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pear Sir and Madam,

Please find below our primary detailed objections to the above
Specified Government Proposals to be heard at the Public Works Sub-
Committee on Wednesday 7 May 2014 in the attached pdf file Public
Works Sub-Committee Submission 50514.

Permission is hereby given to use the contents of this file any legal
form.

Its main arguments are given below, excluding the table :

(The Zero Waste in 3 Years Solution: All Waste is a Valuable
Commercial Resource

Hong Kong's Main Waste Categories, Solutions and Guideline
Segment Capex AND Opex Costs

Waste Category Daily Volume Tons District Solution HK$ Billion
Capex Target Opex)

The Real Solution to a Non-Existent Sham Problem - Waste is
a Valuable Resource and a Commercial Business

A New Mindset and Thinking is urgently required to solve Hong
Kong's purported Waste Problem in a fair, sustainable and cost-
effective manner, in a fast-track time implementation period of 3
years or less. Waste must be treated as a valuable commercial
resource not as dirty waste.

High cost, unsustainable, long-term and partial non-solutions,
proposed by Government and the EPD, are at best unsustainable,
irrational and unreasonable i.e. nonsense and contrary to common
sense; or at worse smell of a large scale sham charade systemic
infrastructure fraud that is being perpetrated on the people of Hong
Kong. The Government's focus is on unnecessary, irresponsible and
exorbitant large scale Capital Works, like the now proposed for the
Mega Incinerator, Landfill Extensions and Biogas Organic Waste
Treatment Facilities. Analysis of contract tender procedures and
relative costs in Annex 1 shows how the 'shell game ' of this well-laid
and well-practiced infrastructure fraud works for existing well-
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connected vested pecuniary interests. The mechanism is used to
plunder public funds beneath a veneer of officialdom, propriety and
legitimacy. The works are always essential, urgently needed and
subject to public tender, as a matter of course. The reality is in fact
the reverse.

Infrastructure works for these proposed projects are measured by
the two financial indicators of Capital Expenditure (Capex) and
Operating Expenditure (Opex). All the Capex and Opex for the
Government's projects are exorbitant, ill defined, unbounded and
subject to potential massive future cost rises i.e. just like the fast rail
link. Not only are they exorbitant in cost, but also irrelevant,
unjustified, damaging to our environment and eco-system, and a
threat to health. This is a shocking and appalling combination for a
purported partial-solution, not designed to properly address Hong
Kong's real waste problems.

The real solution is not profound, unexpected or difficult to
understand. Waste in Hong Kong, whether Municipal Solid Waste
(MSW), Construction or Hazardous Toxic Chemical Wastes is easy to
define and address with proven large scale 'mature' green solutions.
These are sustainable, and do not produce 'Carbon to Air' global
warming, green house, climate change gases and dangerous air and
ground pollutants that are harmful to health. These 'Carbon to Earth'
Technologies can address Hong Kong's waste problems in a radical,
faster, better and much more cost-effective manner. To produce
a 'Think Green Go Clean, Live Cool' Zero Waste Zero Waste Pollution
Hong Kong within 3 Years. The 'smoke and mirrors' real cost of
change, which the Government has carefully hidden, is the bill for
terminating the existing unsustainable long term waste to landfill
contracts with the likes of Veolia and Sita.

(Table - The Zero Waste in 3 Years Solution: All Waste is a Valuable
Commercial Resource

Hong Kong's Main Waste Categories, Solutions and Guideline Segment
Capex AND Opex Costs

Waste Category Daily Volume Tons District Solution HK$ Billion
Capex Target Opex

(% of Total Waste) (Worst Case 20% Contingency)
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Totals Recycled 13,000 Tons (100%) Total Capex and Opex HK$
Billion 42 +12

QED QEF Overall Net ROI 29% Payback period less than 4 years)

Annex 1

Case Study - How the Pork Barrel and Gravy Train to Raid Public
Funds Works

Organic Waste Treatment Facility 1 - The Lowest Tender Price
HK$1.53 Billion

A voluminous tender of around 2,700 plus pages, for a low volume
200 tons a day food waste plant, situated in a remote area of North
Lantau. The plant is not designed to treat green waste i.e. it is
specifically excluded, and can only treat food waste with an ultra
high water content specification. This means that the plant is actually
dealing with a dehydrated mass of around 40 tons a day of organic
matter i.e. HK$1,530 million for 40 tons a day of organic matter and
160 tons of waste water requiring treatment. The Capex Cost is
stupendously high, as is the Opex Cost of HK$70 million a year. Per
“ton per day Capex HK$38.25 million. The plant will generate an
undisclosed amount of global warming gases to air, has no notified
agreement of any connection to a power utility and will produce
unwanted fertiliser. Needless to say the EAP and CWSC Committees
approved this Capex with almost no dissent.

