的地點。她質疑政府容許遊客從海陸空三方面均可清楚看到超級監獄，違背了經濟轉型和發展旅遊生態的方針。此外，她建議保安局檢討即捕即解的措施，並和中央政府協商加快遣返非法入境者的安排，以減輕對監獄造成的壓力。
53.

黃思平先生回應容議員，解釋建造綜合監獄的需要和背景。他表示，保安局為推行長遠的監獄發展計劃，建議在喜靈洲興建一所有7,220個懲教名額的綜合監獄。根據這項計劃，位於港島及九龍的懲教設施和全港的收押設施將會遷往這綜合監獄，這綜合監獄並可提供額外2,600個懲教名額。他指出目前的監獄擠迫情況嚴重。在2004年5月，本港共有約13,500名囚犯，收容率高達117%。懲教署預計到了2015年，囚犯數目更會上升至14,000人，故此當局有必要尋求方法增加懲教名額，此外，現有的懲教院所設施殘舊，在現有的24個院所中，有半數已有超過30年的歷史，當計劃中的綜合監獄於2013年落成時，這些懲教院所有半數已有超過40年的歷史，設施殘舊問題將會惡化。因此有需要興建綜合監獄，長遠地解決以上問題。黃先生又指出，興建綜合監獄除了可以解決監獄擠迫和設施殘舊的問題外，更可改善懲教院所的更新服務。綜合監獄亦可讓當局加強和精簡懲教服務運作，並符合經濟效益，使調動人手方面更為靈活。此外，當現時位於港島及九龍的懲教設施遷往綜合監獄後，這些懲教用地可重新發展，使香港整體規劃和土地使用情況更為完善。關於選址問題，黃先生表示保安局聯同規劃署和其他有關部門在全港進行了詳細的選址研究。當局根據一套客觀的準則，在全港選出了5個地點作初步評估。經過考慮後，決定以缸瓦甫或喜靈洲作進一步研究，最後並選定喜靈洲作可行性研究，他表示，選址過程的資料已經刊於《喜靈洲監獄發展計劃資料小冊》內，他請各議員參閱有關詳情。黃先生表示，擬建的綜合監獄造價初步估計為120億元，包括土地平整、建造監獄和輔助設施，以及固定渡海通道的開支。他認為這筆費用用於保障公眾安全及維持治安是有價值的。他亦相信騰出現有懲教院所用地的收益，將可紓緩監獄計劃所帶來的財務壓力。
54.

黃德誠先生補充有關保安方面的問題。他指出越南船民並非因犯事而被羈留，故此活動自由度較大，加上難民營有超過1萬名船民居住，以及南北越的政治問題等，所以越南船民騷亂的機會較大。至於監獄的情況，由於囚犯被懲教人員24小時看管，因此出現暴亂的可能性較低。此外，在現行的懲教制度下，囚犯可以透過不同渠道表達不滿，例如透過每兩個星期一次的太平紳士探訪，以及自由去信立法局議員發表意見等，因此無須藉暴亂宣洩不滿。黃先生又表示，擬建的綜合監獄分成兩組監獄，每組約有5個院舍，院舍間再有圍牆及圍網分隔，囚犯不能互通消息。他根據以往管理監獄的經驗，得知一些監獄設在另一些監獄旁，好像赤柱監獄毗鄰東頭懲教所和白沙灣懲教所、石壁監獄鄰近沙咀勞教中心，以及大欖男子監獄貼近女子監獄。但這些監獄群未有因一些事故而引發騷亂，因此，他相信綜合監獄因為集中囚禁犯人而出現暴亂的機會很低。
55.

黃思平先生補充，香港地少人多，一些較大型的公共工程均會無可避免地影響周遭環境。然而，根據初步評估結果，現時擬建的喜靈洲監獄應不會對附近環境帶來重大影響。黃先生承諾在進行第二期可行性研究時會作出詳細評估，並研究一些方法減低建造監獄對環境造成的影響，例如進行土地平整工程時會建造園林山丘，以及在擬建橋樑的設計上盡量配合自然環境以減低監獄計劃對景觀的影響。他又解釋，根據現行政策，當局會按程序把沒有觸犯本地法律的非法入境人士盡快遣返原居地；至於所有觸犯本地法律的非本港居民，無論他們是否非法入境者，則必須交法庭裁決。
56.

楊建明先生指出，從附近島嶼眺望喜靈洲擬建的監獄，一般有3至4公里距遠，例如從最近的梅窩眺望擬建的橋樑約有2.2公里距離，而芝麻灣和擬建監獄更有4.4公里距離。他又指出，在評估景觀影響時，是根據有關指引而進行，考慮對各公眾人士的影響，包括固定受影響人士和行山客等流動人士。
57.

主席請議員繼續各抒己見，並請政府在興建公共設施時除了善用資源外，亦要保障地區人士和環境不受影響。
58.

林潔聲議員表示，離島區議會曾多次討論喜靈洲監獄發展，並已通過和支持有關計劃。他認為無論綜合監獄興建在那一區，均會受當區人士反對。但為香港整體大局想，他認為政府選擇在離島區興建綜合監獄的原因是可以理解的，這些原因包括離島區地域遼闊、喜靈洲本身已設有懲教所等，而興建綜合監獄只是提升現時懲教所的規模和改善目前的設施。此外，他相信政府如果控制得宜，興建監獄對旅遊、保安和生態造成的影響有限。他亦指出，按目前顧問公司建議的最可取方案，將有橋樑從梅窩連接嶼南路，此建設將有助大嶼山的交通發展。他建議議員集中討論土地平整方案，把工程對環境造成的影響減至最低。
59.

主席指出議會過往曾多次討論具爭議的公共工程項目，例如危險倉庫、難民營、發電廠等等。他相信政府向立法會申請撥款興建綜合監獄時，將引起巿民廣泛關注。他認為議會工作在於平衡事件的利弊，而議員發表不同意見，亦顯示議員充份地為居民表達聲音。
60.

梁兆棠議員表示，他需要先探討以下問題才決定是否支持這份文件：監獄發展的模式、選址及有否其他更具效益的方法來解決現行懲教設施殘舊的問題，例如修改原有院所設計以符合現代懲教需要，以及以其他懲罰代替監禁等。此外，梁議員認為動用120億元興建一所監獄是一項巨大投資。目前，政府已投入大量資源推行教育，因此他作為教育界人士，認為政府需要作出平衡，以決定應把資源放在教育工作或懲教方面。
61.

主席表示，議會有需要聽取支持和反對的聲音。他請議員繼續發表意見，並請有關部門把這些意見向高層反映。
62.

溫東林議員認為顧問公司現時建議的最可取方案，已經大致符合議員提出的要求，包括工程須對環境構成最少影響，以及盡量減低成本等，故如無其他更佳選擇，他贊成這份文件。
63.

主席表示議會是官民溝通的橋樑，他曾收到不少巿民來信反對喜靈洲監獄計劃，他再提醒部門需要把這些信件向高層反映。
64.

周轉香副主席認為當局提出120億的造價過於粗略。據她了解，建議中的最可取方案只涉及公地，但政府提出的造價卻包括收地支出，所以她質疑120億元造價是否合理。此外，她認為政府並未就綜合監獄的安全性作出令議員釋疑的安排。她又認為政府應詳細交待建造橋樑的安全問題，例如橋躉的擺放和淤泥情況。她亦指出，政府未有公布騰出的多幅院舍的土地用途。周副主席認為以上種種均未能說服議員，綜合監獄計劃帶來的效益足以彌補120億元的建造成本。
65.

主席指出，喜靈洲不會涉及收地，他相信收地支出是有關喜靈洲以外的島嶼。
66.

