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Member will ask the question in this language
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(5) Hon LI Kwok-ying (Oral Reply)

Regarding the retrofitting of MTR platform screen doors, will the
Government inform this Council:

@ of the total cost of the retrofit programme;

(b) given that the MTR Corporation Limited ("MTRCL") has been
charging an extra $0.1 for each MTR Octopus journey since July
2000 to fund the retrofit programme, of the total amount of extra
fares which has been paid by MTR passengers so far; and

(© given that MTRCL had indicated two years ago that it would
further study the experience and passenger acceptability of the
Disneyland Resort Line with the objective of examining the
feasibility of retrofitting platform screen doors, platform gates or
any other alternatives at at-grade and aboveground stations, of the
latest progress of the study?
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Hon LEUNG Yiu-chung (Written Reply)

In presenting the Budget for the current financial year in February this year
the Financial Secretary stated that rates for the first two quarters of the
current financia year would be waived. It has been reported that the
Hong Kong Housing Authority ("HA™) will not refund the rates for the first
guarter of the current financial year to public rental housing ("PRH")
tenants until July this year. In this connection, will the Government
inform this Council whether:

@ it has assessed if the delay in refunding the above rates is unfair to
PRH tenants; if an assessment has been made, of the results; and

(b) it will request HA to immediately refund the rates for the first
guarter of the current financial year to PRH tenants; if not, the
reasons for that?



