CB(1)1137/08-09(03)

Legislative Council
Western Island Line (“WIL"”) Railway Group Hearing

31° March 2009

Dear Sirs/Madams

Objection _and Concerns _raised by the Parents Teachers Association
(**PTA”), Bonham Road Government Primary School (““School”) about the
proposed site (“*Site”’) of a ventilation shaft at David Trench Rehabilitation
Centre (“DT Centre”) opposite the School

For almost 3 years, we have engaged the Administration and the MTRC in a few
protracted but fruitless discussions. We are concerned and worried that locating a
ventilation shaft opposite the School will cause physical hazards during the construction
stage and more importantly, potential long-term health problems when it becomes
operational. The Site is only separated by a single lane of less than 8 metres from the

School.

The Transport and Housing Bureau, in its email correspondences with the PTA of 24"
February and 17" March 2009, informed us that the location of the ventilation shaft
opposite our School "will not jeopardise public health", and that the Bureau have
assessed the King George V Memorial Park (“Park’) as an alternative site, and found the

site "not being a better alternative".

In the PTA’s responses of 27" February and 17" March 2009, we asked the Bureau to
show us the relevant assessment report. In particular we would like to know if the
Bureau has addressed critical issues such as:

- safety issues for small children during construction stage on a narrow street;

- school bus arrangements during construction stage on a narrow street; and

- the school and school children between 6 and 12 years of age as "sensitive receivers"

of pollutants.

This is most important as all the parents and children affected have the right to
know. They are after all the taxpayers and future taxpayers who finance the

construction of the WIL project.



Unfortunately, the Bureau has not responded to the PTA’s request for a copy of the
assessment report. We are therefore at a loss to understand how a decision can
possibly be taken to move the proposed site from the Park (the original plan) to the DT
Centre opposite our School. To our mind, this decision is fundamentally flawed: there
is no justification to expose small children (who are at their critical stage of growth) to
pollutants from the shaft so that transient park-goers may enjoy a couple of hours of

unobstructed view in the Park.

In the absence of a response from the Bureau, we set out below the PTA’s own

assessment of the Park and the DT Centre as a potential site of a ventilation shaft:

Original proposal: King

George V Memorial Park as

the ventilation shaft site

Current Proposal: David Trench

Rehabilitation Centre (opposite
Bonham Road Government Primary

School) as the ventilation shaft site

Size of site

Enormous: hence the vent
shaft will take up only a
small portion of the open

space in the Park.

Small; hence the vent shaft will be
emitting pollutions from less than 15
metres (wall to wall) towards the

School.

Impact during
construction stage (the
time required for
constructing the shaft
is much longer than
just building an

entrance/exit)

Transient park-goers will
lose the use of a small part
of the Park

(1) 420 students (aged between 6 and
12) will be exposed to the physical
safety issues arising from construction
works carried out less than 8 metres
from the school.
(2) School buses will have difficulty
accessing the School if the single lane
that separates the School from the DT
Centre is occupied by construction
trucks.
(3) Students going to school on foot
will be exposed to greater hazard.
Questions:
(1) What is the relevant traffic
impact assessment?

(2) What are the relevant safety




measures to protect the small

children?

Impact after the vent
shaft becomes

operational

Transient park-goers will
lose the use of a small part
of the Park.

However, they and the

general public will be

rewarded with

(1) aleading school (i.e.
our School) in a better
environment for
generations of young
children including their
own;

(2) a heritage building (i.e.
our School) in a better
environment for the
public to cherish the
history of HK; and

(3) strengthened
community spirit
knowing that a small
sacrifice (i.e. losing a
small part of the Park)
has brought about an
improved environment
for the children and the

community of HK.

)

(2

420 children will be exposed to
pollutants emitted from the vent
shaft for 8 hours daily for 5 days
weekly;

under extreme condition (e.g. a
SARS outbreak, a fire or terrorist
attack by poisonous gas) the
children will be exposed to

harmful or poisonous fumes.

Question:

Do the MTR evacuation plan and

insurance policy cover the children of

the school, now that the risks, which

are not imminent but possible, are

highlighted and clear objection

raised?

©)

Parents who now gather outside
the school will lose a meeting

place.

The PTA wrote to Mr Yau Shing-mu, Under-Secretary for Transport and Housing on 5"

February 2009, pleading to him as a policy-maker, to see above and beyond the

unreliable technical data (which are based on the outdated so-called environmental

protection guidelines), and review the proposal carefully, taking into account not the

potential inconvenience caused to the MTRC or the WIL project, but the real and

long-term interest of the Hong Kong community as a whole.