黃思平先生回應說，120億元造價是當局擬建綜合監獄時的預計開支。他表示可行性研究完成後，當局會掌握各項細節，屆時便可準確地評估開支。他表示，由於首輪公眾諮詢時提出的固定渡海通道方案，有個別方案涉及收地，故此估計造價時有列出“收地”一項。關於監獄安全問題，黃先生表示計劃中的綜合監獄分為不同區域，區域內的各院所互不相連，獨立運作，故此發生事故時受影響的囚犯數目將會很少。此外，他指出綜合監獄在運作上集中了懲教人手，可使當局能更靈活和更有效率地作出調配，以應付緊急事故。他指出當局在完成可行性研究後，會詳細研究如何運用騰出的8幅院舍用地。

67.

主席指出政府於完成可行性研究報告後，會掌握各細項的支出，並會經立法會審閱。

68.

容詠嫦議員表示，按政府建議的120億元造價和擬建的綜合監獄可容納7,220人計算，每一個懲教名額便須動用1,670,000元。她請保安局、土木工程署和懲教署向高層反映以下問題：(i)喜靈洲監獄計劃的填海面積為西九龍文娛藝術發展中心面積的兩倍，是否值得進行如此大型的填海工程?(ii)香港的經濟定位為發展旅遊和維持金融中心的地位。在喜靈洲興建超級監獄等於在旅遊區內設立監獄，有否違背政府的經濟方針?(iii)保安局於90年代提出綜合監獄計劃，這是否仍然符合世界的趨勢?因為據她了解，海外國家現時均傾向削減監獄面積，不會再建造監獄群；(iv)目前香港的出生率不斷下降，未來的罪犯人數增長會否較預期為少?(v)騰出的土地價值是多少? 是否足以彌補綜合監獄日後的營運開支?(vi)如果選址錯誤，則政府應盡快停止計劃，以免招致更大損失。

69.

鄧偉業先生回應，表示土木工程署任務是要在喜靈洲找出最合適的地方興建綜合監獄，而目前顧問公司提出的最可取方案，是各方案中對公眾和環境影響最少的一個。他指出，建議中的最可取方案是在喜靈洲避風塘內填海，這個建議的優點在於避風塘的海岸生態價值較低，例如該處並沒有珊瑚，所以填海對四周的環境影響最少。

70.

主席查詢土木工程署是否計劃在附近再建避風塘，以補償填海損失的避風塘面積。

71.

鄧偉業先生回應，表示綜合監獄的填海計劃會令避風塘損失約35公頃的船隻碇泊面積，因此該署建議重置防波堤。

72.

主席指出現時喜靈洲避風塘的使用率偏低，避風塘面積太大又會影響環境及生態，故此他認為政府不用補償避風塘面積，並請土木工程署代表向高層反映這意見。

73.

鄧先生表示土木工程署一直與海事處保持聯絡，商討補償避風塘面積的問題，該署會積極跟進主席的意見。

74.

黃思平先生補充，在進行可行性研究時，顧問公司會就騰出院舍土地價值作出初步評估。他指出懲教署利用一套行之有效的方法來估計未來的囚犯數目，這方法包括參考人口增長、人口年齡分布和犯罪率。此外，懲教署亦會因應統計署公布的人口增長預測調整估計。此外，當局已就可行性研究成立跨部門督導小組，參與的部門包括規劃署及地政處，以確保綜合監獄不會影響南大嶼山發展旅遊生態的計劃。黃先生又表示，按國際經驗來說，目前建議設有7,220名額的綜合監獄規模並不算大。

75.

黃德誠先生指出，在美國紐約的一個監獄群可容納17,000名囚犯，而在新加坡興建中有4個監獄的監獄群共可收容21,000名囚犯。

76.

主席表示當局曾多次就喜靈洲監獄發展計劃諮詢離島區議會。他歡迎就此議題反覆研究，並重申部門代表應把議員及市民的來函和意見向部門反映，日後再向離島區議會匯報進展。

(黃思平先生、黃德誠先生、卓華榮先生、鄧偉業先生、李錦生先生、游啟浩先生、楊建明先生和鍾德民先生於討論完畢後離開會場。)

VII.
“心經簡林”計劃最新進展

(文件 IDC 68/2004號)

77.

主席歡迎出席講解文件的嘉賓：

(i)
旅遊事務助理專員蘇貝茜女士及高級經理(旅遊)朱兆女士；
(ii)
建築署高級工程策劃經理容振偉先生、高級建築師馮永基先生及建築師景國祥先生；
(iii)
漁農自然護理署高級郊野公園主任(東南)梁智航先生；及
(iv)
香港大學美術博物館總監楊春棠先生。

78.

蘇貝茜女士講解文件背景。

79.

楊春棠先生介紹“心經簡林”的意念及外貌。
80.

景國祥先生介紹有關的施工安排及配套設施，並指出“心經簡林”可望於2004年9月動工，2005年初完成。

81.

主席對“心經簡林”計劃表示支持。

82.

鄺國威議員欣賞“心經簡林”計劃周詳，並對是項計劃表示支持。他認為此計劃可以令離島區經濟更蓬勃，並且能配合2005年的吊車計劃。

83.

李桂珍議員查詢如何保養木刻。

84.

景國祥先生表示建築署會定期為木刻髹上保護塗料。

85.

主席表示，根據他在區域市政局的經驗，他相信木刻比石刻能保全更長久的時間。

86.

楊春棠先生指出“心經簡林”落成後，將是世界第一個同類型模式的戶外裝置藝術品，值得香港自豪。

87.

周轉香副主席認為“心經簡林”有助推動大嶼山的發展，她希望有關部門容許離島區議會在《離島風物誌》內介紹此景點。

88.

主席認為“心經簡林”是離島區的其中一個旅遊點，故此可以在《離島風物誌》中加以介紹，而無須獲得政府部門的批准。

89.

鄺國威議員贊成在《離島風物誌》中介紹“心經簡林”，因此希望有關部門提供設計和建造“心經簡林”過程的資料。
90.

主席建議離島民政事務處向有關部門索取圖片，並要求部門繼續向離島區議會報告計劃的進度及宣傳的安排。

91.

議員一致支持文件中的建議。

(蘇貝茜女士、朱兆女士、容振偉先生、馮永基先生、景國祥先生、梁智航先生和楊春棠先生於討論完畢後離開會場。)

VIII.
國慶彩旗設計比賽

(文件 IDC 69/2004號)

92.

主席表示在本年4月19日舉行的離島區議會會議上，議員通過支持18區區議會聯合舉辦的4項全港性社區參與活動。在社區事務及文娛康樂委員會的悉心統籌下，“全民種花計劃”開幕禮已於6月6日在東涌順利舉行；“奧運歡樂跑”亦將於6月20日舉行；“2004/05年度離島區優質大廈管理比賽”將於10月展開；至於為慶祝55周年國慶而舉辦的“國慶彩旗設計比賽”，有關活動的安排及撥款建議，已詳列於文件IDC 69/2004號。

93.

李桂珍議員表示，離島區地域遼闊，民政事務總署所批撥的資源不足夠支付在離島區舉辦“國慶彩旗設計比賽”的開支。因此，她要求區議會通過增撥25,000元舉辦此活動。至於經費來源，則由社區事務及文娛康樂委員會從2004/05年度獲得的撥款中支付。
94.

議員一致通過上述建議。

95.

李桂珍議員請議員提供懸掛國慶彩旗的地點。主席請離島區議會秘書跟進。

(會後註：
離島區議會秘書於6月15日發出函件，請議員提供懸掛國慶彩旗的地點。議員的建議列於附件四，有關建議會在工作小組商討及跟進。)

IX.
離島區管理委員會工作報告(2004年5月)
(文件IDC 56/2004號)

96.

離島民政事務專員表示文件IDC 56/2004號已報了最近一次離島區管理委員會的討論事項。他請議員就文件發表意見。

97.

周轉香副主席關注東涌逸東公共交通總站啟用後所遇到的問題，她請離島民政事務處跟進事件。

98.

