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District Minor Wor ks Programme
Purpose

This paper provides background information on the District Minor
Works ("DMW") Programme and highlights the concerns of members of the
Panel on Home Affairs ("the Panel") about it.

Background

2. In January 2005, the Chief Executive announced in his Policy Address
that the Government would review the functions of District Councils ("DCs")
and enhance its support for them. Upon recommendation by the DC Review
completed in July 2006, the Administration briefed the Panel in November 2006
on its proposal to set up the DMW Programme funded under a new dedicated
capital works block vote under the Capital Works Reserve Fund ("CWREF") for
DCs to initiate and implement DMW projects costing up to $15 million each.
The DMW block vote would replace three separate sources of funding for
DMW projects, viz. the block vote under CWRF for minor building works
costing up to $15 million each, the block vote under CWRF for urban minor
works costing up to $15 million each, and DC funds for minor environmental
improvement works not exceeding $600,000 per item.

3. The DMW Programme was endorsed by the Public Works
Subcommittee on 19 December 2006 and approved by the Finance Committee
("FC") on 12 January 2007. In November 2007, with FC's approval, the cost
ceiling for each DMW project was increased to $21 million.



4. In January 2007, a pilot scheme funded under the DMW block
allocation of $20 million was launched by the Administration in four districts,
and matters relating to its implementation were discussed by the Panel in
December 2007.  Since 2008, the DMW Programme has been fully
implemented in the 18 districts and the annual provision for it has been set at
$300 million. The Administration's guidelines for implementing DMW
projects are in Appendix .

Scope

5. The DMW Programme covers minor building works, fitting out works
and minor alterations, additions and improvement works and slope inspections
and minor slope improvement works in respect of all the district facilities under
the purview of DCs. It also covers all costs incurred from the planning of such
works, such as consultant fees, feasibility studies and site investigation.
Role of DCs
6. According to the Administration, regarding the planning and
implementation of DMW projects initiated by DCs, each DC (or its District
Facilities Management Committee) is responsible for -

(a) initiating projects and collating views and district aspiration;

(b) endorsing projects proposed by government departments;

(c) deciding on the scope and scale of projects;

(d) setting the relative priorities of projects;

(e) determining the timetable for implementation; and

(f) monitoring the progress of implementation through regular
progress reports submitted by the Administration/works agents.

Term consultants

7. Since the full implementation of the DMW Programme, the
Administration has engaged four term consultants for a term of two years to
assist in the delivery of DMW projects, including undertaking technical
feasibility studies, design work, tender exercise for DMW projects and works
supervision of larger scale or greater complexity, which require architectural,
engineering and/or building services input. These term consultants have been



engaged within a specified period of time to implement works projects, instead
of on a project basis.

Progress

8. As at end-October 2010, more than 2 400 DMW projects at a total cost
of $1,422 million were endorsed, and 1 600 of them had been completed.
Members concerns

0. The concerns of members of the Panel about the DMW Programme are
highlighted in the ensuing paragraphs.

DC(C's autonomy

10. Some members were concerned whether DCs had high autonomy in
initiating DMW projects. The Administration advised that each DC had full
discretion in apportioning the funding allocated to it for carrying out such
projects, having regard to the needs of the district. Each DC could also draw
up its own list of proposed DMW projects and provide it to the Administration
for assessing their cost implications.

Annual provision

11. There was a suggestion that the annual provision of $300 million for
the DMW Programme should be increased to better meet district needs. The
Administration advised that to utilize the annual provision which was only the
cash flow, there would be an over-commitment facility of up to 200%, which
meant that works contracts valued between $500 million and $600 million could
be awarded within a year. It was necessary to take into account the capacities
of the parties concerned in taking forward the increased minor works and
facility improvements in districts in considering whether the annual provision
could be increased.

Cost ceiling

12. There was a concern about whether the cost ceiling of $21 million for
each DMW project had barred DCs from implementing large-scale projects
(such as drainage improvement works) that would have more direct impact on
the livelihood of the local community. It was suggested that the
Administration should put in place a standing mechanism for DCs to propose
one major works project item in each district every year for consideration by the



relevant committees in LegCo. The Administration undertook to consider this
suggestion. It advised that any individual works project which exceeded $21
million, such as large-scale drainage improvement works, needed FC's approval
and were not covered by the DMW block allocation.

Term consultants

13. A concern was raised about the consultancy fees for works projects
initiated by DCs. There had been cases in which the project costs had turned
out to be much higher than the original estimates. The DCs concerned could
not afford to implement such projects but were still required to pay the
consultancy fees. The Administration advised that the term consultants had
been engaged in the implementation of the DMW projects initiated by DCs.
These consultants had been paid notwithstanding the abortion of some of such
projects, as some consultancy services, such as the technical study, design
proposal and cost estimation, had already been delivered at the initial stage of
the projects. DCs would be advised to carefully assess the need for
undertaking a works project before assigning it to a term consultant.

14. In view of the numerous complaints about the performance of the term
consultants in implementing DMW projects, there was a view that the
Administration should consider engaging in-house professionals, such as the
engineers of the Works Section of the Home Affairs Department, to handle these
projects. The Administration advised that compared with the some $60 million
worth of minor works projects used to be handled by the Works Section each
year, the $300 million annual provision for DMW projects represented a huge
increase. The Works Section did not have the capacity to implement all such
projects. The appointment of term consultants should enhance the capacity
and capability of DCs in the delivery of such projects of a larger scale or greater
complexity.

Long-term planning and maintenance issues

15. There was a view that to improve the co-ordination of the
implementation of DMW projects, guidelines should be issued for DCs to
formulate a long-term plan on facilities to be required under these projects. A
concern was also raised about the gradual rise in the management and
maintenance works in relation to DMW projects. The Administration advised
that it would consider making provision in the DMW block allocation for such
works.



Relevant papers

16. A list of the relevant papers with their hyperlinks at the LegCo's
website is in Appendix I1.
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Relevant paperson

District Minor Wor ks Programme

Appendix I1

Committee Date of meeting Paper
Panel on Constitutional 11.7.06 Agenda
Affairs (Item I) Minutes
Panel on Home Affairs 10.11.06 Agenda
(Item 1IV) Minutes
Finance Committee 1.12.06 Agenda
(Item 2) Minutes
Public Works 19.12.06 Agenda
Subcommittee (Item 1) Minutes
Finance Committee 12.1.07 Agenda
(Item 1) Minutes
Panel on Home Affairs 14.12.07 Agenda
(Item V) Minutes
Panel on Home Affairs 20.10.08 Minutes
Council Meeting 10.12.2008 Written Question
Panel on Home Affairs 13.2.09 Agenda
(Item V) Minutes
Panel on Home Affairs 9.7.10 Agenda
(Item III) Minutes
Public Works 17.11.10 PWSCI(2010-11)15
Subcommittee
Council Meeting 15.12.2010 Written Question
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