We also pleaded to Mr Yau as a decision-maker, to review and favourably consider our




“win-win”’ proposal:

e We suggest reverting to the Park as the preferred site for the ventilation shaft;

e We understand the Park as a proposed site was rejected during the initial
consultation because some people were unwilling to lose the use of leisure
facilities in the Park;

e We suggest we swap: move the basketball court or whatever area in the Park to
the TB Centre opposite the School, and let the MTRC build the shaft at the Park.

e  Our suggestion will likely provide the following benefits:

1. It fulfils the original purpose for the MTRC and the community (i.e. constructing

the Western Island Line) without potentially damaging the health of our younger

generation;
2. The location of a basketball court or other leisure facilities opposite our School,

which is a heritage building, is consistent with the environment and certainly

enhances the value of our heritage which is a community asset for all of Hong

Kong;
3. The new leisure space opposite our School enhances the health of our young

because the School will have the use of extra space, which it is lacking;

4. The parents will not lose a meeting point. Instead they together with the
community will benefit from the new leisure space at the DT Centre (which will

become an entrance/exit of an MTR station).

® By contrast, installing exhaust air shaft opposite a heritage building which is
also a primary school will spoil the environment and potentially damage the

health of our young. It is clear the current proposal should be condemned!

I hope the Council will review this matter with the health and safety of generations and

generations _of small school children as your top priority. Any short-term

inconvenience (in terms of the extra finance or time required to revert to the Park as the

preferred site) should not be a consideration for a responsible government.

Yours faithfully

William Fok
Chairman
Parents Teachers Association

Bonham Road Government Primary School
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2. Sensitive Receiver
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5. Some technical views

e Since One Rail per One Tunnel and as per the
Push and Suck effect of this Ventilation Shatft, it
means Air from Sheung Wan station (More
polluted) will be pumped and released in
Ventilation Shaft at David Trench Rehabilitation
Centre (DT) and suck in DT’s more clean air to
Hill Road Ventilation Shatft;

e For Train going to Sai Ying Pun from University
Station will Iin turn suck in Hill Road Poor Air and
release in David Trend Ventilation Shaft



6. Discussion at District Councll

 The original site for Ventilation shaft is much
closer to the Railway line which means the air
exchange is much more efficient and effective
than the revised or the existing gazette David
Trench Ventilation Shatft;

* Immature discussion in the District Council for
the original proposal (Basket Ball Court in King
George V Memorial Park-KG Park);

 District Councilor did not object to using KG
Park ; only objected to losing basket ball court;
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/. MTRC'’s self-contradiction

 KG Park was technically feasible as stated
In the Initial proposal but without
explanation now claimed to be technically
iIncapable. Why? ( Refer to Point 6 on
Page 2 of the submitted Interview report
held on November 28, 2008: MTR said
even nowadays technical is still feasible);
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Thank You
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Appendix 1: Who Is Professor
Hedley?

e Professor Ricky Man, our member of School
Management committee managed to contact
Professor Tonny Hedley who is the Professor of
Community Medicine and is one of the expert on
air quality and pollution.

* Professor Hedley expressed that there should
be a report deals with the impact of the exhaust
duct especially on a school not just impact in a
general way.



Appendix 2: General Feeling of
Professor Hedley on our case

* Professor Hedley said :”l think we need to
see what the graph means; they
apparently purport to have plotted
ventilation shaft emissions against
ambient roadside PM but | do not know if
this Is an actual set of data or a simulation;

* Professor Hedley is puzzled as to why
they are virtually the same,;



* Professor Hedley also wants to see if there is a
model of the emissions from the proposed shaft
and its impact on 24 hours particulates in the
Immediate vicinity;

* Professor Hedley need to see why and how the
EIA assessment was passed first;

|t may be that they concluded that the shaft will
not iImpact on immediately adjacent air quality
but this will depend on what assumptions the
consultants made.



 Professor Hed
disconcerting t
next to school

ey said: "In general | find it
nat we would build a shaft

out it may be difficult to

argue that except on aesthetic grounds
and the precautionary principle. It is
unlikely, on grounds of probability, that the
EIA report was seen and discussed by the
EIA subcommittee of the Advisory Councll
on the Environment. Only a small
proportion are because of workloads.”



Appendix 3: Study Report from
Professor Hedley

It appears to me that the EIA Report which we have access to only deals
with air quality impacts during the construction phase of the project.

It does not concern itself in any section, as far as | can see, with the
ongoing impact of the ventilation shaft on the environment within a
stipulated radius of the shaft. (I have just seen your last email but | can’t
interpret the graph of ambient and shaft particulates. It is not clear what is
purports to show.)