離島民政事務專員表示離島民政事務處正跟進此事，並正與有關政府部門商討解決方法。

X.
離島區議會轄下各委員會的工作報告
(文件IDC 58-61/2004號)

99.

鄺國威議員邀請還未申請資助地區旅遊活動撥款的地區，盡早向旅遊及漁農工商委員會遞交申請書，以便委員會及早進行宣傳活動。此外，他報告“離島嘉年華”籌備委員會已召開會議，並決定於2004年8月1日在中環遮打花園行人專區舉辦“離島嘉年華”。鄺議員邀請各與會者於本年6月30日前就嘉年華的表演項目和攤位發表意見，並提供富地區特色物品，例如食物或旅遊紀念品，於嘉年華期間出售。

100.
主席代表離島區議會感謝“離島嘉年華”籌備委員會的統籌工作。他表示雖然活動舉行的地點稍為偏離原來計劃，但他相信不會影響推廣離島旅遊的目標。

101.
有關區議會撥款資助離島區體育活動方面，主席表示，離島區議會為善用資源，已削減對體育訓練班的資助。然而他請社區事務及文娛康樂委員會考慮資助個別值得支持的球賽或交通費項目，以免一刀切地停止贊助所有體育活動。他重申舉辦體育活動的團體必須購買保險。

XI.
區議會撥款

(i)
區議會撥款最新的財政報告

(文件IDC 63/2004號)

102.
議員備悉和通過上述文件。

(ii)
區議會自2004年4月19日的會議至今以傳閱文件方式處理的撥款事項
(文件IDC 64/2004號)

103.
議員備悉和通過上述文件。

XII.
下次會議日期
104.
會議於下午4時50分結束。下次會議定於2004年8月16日下午2時正舉行。

-完-
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The Livinélslands Movement

2, Fu Kong Shan
Mui Wo Tel: 2810-1233
Lantau Mobile: 9037-6407
Hong Kong‘ Email: rbunker@netvigator.com
Mr. Daniel LAM Wai-keung. BBS,JP
Chairman Islands District Council
c/o IDC Secretariat
20/F Harbour Building
38 Pier Rd, Central
Hong Kong
June 10, 2004
Dear Mr. Lam

Proposal to Construct a Super Prison off Hei Ling Chau

1 believe you will be aware that there are dissenting voices in the community over the
proposal by Government to construct a prison facility off Hei Ling Chau.

The Living Island Movement (1.IM) is one of those voices.

May I say at the outset that LIM is not an environmental group formed by expatriates.
We are an association of long term residents both local and expatriate, who support
sustainable development for the islands, development which will bring real benefits to the
local community. We believe that the super prison will not only fail to bring benefits, but
that it will have an adverse effect on the prosperity for the islands and particularly South
Lantau.

We believe there are many flaws in the government proposal, and that the community
including the TDC has been deprived of the chance to fulty debate the merits of the
proposal. We have prepared a number of documents which we are using to explain our
objections and to lobby support against the proposal.

Leaflet - this simple document explains the demerits of the proposal strictly from an
islands perspective.

Executive Summary — this 2 page document summarizes the arguments against the
proposal across the entire spectrum, and includes the local perspectives

Copies of both documents have been provided to the IDC Secretariat for distribution to
members of the Council. ;

We would respectfully urge you.to give very careful consideration to the government
proposal, and have regard to the arguments against it which we have put together. We
strongly feel that the prison is the last project the islands need. The point we would
make is that not all ‘development’ is good. What LIM insists, and we feel sure you share

W=





[image: image7.png]our view, is that the islands need ¢ goc;&’ development if the residents are to enjoy a
harmonious and prosperous life.

We would welcome the opportunity to address the full Council and introduce our views,
or to meet with you and others informally so that we can explain our points more clearly.
We look forward to hearing from you.

Yours sincerely

Bob Buriker
Chairman, Living Islands Movement
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Government's ‘Super-Prison’
The Living Islands Movement (LIM) believes this to be ill-conceived, unnecessary,
inappropriate and a gross waste of public funds.

EXECUTIVE. SUMMARY OF FULL REPORT

Government says :-

A) a super prison is needed because:-

Overcrowding: the present prisons are overcrowded and this will worsen;
Old accommodation: many existing prisons are over 20 years old;
refurbishment and expansion of existing prisons is not feasible;

a super prison will bring economies of scale;

existing urban prison sites can be released.

bl e e

(B) it must be located at Hei Ling Chau island because:-

1. sites in the Frontier Closed Area, that are much better operationally for CSD, must be
reserved for possible other uses;

2. sites in the urban areas will not be tolerated by the local residents;

3. there is simply no remaining option within HK other than reclamation off Hei Ling Chau
island.

(note: the super prison is a stand-alone facility and will not be connected to nor need be adjacent

to, HLC. It is not the preferred operational choice of CSD)

LIM says: The government has not made a satisfactory case for a super-prison anywhere but, if
it insists on building one, the selection of reclaimed land in the outer harbour off Hei ng Chau
island is deeply flawed and wrong in almost every principle and perspective.

The Prison Perspective

1. with a response time some 3 times longer than that of a mainland site, this remote site could
be an operational disaster in cases of riot or emergency;

2. this remote location would occasion enormous transport and logistical problems for staff,
supplies, prisoner movement, counsel, and visitors alike;

3. remote sites are not conducive to prison visiting and island sites create a strong feeling of
isolation from society. Both of these will impact upon rehabilitation;

4. an island location is not based upon any operational requirements of the professional CSD
staff. Indeed, it is contrary to them;

5. the associated road link adds an unnecessary $1.5 Billion to the cost of the project. A tunnel
(bridge or undersea) - claimed as necessary by CSD for access during typhoons - would cost
HKS$3Bn. Indeed any reclamation other than an island saves the bridge link but this appears
to have been ignored;
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L.

the site is located in a pristine seascape earmarked for ‘conservation’ on the most recent
planning maps, and it highly visible from much of Hong Kong's outer harbour. Notably, see
the SW NT development strategy 2001,

Its impact on South Lantau - notably Mui Wo - would destroy one of the few remaining rural
areas available to Hong Kong citizens and arrest its sustainable development for recreation
and tourism.

The Hei Ling Chau location and its surroundings have not been given a value either in terms
of sustaining its present 'existence value' nor in terms of fture value should a future
generation decide make it a public part of the outer harbour within the South Lantau
recreation area.

This proposal has come about because we believe that alternatives were rejected on insufficient
grounds and the search for a suitable site was inadequate.

1.

The change from the original choice of Kong Nga Po was insufficiently substantiated. The
finance paper simply said it should be reserved for "possible long-term commercial
developments". Since then, widespread public contributions to the 2030 consultations into
the use of the FCA did not support intensive commercial development in this area;

However, a far superior mainland site at Pak Nai (NWNT) which meets all criteria has been
completely ignored. This requires neither reclamation nor bridge link and is capable of
expansion using part of the 2260 hectare PLA Ha Tsuen Range. The presence of possible
archaeological sites and the need to prevent pollution to Deep Bay do not constitute sufficient
case for rejection without proper assessment;

No apparent consideration was given to extending an existing reclamation, possibly at Tuen
Mun for example , thereby saving the costs of a fixed crossing to an island.

Quite apart from this fundamental flaw, the case for a superprison anywhere is based upon very
Jrail arguments that should not be allowed to pass unchallenged and without further study and
investigation. '

1.
2.

no attempt has been made to reduce demand for places by considering sentencing reform, and
adopting principles of restorative justice; '
no assessment has been made of realistically and inexpensively refurbishing and extending
existing prisons; such projects bringing employment to local contractors unlike the case for
building the specialized super prison and bridge;

no expert or public debate has been undertaken of the desirability of super-prisons. Similar
proposals elsewhere have been subjected to extensive debate with strong opposition from
penologists and psychologists; E :

the operational drawbacks of a super prison have been not appreciated; particularly the
susceptibility to terrorist attacks and epidemics (notably SARS and, increasingly in the USA,
MRSA (methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus Aureus); '

the demand for site release is far less imperative than it was pre-1997 when the project was
first mooted. Providing supporting infrastructure for any development (notably Stanley)
further depreciates their value;

- two thirds of the capacity of the new prison (ie $8 Billion) merely replicates existing facilities

which are then abandoned;
the claimed economies of scale due to reduction of staffing are likely to be more than offset
by transport (of staff, supplies etc,) and related costs to this remote location,
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Flat A, Ground Fioor
1 Serene Avenue
Discovery Bay

Mr. Daniel LAM Waikeung. BBS, JP
Chairman Islands District Council
¢/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Rd, Central

Hong Kong

11 June 2004
Qur ref. Personal
Dear Mr. Lam,

Proposed Prison Development: Hei Ling Chau

I am writing to you in connection with the Island's District Council meeting fo discuss the
prison project this coming Monday 14th June at 2:00 p.m. | am also writing fo you as a
former official Justice of the Peace, whose job it was 1o visit Hong Kong's comrectional
instfitutions.

As a resident of Discovery Bay, you will not be surprised to know that along with many
fellow residents, | am strongly opposed to the proposal to build a large and expensive

prison development on Hei Ling Chau. However, my neighbours and | would like you and

your feflow coungcifiors to know that it is not merely a question of not wanting it on our

doorstep and seifishly suggesting that it ought to be on someone else’s doorstep. It runs

deeper than that. -

The idea of using Hei Ling Chau and the Islands District for such a project demonstrates
a total failure of the planning process. The area around Mui Wo is a place of outstanding
natural beauty. Long ago the govemment designated it as Country Park and for use for
recreation and tourism. The so called “Super Prison’ and the associated bridge
development will wreak havoc with the area making it ugly and urbanised. Hei Ling
Chau, which could have been developed for recreation, will be ruined for ever. The
govemment's attitude to Hei Ling Chau seems to be that it is a dumping ground for
things that they cannot find any place for: the existing small prison, a typhoon shelter
and now “Mega Prison”. ;

{ do not doubt that prisons are proving to be a big headache for the Correctional
Services Department and the Security Bureau. | sympathise with them. In the 19§0’_s 1
was an official J.P. and | used to visit Stanley and the other maximum security facilities
quite regularly. | spent a lot of time talking to the prison staff, and of course to some of
the inmates.
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But surely, there has to be a better solution than spending an enormous amount of
money to develop a site with difficult access in a place, which should be designated for
ather purposes, because — and let’s face it this is the real reason it is being put on Hei
Ling Chau — no one can think of anywhere else to put it

In addition piease do not be beguiled by the promises that this development will bring
economic benefit to your district. it will not. It will blight the Mui Wo area and you and
your fellow residents will regret it for years to come.

The Living Islands Movemert, of which | am a member, has suggested a site within or
close to PLA land at Castle Peak. I know that this could be a very sensitive issue for the
Hong Kong Govemment to fake up with the Central Govemment, but in planning terms it
is eminently sensible. The land is more or less in disuse. It is already blighted by the
firing range. The priscn will only serve to improve it. It would be a much smaller burden
on the public purse and it would show the govemment being imaginafive and sensible in
ils use of scarce land and financial resources. It would also be another chance for the
Central Govermnment to show its support for Hong Kong.

Mr. Lam, please do your best to have this whole issue retumed to the Government
Secretariat for complete reassessment. Please do not give it the nod of acceptance. The
govemnment will listen to you. They will not listen to us. Please help not just us, but ali the
people of Hong Kong, who want to enjoy Mui Wo and Hei Ling Chau for what they are ~

very special places.
Thank you.

Yours sincerely,

C.S.T. Bosh
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_ La Bamba
= Discovery Bay Marina Club
Discovery Bay

Lantau

Hong Kong

12 June 2004

" Mr Daniel Lam Wai-keung BBS, JP
Chairman lslands District Council
clo IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Rd

Central

Hong Kong

Disapproval of the proposed Super-Prison at Hei Ling Chau

Dear Mr Lam

{ am writing to you to express my deep concern over the proposed plans to
build a super-prison at Hei ling Chau. The concept of a super-prison is out
dated in international correctional services thinking. Island prisons and super
prisons are being dismantied elsewhere in the world.

The plans for a super prison in Hei-ling Chau are against the stated use of
South Lantau being an area for leisure and recreation and will probably put
people off coming to the island, especially through Mui Wo. It is unlikely that
the prison development will boost the economy of Mui Wo sufficient to off-set
the decrease in property values and unsavoury reputation that Mui Wo will
have with its out look dominated by a prison.

There will be increased security threat with around 720 prisoners who, if they
escape will head for the nearest place, either Mui Wo, Cheung Chau or
Discovery Bay and if there is any trouble at the prison, it could take a long
time for emergency forces to arrives, especially during bad weather.

The prison will be lit up at night. it will destroy the peaceful environment of
this area. At present, | spend my leisure times sailing to nearby islands and to
Mui Wo beach and | have seen the numbers of boats and sailing activities
increased over the past 8 years. | would prefer to see this type of activity
supported rather than an outmoded dangerous prison development.

Yours Sincerely

R,

Lindsay Pickles

5. '.';65”

&2
G
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To: Ms L Cho (2542 0183)

Attention: Mr Daniel Lam Wai-keung, Chairman, Islands District Council
From: Sophia and Wolf Duehring

Address: Discovery Bay, Lantau Island, NT

Telffax: 2987 6445 2987 9195

E mail: wolfhk@netfront.net

Transmission: 13 June 2004

Re: Hei Ling Chau Super-Prison

Dear Mr Lam,

As long-term residents of Discovery Bay, we wish to bring to your attention our objections
concerning the proposal to build a ‘super-prison’ on Hei Ling Chau.

South Lantau is an area of great natural beauty and is a popular recreation area. The last thing
we need is a super prison built in the midst of OUR living and recreation environment. If a
prison must be built, it should be in a suitable location WELL AWAY from residential and
recreational areas such as Discovery Bay, Peng Chau, Cheung Chau and Silvermine Bay,.

We fear that the impact of the reclamation, the prison and its associated bridge will have a huge
impact on our living environment..

I hope that the Islands District Council members will take into account our grave concerns.

Yours sincerely,

b

Sophia Siu Wah Duehring-Lau
Wolf Duchring

Tel; 2987 6445
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To: Ms L Che (2542 0183)
Attention: Mr Daniel Lam Wai~keung, Chairman, Isiands District Council
From: Mr. G. S. Thormton
Address: 21C Beach Village, Doscovery Bay, Lantau Island, NT
Telfax: 2987 2018 / 29872019
E mail: - thornton@netvigator.com
Transmission: 13 June 2004
Dear Mr Lam,

HEI LING CHAU SUPER-PRISON PROPOSAL

I wish to raise an objection for your attention to the proposal to build a *super-prison’ on Hei
Ling Chau.

As an avid sailor and having lived in Discovery Bay collectively for over 7 years since 1989,
it seems ridiculous to place a “super prison™ right in the middle of one of Hong Kong’s more
scenic areas.

South Lantau is an area of natural beauty with some of the territories few remaining natural
coastlines.

The concept can only have a negative effect on the area as a whole and property price for
those who are homeowners in Discovery Bay and surrounding areas. | am a homeowner in

Discovery Bay!

I believe that the Islands District Council is due to discuss the Hei Ling Chau super-prison
project on Monday, 14® June. I would be most grateful if you would pass this letter to the
Council members before the meeting, so that they are made aware of our grave concerns.