So the main relevant question to address long term health concerns to
the MTR and the Environment Bureau should focus on this.

While | know that MTR has been looking into shaft particulate levels |
don’t know exactly where that line enquiry or the establishment of levels has
got to. Once | have discussed the situation of the school with you, in
relation to the maps of the Project, | can try and talk to MTR. My contact
there would probably be Dr Glenn Frommer. | don’t know whether Dr
Frommer will be prepared to talk to me.



2. The construction related pollution problems are
potentially very significant if the modeled estimates of
Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) in the EIA Report
are compared with the WHO Guidelines.

One point to be clarified is that | do not see Bonham
Road Primary School identified as a “Representative Air
sensitive Receiver’ (RASR) in Tables 11.3, 11.4 and
11.5.



e As a starting point | would focus on the “Predicted
Cumulative Hourly Average TSP” at the RASR (EIA
Report Table 11.12). The lower level concentrations (1.5
metres — 5 metres) would be relevant to our at-risk

population of primary school children. The range of TSP
values are:

TSP Range ug/m3
1.5M 95 — 408
5M 96 — 293




e If we assume that PM10 i1s 70% of TSP then
PM10 levels are:

PM10 Range nug/m3
1.5M 66.5 — 285.6
5M 67.2 — 205

These are the expected typical
concentrations during the usual working hours
which will overlap the primary school hours.



The HKAQO 24 hour level for PM10 is 180 while the WHO AQG is only 50. So it is clear that
during school hours children may be exposed to particulates (from whatever source) at a rate
which exceeds both the HKAQO and WHO AQG.

If we take the longer averaging time of 24 hours (EIA Report Table 11.13) then from a public
health perspective the picture is not greatly different

TSP Range pg/m3

1.5M 88 — 258
5M 88 — 192
PM10 Range pg/m3
1.5M 62 - 181
5M 62 —-134

Again, while the HKAQO 24 hr is 180 pg/m3 the WHO AQG is 50 pg/m3 and the annual is 20
ng/ma3.

One very important point to be emphasized here is that the 24 hour guideline is the 99th
percentile. In other words it should not be violated on more than 3 days in the year.

In summary there is scope to clarify what the school exposures would be during the

construction phase in terms of both the outdated HKAQO and the WHO AQG. It seems
inconceivable that the construction phase will not pose a threat to sensitive receivers.
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3. A significant problem for the school, in trying to avoid increased
exposures to pollutants, would be the outdated Hong Kong Air Quality
Objectives. As these are embedded in the Air Pollution Control
Ordinance and the Environmental Impact Assessment Ordinance,
they are the “standard” against which any EIA would be assessed for
either construction or for on-going impacts of the completed project.

The permissible levels in the current (1987) HKAQO are so high
they offer no practical health protection at all. It would even be
possible for the new ventilation shaft to significantly increase
pollutants (probably mainly or exclusively particulates) in the region of
the school, but be legal in terms of the EIA. For example if the
current average annual 24 hour level of PM10 was around the 50th
centile of the 24 hr AQO, it could be pushed up to the 90th centile for
most of school hours without violating the AQO. (I am not saying that
It would necessarily but this has been a common occurrence in EIA
reports in recent years; the net result being an increase in pollution
because of the lax AQO.)

11



4. A further potential problem for the school is that the general
levels of pollution in Hong Kong are extremely high by any
International standards and during the cool season they generally
exceed the World Health Organization Air Quality Guidelines by
several hundred percent. Any addition to this hazard is of course
highly undesirable but it is possible that modeling may indicate that
any additional pollution from a shaft would be a very small proportion
of the total current annual average ambient level.

The roadside levels of pollution are extremely high and generally
well above the high levels measure by general air quality monitoring
stations and the school will certainly be exposed to this.

The first question to the MTR will be to ascertain what the levels
of PM10 will be within the shaft; what the mitigation procedures will
be, and what the immediate impact on air quality will be in relation to
the school. | see nothing so far which gives information about this.

12



Professor Hedley mentioned that the MTR report mostly
deals with air coming out of the shaft (ventilation
system).

The air quality in the surrounding including the school
may not be addressed adequately.

If this Is case, then MTR has to provide the data on the
real environment impact to the surrounding including the
school (in particular to the health of school children not
just the air quality).

If MTR has the data, get the results and ask for time to
study the results. Professor Hedley can help.

If MTR does not have the results, then MTR will have to
do the assessment.

13



Another important point is the standard.

Hong Kong uses a very low standard from 1987 and is even lower than
WHO from my reading of Professor Hedley's message.