Yours sincerely,

G, S<Thomton
Discovery Bay
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To: Ms L Che (254270183)

Atlonlian: Mr Daniel Lam Wal-keung, Chairman, Istands District Councit
From: Capt Marold Turner, Vice President, Hong Kong Alrerew Officers Assoclation
Address: Discovery Bay, Lantau Island, NT
Tel/fax: 29740891
E mall: starner@netvigator.com -
Tranumission: 13 June 2004
Dear Mr Lam,
] LING CH ER-P N PROP L

1 am very disturbed by the proposal to further develop Hei Ling Chau as a corrcctional facility,
I believe this development and associated infrastructure will have a detrimental effect upon the
local residential cnvironment and represents poor use of some of western Hong Kongs most
valuable and attractive coastline.

The significant growth of Discovery Bay as a residential development in recent years has
resulied in ever greater use of the local land and sea environment for Jeisure and recreat ional
pursuits, All this takes place in sight of Hong Kong Island itself and is entirely in keeping with
anywhere that might claim the tag ‘world city’..

As someone priviléged on occasion 1o fly over the Terrifory, it has not escaped ny notice that
there are more suitable areas, perhaps already damaged by poor development that would be
better placed 10 receive and benefit from this facility.

Furthermore, it seems rather incongruous and somewhat reminiscent of Alcatraz to be
planning construction of a super prison in partial view of the Disney devclopment at Penny’s
Bay. 1 am sure that Hong Xong can do better.

1 believe that the Islands District Council is due to discuss the Hei Ling Chau super-prison

project on Monday, 14" June. 1 would be most grateful if you would pass this letter 1o the

Council members before the meeting, so that they are made aware of our grave concerns. S
| S

Yours sincerely,

L /Td_ 7

HS Turner
29740891

L e o —— ———a. ™ a4
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To: Ms L Cho (2542 0183)

Atteation: Mr Daniet Lam Wai-keung, Chairman, Islands District Council
From: Capt James Fernle, Commodore, Discovery Bay Yacht Club
Address: Discovery Bay, Lantau Istand, NT

Telfax: 2987 1744

E mail: IF@dbyc.net

Transmission: 13 June 2004

Dear Mr Lam,

BEI LING CHAU SUPER-PRISON PROPOSAL

I wish to bring to your attention the many objections raised by the members of the Discovery
Bay Yacht Club concerning the proposal to build a ‘super-prison’ on Hei Ling Chau.

Hei Ling Chau lies in the center of our sailing area and the proposed bridge, in particular,
would severely affect cruising along the South Lantau coastline. South Lantan is an area of
great natural beauty and is a popular recreation area. The bridge will be a visual eyesore and
its construction will involve the destruction of our beautiful local seascape arcund the islands
— this on top of the years of reclamation and construction we are having 10 endure from the
Disney project in Penny’s Bay.

As [ wrote in 2 letter to the South China Morning Post, I fear that the impact of the
reclamation, the prison and its associated bridge will have a huge impact on our use of the
Jocal waters. The much cheaper alternative, Kong Nga Po near the border is not being
considered, I understand, because "the area could be used to boost economic integration with
the Mainland in the future”. This argument is disingenuous at best and ignores the value of
some of our most attractive natural resources - Hong Kong's islands.

I believe that the Islands District Council is due 1o discuss the Hei Ling Chau super-prison
project on Monday, 14® June. ] would be most grateful if you would pass this Jetter to the
Council members before the meeting, so that they are made aware of our grave Concermns.

Yours sincerely,

Gommodore
DBYC
2987 1744
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“Havana”

- Discovery Bay Marina Club
. Discovery Bay
Lantau

Hong Kong

13 June 2004

Mr Daniel Lam Wai-keung BBS, JP
Chairman Islands District Council
c/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building .

38 Pier Rd

Central

Hong Kong

Against the proposed Super-Prison at Hei Ling Chau

Dear Mr Lam,

As it is now suggested that a driving force for the Hong Kong economy is
tourism the decision to build a super prison on reclaimed land around Hei
Ling Chau and Sunshine island seems particularly ill conceived.

Hong Kong has invested billions of dollars helping Disney build a theme park
at Penny's Bay. To now proceed to build a prison just a few kilometers away,
the lights from which will be clearly visable from the hotels, is not a good use
of public funds.

In addition, there are plans to develop the whole of South Lantau for tourism
and recreations and to develop the Po lin Monastry as a major international
Buddhist sanctuary and tourist destination. The development of a super
prison is incompatible and shouid be stopped before any more public money
is wasted.

Yours Sincgrely
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To: Ms L Cho (2542 0183)
Atiention: Mr Daniel Lam Wai-ksung, Chairman, Islands District Council
From: FONG Mei Kwan
Address: Discovery Bay, Lantau Island, NT
Telfax: 52120534 ]
E mail; diana.fong@db,com ]
Transmission: 14 June 2004
Dear Mr Lam,

HEY LING CHAU SUPER-PRISON PROPOSAL

I wish to bring to your aitention my objection to the proposal to byild a ‘super-prison’ on Hei
Ling Chan.

Hei Ling Chau lies in South Lantau which is an area of great natural beanuty and is a popular
recreation area. The bridge will be a eyesore and its construction will involve the destruction
of our beautifu] local seascape around the islands ~ this on top of the years of reclamation
and construction we are having to endure from the Disney project in Penny’s Bay.

I question the inconsistency in the Government’s policy where on one hand, it is actively
promoting Lantau and adjoining islands as a place for recreation and tourism, on the other it
proposes to build a super-prison on Hej Ling Chau. I spend a lot of time doing recreational
activities on Lantau and islands in its vicinity including sailing around Sunshine Island and
South Lantau and notice that the Government, over the years, has done a lot to promote and
open up these areas to the public. This includes identifying Cheung Sha as the ideal spot for
running a recreational village.

If the Government’s argument lies with the economic value the super-prison may bring from
freeing up the land which is deployed in running the existing prisions, I doubt if the
Government has lost its vision in bringing the intrinsic value of Lantan to its fullest, Is not
lifting real estate value of Lantau and making it more livable and easily accessible to all
people of HK few of the reasons why Government has invested much taxpayers’ moneys in
building the Tsing Ma Bridge and the Disney project? And why does it now wish to reverse
these benefits by putting a super-prison on Hei Ling Chau?

I believe that the Islands District Council is due to discuss the Hei Ling Chau super-prison
project today and would be most grateful if you would pass this letter to the Council members

before the meeting. '

urs sincegely,

F Mei Kwan\(Ms)
92320534

cc: Civil Engineering Department / Public Cansultation
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"Chairman, Islands District Council

) . IR -

DR -
vober

' " .
) X

super-prison project — principally on environmental grounds, but also for
economic and political reasons.

Please be good enough to copy and pass this letter to all members of the

~ Council.
. Yours faithfully

= o

Shelagh Byron

P.B1

™Tal P
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Nick & Jan Griffin
“Alhambra”
F23 Discovery Bay Marina Club
Discovery Bay
~ Lantau Island
Hong Kong

Tel +852 2987 2289
© Fax +852 2987 4531
Email: griffinhongkong@netvigator.com

By Fax to 2542 0183 FAO Ms. L. Cho

Mr. Daniel LAM Wai-keung.BBS,JP
Chairman Islands District Council
c/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Rd, Central

Hong Kong.

14 June 2004

Dear Mr Lam,
Re: Proposed Super Prison and Bridge at Hei Ling Chau

[ write to express our strong wishes that you and your fellow councilors please recorssider
the proposed Super Prison development at Hei Ling Chau for the benefit of ciurrent
residents of Lantau Island and for generations to come of Hong Kong resident; and
tourists. :

Lantau and the surrounding islands is an area of outstanding beauty but the additional
pollution and unsightliness of the proposed prison and bridge will be a blight on the
landscape and a mistake forced upon generations to come.

We do not own this earth, we are simbly custodians for the generations who will fbllow
us. '

Please copy this to all councilors and urge your colleagues to reconsider this flawed
scheme and make a courageous decision before it is too late.

Yours sincerel

14-JUN-2084 12:27 7% P.81
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c/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Rd, Central

Hong Kong.

13" Jtune 2004

Dear Sir,

This letter is to ask you to kindly press the Government to cancel the project of the
super-prison in Hei Ling Chau.

For 15 years, | have been a resident of Hong-Kong and still love being here.

| believe the project of the super-prison, cannot bring anything good to this part of
Hong-Kong, only many bad things :

no new jobs

no real revenue

bad Feng Shui

bad press

bad news

a destruction of the environment

less tourists scared by the prison environment

[ think it is still time to think, and ask the Government to look for a better alternative not
by the sea, and not on the South of Hong-Kong. Please circulate this letter to ali
council members. They have to decide, and do it for the good of Hong-Kong.

Thank you and my kind regards,

Christian Masset

-Westem Hong-Kong
- Mui Wo

Chairman Clear The Air |
tel: 9422 1347 5
Al
\\ \UMU
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Wolfgang Reiser
15 Nim Po Tsuen
Mui Wo Lantan
Hong Kong

Tel 29848062
Fax 29847224

Mr. Daniel LAM Wak-Keung.BBS,JP
Chairman [slands District Councill
c/o IDC Secretariat
20/F Harbour Building
38 Pier Rd, Central
Hong Kong.

- Hong Kong 11.6.2004

Ref: Proposed prison in He Ling Chau

Dear Mr. Lam,

I have heard and read from the proposed prison in He Ling Chau. | am strongly against
this plan as it influences our life only in a negative way. We moved to Lantau to escape
the noisy and polluted city live. Now you want to bring additional traffic to Lantan which
roads are not prepared for it. Our children can cycle very safe on the current roads and
this will influence their safety. As the prison’s only access is a bridge which means also
the prisoner who will escape will use this bridge the safety for us all is in danger.

One of the results is that people will move away which will deorease the value of our
property and local business. So the creation of a tourist business will be eliminated.

Mui Wo will be turned in an ugly transit place and the living quality will be destroyed.

Further such a prison will have a huge negative environmental impact. Hong Kong has
not many nice places left so why to destroy the last one. From my office I can look direot
to He Ling Chau and how can I explain my children why our whole life will be destroyed
and we have to live with dirty water and marine life will be destroyed.

I also want to ask you to distribute this letter to all council members.

Yours, sincercly

N
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11™ June, 2004

Dear Mr Lam,

I am writing to object in the strongest possible terms to the new planned super-
prison on Hei Ling Chau. As a resident of Lantau Island, I recognize the full negative
impact this prison will have on Mui Wo, and the surrounding countryside. Tdo not
believe that this impact has been taken fully into account, or the negative economic
impact from loss of tourism.

As [ understand, the HKSAR Government is planning to promotc Lantau Island
as a tourist haven, and a large and environmentally damaging prison will damage this
plan, and tourists’ image of Hong Kong as they arrive in Mui Wo by ferry.

1 urge you to pass this lctter to all council members.

Yours sincerely,
M@_,/)

Nicholas Pegna
Managing Director

Mr. Daniel LAM Wai-Keung BBS, JP
Chairman, Isiands District Council
¢/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Rd, Central

Hong Kong.

- mercaeint TR W,
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Islands District Board
20/F Harbour Building
38 Pier Rd ‘

". Hong Kong ‘

11 june 2004
Dear Sir or Madam,

['have been a Mui Wo resident since 1991. Mui Wo is my permanent home.

“ understand that the Islands District Council will soon discuss the proposed “Super Prison”

project on Hei Ling Chau.

I am very strongly against this project, and so is every other Lantay resident that I have .
spoken to. It will bring little if any benefit to islands residents, short-term or long-term. It is
completely incompatible with the govemment’s own plans to maintain and develop south
Lantau and surrounding areas as an area for tourism.

- The government's plans for the prison make it very clear that Mui Wo will receive no benefit

from the project. Construction will be put o tendé€r, meaning It is uniilely that even short-

- term construction jobs will come to’ Mui Wo residents, Long-term, there is no benetfit at all,

since the planned bridge will be used for emergency access only, Therefore, Mui Wo will not
be a stopping-off place for Visiting relatives. Mui Wo will not house prison staff. Food and
supplies for the prison will not come from Mui Wo, and will not even come throygh Mul Wo.

The only thing that Mul Wo will receive is major distuption for several years during
construction, an enormous-and ugly double eyesare (prison and bridge) by day, and glaring
prison floodlights wrecking the charm of Silvermine Beach at night.

By contrast, developing Mui Wo and Hel Ling Chau for water sports and tourism will directly
benefit Mui Wo. Locating the prison at Hel Ling Chau will kill any chances of promating Mul
Wo as a resort or tourist destination. . ' A

Finally, please note that the govermnment has riever considered other passible land reclamation
sites elsewhere in Hong Kong as an altemative location for the prison. This point must be
made very strongly to the government. | :

I ask all members of the Islands District Board ta e)éprés the views of the majonity of their

consituents, and to vote againstthe Super Prison project being located in Hel Ling Chau. At
the same time, the Board should press the govemment to bring forth plans to develop south
Lantau as a place for tourism and recreation, to the long-term benefit of all.

Sincerely yours

g T

Lamy Fei
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25 Tung "Wan Tau Road,
Silvermine Bay

. lantay, HongKong

June 11, 2004

Mr Daniel LAM Wai-Keung BBS, JP
Chairman, Islands District Council
¢/o IDC Secretariat, 20/F Harbour Building

38, Pier Road, Central, Hong Kong

Dear Sir:

I am writing to let you know that I am very unhappy about the possibility of
a SuperPrison being built on Hei Ling Chau, and the consequent
infrastructure on Lantau Island which will be necessary to support it.

I want to explain that ‘you cannot have your cake and eat it’}

" South Lantan is designated as a ‘green fung’ for the hardworking city

11-JUN-2884 15:87

' “dwellers of Hong Kong. Hong Kong people need to have a refuge where
""they can escape to in their free time, where they can walk and swim and play

and relax, and hopefully for Mui Wo residents, enjoy spending some
money. Silvermine Bay is a fine, gazetted beach and the Government should
be proud of the beautiful condition in which the beach is kept. It has clear,
safe water, fresh air, clean sand and a beautiful view.

Why does the Government want to put a prison in such a place which

cannot be ignored by any visitor to Lantau Island, whether overseas tourists
or Hong Kong residents? What visitor will want to spend any time or money
in Mui Wo knowing that on nearby Hei Ling Chau there are over 7000
prisoners? If visitors do come to the island by ferry, do you think they wiill
want to trave} on Lantau roads clogged with prison vehicles making 700

trips a day? And will they want to return once they see what Mui Wo has
become? I doubt it. People will still visit Lantau Island, but they will not
come by ferry, they will come by MTR or bus to Tung Chung, and they will
stay well away from MuiWo.

P.a1
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Mr. Daniel LAM Wai-keung. BBS,JP
Chairman Islands District Council
c/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Rd, Central

Hong Kong.

11% June 2004

Dear Mr Lam,

NO.HBY  P.1

13 Silver Waves Court

8 Ngan KwogWan Road
Mui Wo i

Lantau Island

New Territories

Hong Kong SAR

REF: PROPOSED SUPER PRISON ON HE! LING CHAU

We wotld like to register our strang objection to the proposed super prison on

the above island.

Much has been written in the papers about the huge cost to build the bridge
connecting Mui Wo with Hei Ling Chau, and the fact that response times in the
event of any trouble would be significantly worse than if the super prison were to
be located in one of several other sites proposed in the New Territories.

The eye-sore of a huge bridge stretching across some of Hong Kang's most
scenic territory goes completely against the Government's stated desire to
maintain South Lantau’s environmental beauty. The significant increase in
buildings, infrastructure, traffic and noise poliution will drive away the large and
(currently) increasing number of eco-tourists, and there would be an inevitable
escalation of equally ugly projects that would send Mui Wo the same way as that
hideous monstrosity that is Tung Chung. PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS

HAPPEN TO SOUTH LANTAU!