If Hong Kong is going to change to another standard such as WHO, then
MTR has to improve the air quality.

Once MTR built the system, to upgrade it to a higher standard may be costly
and difficult.

The school need to press MTR to promise that the air quality has to meet not
only current Hong Kong standard but future standard.

There has been a lot of voices already about the generally poor air quality in
Hong Kong, the Government is likely going to do something and using a high
air quality standard in the future is a sure bet (of course we do not know
when).

MTR may argue that the ventilation meets current standard. However the
school can justify the concern that air quality will not be able to meet what we
consider acceptable standard used elsewhere including the WHO standard.

14



More technical aspect can be on MTR uses average
values etc.

In our case we should focus on school hours only, that is
from about 8 am to 3 or 4 pm in the afternoon.

This will be the peak time for MTR and air particles and
pollutants will also be highest.

School children will be exposed during this
period. Average value should therefore not be used In
our case.

For this point, you should ask them to clarify what the
values mean first. If MTR says the values are average
values, then the school will have valid reasons to object
to the use of MTR results

15



Appendix 4

Co2 Test and Air quality taken from Central
outside the Ventilation shaft is not sufficient and
should not be valid:

We need a Air Quality taken now i.e.. With the
Ventilation shaft and against the Air Quality
taken with a Ventilation shaft;

nconsistent with that Historical Area;

Recreational area can be made up but not Child
Health

_ot of Dust will be stirred up — Fan'’s effect

16



Appendix 5: PRC Ventilation Shaft
Regulation

P[5 R i o
http://www.chengdu.gov.cn/live chengdu/detail.jsp?1d=85749&Class|D=020207

Tl B AR
http://www.beijingww.com/273/2007/08/27/82@35564.htm

YR 22 S i

http://www.gzmtr.com/Xxwzx/hyxw/t20060609 30421.htm
http://news.liaol.com/newspages/200612/137736.html

RIS B2
http://www.longhoo.net/gb/longhoo/news/special/2008/njjs/node26005/node26010/us
erobject1ai669117.html

SELCE
http://cgsb.cgnews.net/Get/News/Chongging/Yaowen/0681002250064.shtml
RS

http://www.envir.gov.cn/eia/2008/02202/200802202.pdf
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Appendix 6: By-law for Ventilation
Shaft of Xian On MTR
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Appendix 6a: Web site for Xian On
MTR By Law

e http://www.xametro.gov.cn/docc/docc/prod
uct tabbrow.asp?1d=2245&classid=27
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Appendix 7: Typical Letter from

Parent
a:\j[‘ §
l‘ﬁf e l ] SPIVECS o R S S
[pm&%ﬂﬂg’ifﬁ[l C 'Hf@?ﬂrﬁ 1 EEEI[(/[M ;

Cy st ity e
1 ?iﬁﬁiiﬁfﬁjﬁ'l

- kS iﬁ’#’l’?‘ﬁ"ﬁtﬁ lﬁif’:? T LWL
[ ﬂﬁ i o .jni%l%pﬁ;ﬁ L Fﬁ%lm 15 5
?JF?WW ;;”5*"“’ [ OB 05"%??%
[J J "f‘a —HIJHI _’ ”_F[[ 0 *
fg% E% e il ’ii )
L Uﬂ “J%W f/['%‘g E | ’ijdﬁl‘pﬁ" I[E‘Ea B?%‘*fﬂ
ﬂj ) I&F,\Huiﬂ PV E [@‘bﬂliﬁ

20



W2 YR 7
i

?i$%5%§%

£,
rJ
F+

b e

.l-

SN *ﬁ

[—‘{ ’
RN %?”J REE

'l_'ﬂ'.E[

J'EJ&

ﬁﬁ;

b g irfﬁag

Elr
B, E'

o ?

}El ﬁf‘"[——;j/?(

ST TS S
R TR

4\%'51 E{TE[ FIRE

EbMT’T
il

% .
u'ﬁl* » = é ﬁﬁ‘j@
37

f,nj ‘/“EJJ ‘7

_,_—,_k
?fml
=
’E?
%’
ZT
R
:Iﬁ

jzu £
JE
rEﬂ

I d_gj

~

E 7

%l

§Mﬂﬂﬁﬂ’
A lﬁ’mﬂﬂﬁ_ﬁ fler

HIHYRS

?w#ﬂ%f'

\

.

i b
—_
.ﬁ
1y
N T 1y 2
g_.h
=4V

Ey{

S
;’7 %gf

iR t%glg | ,I;

L

[pJ

l |

Fr‘h

:.EZ IJ@

mF%@
s i



(=) SRIESFIH | R FH T
B2 B

WA T%?':%’vwﬁw - I TR AR
s s I%@uww,ﬁjgwﬂ
It vy i 2008 9/ 2715 B A

>El

Fifj %

S T A i

ﬁ% 2517 -1 a5 @Fﬁ\u TS 1 s
¥ "E iﬁ'li_ﬁfl'”i&?“WF B PR A AT PV

ww

B!