South Lantau is currently enjoyed by the local population and overseas tourists £33

,

alike, as a haven of tranquillity, peace and calm set in total contrast to Hong
Kong's image of bright lights, skyscrapers, hussle and bussle.

We urge you to forward this lefter to all council members and strongly
request that you rethink this monumental waste of taxpayers’ money.

Yours sincerely,

Mr Chris Meecham and Ms Trish Meecham.
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vir. Daniel LAM Wai-keung. BBS,JP 8 Regent Villa _
hairman Islands District Council 11 Ngan Kwong Wan Rd
s/0 IDC Secretariat Mui Wo

20/F Harbour Building
38 Pler Rd, Central, HK
12" June 2004

Dear Mr Lam,

Lantau island

REF; PROPOSED SUPER PRISON ON HEI LING CHAU

We hereby register our strong objection to the proposed super prison.

Over the past months and in our professional capacities as business people, psychologist, tacitator
and architect, my partner and ! have listened and observed the pros and cons debated for and
against the super prison. Given what we understand about human nature, business, economics and
Hong Kong, the proposed super prison is practically not the best solution.

The principie of building a prison on an isiand 1s for security reasons only to be defeated by a
large proposed connecting bridge. The design principle is contradictory.

The preservation of Lantau as a natural facilty for the city of HK and as recognised by the
government, requires a sensitive approach ta the concept of development. This would also
include the adjacent islands. Locating a super prison + access roads and bridges hardly fits
into the vision of preservation.

Based on the need to service such a large facility, access is fundamental and the advantages
of locating it on the mainiand is without dispute.

Building it on an outlying island with not only incur initial high investment costs but with
continue to attract high operating costs over the life cycle of the building. And what is the long-
term view of when this facility is no longer required and the beauty of Hei Ling Chau is
pemanently scarred.

Has the issue of poliution been considered? A facility of this capacity will no doubt create a

level of pollution that is unacceptable to the existing residents of Lantau. Something that will be
difficult to manage given the surrounding ocean and incur further government expenditure over
long periods of time. That assumes that the government will take responsibility for the pollution

in the first instance.

The proposed island location and the extended access translates into an impracticable
response time in the case of security breaches and especially during riots.

The proposed facility will cause the South Lantau property prices to dectine. Apart from the
increase in v&hicular traffic, noise pollution will also increase and generally no one wants to
live near a prison no matter how secure it is.
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Change in business services and development for the negative as it becomes a noisy and
another polluted transit point without character. .

Forced migration away from Mui Wo of many current residents and holiday home investors
Systematic and slow destruction of a traditionally established community that is close knit apd

a unique.

The above negates the Govemment's stated desire to maintain South Lantau's environmentai beauty,
proactively manage its prison services and population, maintain a secure and heaithy standard of

living in HK and become a world city let alone Asia's World City.

Your task is not easy but you do have the unique opportunity with power, authority, decision-making

- accountability and a conscience ta make an informed and the best socio-economic decision. This is

a defining moment in your leadership and the fives and history of Mui Wo. Please make it wisely and
dare to courageously say no.

The question aiso begs whether Legco members would fike to move next to a facility of this nature or
whether they would be happy to have a super prison built near their residences?

Yours sincerely,
i ,ﬂ;—cvﬁ-—-—-

ina Marescia & Clive Kirsten

e A L
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11" June 2004 TOP URGENT!

Via Fax: 2542-0183

Mr. Daniel LAM Wai-keung. BBS,JP
Chairman Islands District Council
c/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Rd, Centrai

Hong Kong.

Dear Mr Lam,
RE: PROPOSED SUPER PRISON ON HEI LING CHAU
As concemned citizens and residents, we strongly object to the Proposed super prison project.

In this age and time of global promotion on environmental protection and social responsibility,

misguided waste of tax-payers’ money and a total disrespect of the tranquil environment of
South Lantau that has been enjoyed by focal population and overseas tourists alike.

The proposal goes completely against the Govemment's stated desire to maintain South Lantay
as Hong Kang's nature frontier as well as the global correctional and rehab services' trend and
principle of de-institutionalization,

Putting the correctional system ideal aside, comparing with the options of other proposed Super
Prison sites, the justifications given are totally unconvincing considering the relatively high cost

involved in land reclamation and supporting infrastructure i.e. the Mui Wo connecting bridge, let
alone the above-mentioned eco factors.

We urge you to forwand this letter to all council members and strongly request that the council

rethink its position and duty in safeguarding the interest of the island residents and Hong Kong
tax-payers at large.

Yours sincerely,

o /41& lacls |

Tomson Lock and Angela Lock
House #5, Regent Villa
Slivermine Bay, Mui Wo
Lantau Island

Contact: Tel 6050-0430

a4
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Mr. Danlel LAM Wal-keung. BBS,JP

Chairman Islands District Council 37 Kau Tsuen
¢/o IDC Secretariat Mui Wo

20/F Harbour Building Lantau island
38 Pier Rd, Central New Territories
Hong Kong. Hong Kong SAR
11™ June 2004

Dear Mr Lam,

REF: PROPOSED SUPER PRISON ON HE! LING CHAU

We would like to register our strong objection to the proposed super prison on
the above island.

Much has been written in the papers about the huge cost to build the bridge
connecting Mui Wo with Hei Ling Chau, and the fact that response times in the
event of any trouble would be significantly worse than if the super prison were to
be located in one of several other sites proposed in the New Territories.

The eye-sore of a huge bridge stretching across some of Hong Kong's most
scenic territory goes completely against the Government's stated desire to
maintain South Lantau’s environmental beauty. The significant increase in
buildings, infrastructure, traffic and noise pollution will drive away the large and
(currently) increasing number of eco-tourists, and there would be an inevitable
escalation of equally ugly projects that would send Mui Wo the same way as that
hideous monstrosity that is Tung Chung. PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS
HAPPEN TO SOUTH LANTAU!

South Lantau is currently enjoyed by the local population and overseas tourists
alike, as a haven of tranquillity, peace and calm set in total contrast to Hong
Kong's image of bright lights, skyscrapers, hussle and bussie.

We urge you to forward this letter to all council members and strongly request
that you rethink this monstrous and misguided waste of tax-payers’ funds.

Yours sincerely,

Q‘ MN(/""‘ ’ ) .
Mr Patrick Janssen and Ms Jaggueling Eiflick

P. 01
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Chairman Islands District Council 18 Ma Po Tsuen
cl/o IDC Secretariat Mui Wo

20/F Harbour Building Lantau Island
38 Pier Rd, Central New Territories
Hong Kong. Hong Kong SAR
11" June 2004

Dear Mr Lam,

REF: PROPOSED SUPER PRISON ON HEI LING CHAU

We would like to register our strong objection to the proposed super prison on
the above island.

Much has been written in the papers about the huge cost to build the bridge
connecting Mui Wo with Hei Ling Chau, and the fact that response times in the
event of any trouble would be significantly worse than if the super prison were to
be located in one of several other sites proposed in the New Territories.

The eye-sore of a huge bridge stretching across some of Hong Kong's most
scenic territory goes completely against the Government’s stated desire to
maintain South Lantau’s environmental beauty. The significant increase in
buildings, infrastructure, traffic and noise poliution will drive away the large and
(currently) increasing number of eco-tourists, and there would be an inevitable
escalation of equally ugly projects that would send Mui Wo the same way as that
hideous monstrosity that is Tung Chung. PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS
HAPPEN TO SOUTH LANTAU! -

South Lantau is currently enjoyed by the local population and overseas tourists
alike, as a haven of tranquillity, peace and calm set in fotal contrast to Hong
Kong’s image of bright lights, skyscrapers, hussie and bussle.

We urge you to forward this letter to all council members and strongly request
that you rethink this monstrous and misguided waste of tax-payers’ funds.

Yours sincerely,

Vil \
\L@W\QMQ\&

A Keith Russell

-1





[image: image35.png]18d  Wdep:sp 45514 ZT unp

? " - u n r ‘ ONE ND . 852 2 1 U 12 2@@ BS l
inte

[N - v e ’ - e w
- 0
¢ J 4

1At A9 90%13!&” H\?LQ orx 3

Baed Lan
O@LGL\H’\O(\ 141&-«} qm}*ﬂc} p@UJ\QL
1D ¢ gécm)@;ltﬁt—'}

f ‘oQuf XSU_LLA‘U\
| # C/prr?fﬂ Pl y

OG&;. r\( UW\

PLEME. COPY0  COumclL LTIFI%R Ol AU
Cuein  prusest 5 YL

12, Bunk

& ' Y QL U; OL‘Z;)«,OVL, ar\J ﬂ\‘(;(domﬂm 'élfzc

f e wnei Ne. Y nal
IL\NGW J” ot ()MNLJ “ (’ * @\Lq
Aot an )yud\ @(\Qf\}af(((‘l/ 8(\(1 Bys

. | mMﬁn’)
abiud plon. i\” = z)@“*@fp

I\
A7 ntug} guomm (,@/?L?
@4\\0 Angﬁ " \,J\/\L(C olye n
. e
B8 Seeed

‘ a
NP\O (‘\_Q[\Ll‘\ Q(—t (
B A@“‘* g hion, T an G0

Quita A |
ﬁ\’&;\u}\((&; i\m/}yﬂmmﬂ i belgm\
oot &

Womh o ond (a; )
™ UL TAY
/Lm bc&Q’“ A Q"&%(j\w o) perQned
®(U\LL ATy en s bam g 020 .'
¢ Qu

ke
fuy  Stmetrlf '(L?).wmm(mﬁhél??)

! "ON 3NOHd

6STS 2862 zgg+ 43U oM





[image: image36.png]FROM ° FAX NO. : +852 2884 9647 Jur:a. 14 25@4 18:34AM P2 |

R S e D N2 v -—— [P X -
8 Fu Kong Shan, Mui Wo, Lantay islend, Heng Kong. TeilFax: +852 2984 9847

14 June 2004

Mr. Daniel Lam Wai-keung, BBS, JP By Fax: 2542 0183
Chairman Islands District Council

c/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Road, Central

Heng Kong ’

Dear Sir,

Re: Islands District Council Meeting 14 June 2004 —~ Super Prison

| understand the propbsed super-prison for Hei Ling Chau and associated bridge to Mui
Wo, Lantau are to be discussed in the Islands District Council Meeting 14 June 2004. |
hereby request that the following be brought to the attention of the Councit Members.

By way of introduction my wife and | have lived on Lantau Island for 21 years. We
attach great value to Lantau as a beautiful natural resource, which is freely available for
the enjoyment of all the people of Hong Kong. We are however alarmed by the proposal
to build a super-prison and connecting bridge on Hei Ling Chau, which is a pillar of the
gateway to Lantau for both local residents and tourists alike. We consider the project to
be most inappropriate for the proposed location for all of the following reasons: -

LACK OF CONSULTATION. There has been NO open-book public consultation
involving the general public or residents of Lantau Island regarding this proposal. The
residents of Lantau do NOT support this proposal. We vigorously protest this lack of
consultation and insist that the public be given the opportunity to assess all factors.
Surely the way forward from here is for the islands District Council to go out and engage

in meaningful participation with the public? -

DOUBLE STANDARDS. The government has stated many times that it is committed to
protecting and preserving the inner harbour. So why should the government apply
different standards in respect of the outer harbour? The waters off east Lantau are very
much in the public domain, being used extensively for recreation and crisscrossed by
numerous public and private ferry routes including those to and from Macau. These
waters MUST be afforded the same governmental protection as the inner harbour.

AGAINST GOVERNMENT POLICY. The Government has for years promised to
preserve South Lantau for recreation and tourism. Placing a prison at the entrance gate
fo the Island is obviously conirary to the Government’s own stated intentions! There is
an obvious conflict of interest between govermnmental departments, which must now be

recognised and resolved.
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Mr. Daniel Lam Wai-keung, BBS, JP
Chairman Islands District Council

14 June 2004

Page 2

A VERY BAD IMAGE FOR TOURISM. The presence of a super-prison next to Lantau
will paint a very poor image of Hong Kong as a ‘World City’. If this propesal goes ahead
this negative image will also be IRREVERSIBLE for future generations. | would go so
far as to say that Hong Kong would be the LAUGHING STOCK of other truly ‘World
Cities’. Is this the legacy the Islands District Council wishes to leave behind?

FINANCES. The proposal to spend BILLIONS of dollars of taxpayers money on a
super-prison in an island location that the Correctional Services Department itself is not
in favour of is flying in the face of logic and reason. With the approach of the Leg-Co
elections this shamefut waste of taxpayers money will no doubt become a major issue.
These billions may be put to much better use elsewhere. The prospect of a3 HK$1.5
bitlion bridge to nowhere is singularly clear evidence of a wastefully designed project,
primarily benefiting consultants and contractors.

HYPOCRISY. The Deputy Secretary for Security has stated that the Security
Depariment is ‘fully aware of the need to minimise the impact (of the super prison) on
the environment'. The Security Department's 'selection’ of Hei Ling Chau proves the
opposite to be the case. The marine, environmental, visual and other damage that will
be forever cemented in place by this ill-conceived scheme will go down in history as the
ever-lasting legacy of the shortfalls of our current governmental process. BUT if the
Islands District Council ACTS NOW to reject this proposal in it's entirety, our future
generations will be forever grateful.

HOBSON'S CHOICE. Government process has contrived to present the people of
Hong Kong with ‘Hobson's Choice’ regarding the proposed location of the Supar-prison.
This is TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE. The many enormous negatives associated with
this proposed location suggest that the process has been deeply flawed from the outset,
Good governance demands that the whole proposal be reconsidered with all factor_s on
the table. The Islands District Council members have a public duty to send this entire
project back to the drawing board, failing which public dissent will only be ampiified.

Yours sincerely
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- ‘ Claire Price
o 3¢ Estella Courr
o 70 Macdonnell Road

Mid Levels

June 11" 2004 Hong Kong

Mr. Daniel LAM Wai-keung.BBS,JP
Chairman Islands Distriet Council
c/o IDC Secretariat

20/F Harbour Building

38 Pier Rd, Centra]

Hong Xong.

By Fax: 2542 01383

RE: SUPERPRISQN ON HEI LING CHAU

Dear Sir,

I am opposed to the Pproject going ahead on He; Ling Chau because :

* People live and visit Mui Wo area because it is a peacefu) and relatively undeveloped place.
bringing noise, development, pollution and unwented urban intrusion,

* The prison will be large and unsightly, visible from man& places. The road access will ruin a
currently undeveloped area that people Jike 10 walk and cycle through, Building work on the
prison will create havoc i the area for years,

* The prison will cuse noise, degrade the landscape, add congestion to the roads and cause
Heght pollution at night. .

* It will not be beneficial for the residents — there will be no econarmio gain (no jobs, no extrz
commerce), property prices wilj plumnmett as they always do close 10 prisons, and it wil]
create bad Fung Shuj in the areq,

* Finally, why spoil this area, when the government has other locations for the prison that are

not so sensitive, and are far more accessibje ~ especially Kong Nga Po, it they have to build a
superprison at all. E

This project is not in the interest of Island resx'd'ex_its, visitors to Lantau, orto tourists. The only
people who will win sre the property developers who want to keep Kong Kga Po for their profit.

Yours sincerely,

Claire Price
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