AT 2 i aénﬂm Jw 17 ;D :Eﬁ'ﬂ% Site
P[%}fﬁi'“}iﬂ FHF, YR EHMEE %

IFJ%"[& S

(¢]

22



&% &ﬁ%ﬁ'ﬂ@?‘ %*? FI° - [N~ =

=y F'ﬁ ‘ﬁ lpjlﬁ:m [ 2 I ¥ {;@ L 9t Y
H5 l% ”ﬂ I'J;L;—I;/E ifF J:—?;EFI; lr['ﬁil;ijﬁéfj; 15
pJ VA1 dg J’_’ @ ) ST LA BTN T S [T

F, ,E S IWI 5 .

B B0 0B 2 35 RS (i o
L) PSR SIS ABES 7% 2 E e T

<2> GllEE Oali 2oy rﬁ*j ¢ R T ;F““Ejrlpu%’ﬁn“? RELEESS

=iid 9
|IW<3> By B F'jilﬁ*?‘ﬁf\ﬂquhml J%BJE’V
$4) MTRRUSIR 0 - 4 R Ah Ry iﬁ% i ot
<5> hig BE"EEBIJ E){@J‘ > Bﬁ,ﬁ%&n& SRR FL » PUERkEE] P F Y
7&HIFEW ﬁ; q[( fuasfg&?mF F1 )
DL .

(ELT R0 7

\

?ﬁ%fv
)l:l

EERPIES

23



o US| AR EEISAEAST
RSP TR T %\F’

e | F‘iﬁ'ﬁ%ﬁf
i j@ﬁ FioyEg s B B 2k ]
% "J SR AT e A JEP’ ﬁlif*%"l’?
[HR EL

ARy > PR SRR R TR
i o g il F@*‘T e IEI:LI:_[,I[_{

IEI ° EFU

. %’M;T'iﬂ% O JJF“J

(F J En 5

BT Ao

JF“’FU SR iwrmﬁjm L 2

E [j“fé;?u” «L?[}T F[J' lﬂ*?ﬂ,}u%m ;
Aﬁr*j}

L’ I RSB ST
I ['Fﬁ I‘FPF“[‘?

L—SF’_{]‘ E

_”lll N

24



5 ) VP R T

FSpy— B IR YRS [P m]
5 1 UIBLEUEFSRR  TAEl TRIR 2
AL ?%FE,L ﬁ‘i_ﬁﬁﬁ,& %FE j“'lﬁ.\!
W o S MR <[] £l %@F“ Jﬂgﬂ !
AL SR S SR SR
AFEAEAE > Tl RIS J%““*EJ:&Z%T’ H RIF
R R {F['F““ A

25



e o PR BRI SR IS Sy o T
~ HRIEE Efﬁvﬁuﬂ SRR o BT IRIRRT nEI Tk
E% ﬂﬂg%ﬂlwﬁ%kﬁn, gL I DS
el %&F“FJ@ £ R A 'ﬂ"f‘r[w' Vel E
AR D et R [y DAL
Bt TR e

F,pgpu '?%Bif/ﬁ ?ERL D 2 PV RS A ;i‘ . b
R el S T T A
—&D#JL M lj—[_fr {{/I/El F’ ji]’?ﬂkp’?ﬂk—[‘“ i FIJLI

Wﬁﬂﬂ% ﬂ'f‘*é‘ IF'EJ i F‘fuﬁn[ﬁ'
’Jyp[/‘@ﬁppjﬂg% I Ti_m“P‘E‘r IJ“/L'T'[\’I”j\ ’
s o

T ;—lﬁ\

-

S

‘v—n-n-l-[

=

mA
i
ﬁ%‘

0

> e

\J'L:%E .
S, -
mlll';_;ﬁ:\(_%

26



7
)‘Tﬁ

F I B ~ dy Eﬁﬂp =
i 7? ¥ /f@?ﬁF r+w&%~é§£ﬂ£' Ll $£
T'rﬁ[‘ﬂiir%-’ g T )75 é@ﬂl

JI%

éf%@i °
%ﬁ@m TE-F= W

20085 115 |12f!

27