This Biogas 'Carbon to Air' Plant is the most expensive in the world
by a wide margin i.e By a Factor of 10 or around 1,000 % at US$196
million. Comparisons with a number of recently constructed or
tendered similar small scale biogas and fertiliser plants in a humber
of high labour cost economies, give an average price uplift in Hong
Kong of 1,000 %. There would appear to be no real rationale behind
this con (CON - a lie to the world) green facility and financial
extravaganza. Not only is it environmentally unsustainable by
producing global warming gases and putting 'Carbon to Air', with an
energy loss of around 80%, but it has also inanely designed to
produce energy that nobody wants and fertiliser, which from the
experience of Cheung Chau, will be unwanted and have to be
landfilled.
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A direct comparison with proven 'Carbon to Earth' Food and Green
Waste Plants in Taiwan is highly instructive and revealing. These
food waste plants are modular and deal daily on average, in an 8
hour work day, with 200 to 1,000 tons of food and green waste.
They occupy any industrial or agricultural premises of 15,000 to
30,000 sq. ft. No specialist adaptation or safety measures is required
for these premises, since the processes are perfectly safe and
sanitised. The plants produce high quality fish farm food, liquid and
solid fertilisers i.e. to earth To reduce pollution logistics used in the
same district where the food and green waste is produced. The
abundance of fish farms is testament to their success.

A high tech fish and vegetable farming facility, integrated with a 300
tons a day food waste plant inclusive of water treatment facilities,
premises adaptation, testing facilities and hybrid collection vehicles:
Total Capex set up and operating is US$20 million. This includes the
high ROI fish farming facilities i.e. 10 % of the Capex of the OWTT 1
for a revenue generating facility. The facility's Opex is actually
positive as a fish farm generates high revenues with an average
minimum ROI of 150 % net a Year, depending on the mix of fresh
and salt water fish species i.e. the facilities Opex is positive as it
generates high revenues, compared to a Opex for the OWTF 1,
equivalent to the Capex of a Taiwan Food and Green Waste Plant
dealing with 50 % more Food Waste only working an 8 hour shift
cycle!

A former Chief Engineer of a major construction company has
examined the Tender for OWTF Phase 1. He states that a tender of
such over complexity could in his opinion only have been produced in
conjunction with a 'preferred' bidder. The Tender Board, responding
to complaints on this tender of it being overly complex, extremely
demanding in requirements and obstructive, has stated that it will
now introduce a new procedure to employ a second consultant to
examine the tender specification produced by the original consultant!
In this case the first consultant would appear to be AECOM, who
supplied the original Tender documents. It should be noted that
OWTF Phase 2 is also now out to tender.

Note Well - The Capex of OWTF 1 is actually more than Capex to deal
with HK's entire food and green waste using Taiwan 'Carbon to
Earth.' technologies. OWTF 1 figures used pro-rata for the rest of
HK's food and green waste gives a total Capex figure of HK$38.25
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Billion and Annual Opex of HK$1.26 Billion at current prices! This
illustrates the mind boggling scale of the waste infrastructure Capex
and Opex misrepresentation, deception and fraud: Waste Mega Pork
Barrel Capex and Opex Gravy Train' Literally this is the 'Great Waste
Train Robbery.'

The same mechanism is now at work in the Government Incinerator
and Landfill extension proposals before the Committee.

1. The proposals are completely unnecessary and deliberately and
intentionally proposing the wrong solutions to address the wrong
problem. The proposals are simply irrational, perverse and fraudulent.

2. The proposals are ultra expensive engineering and infrastructure works
that do not address the identified needs, but instead address the needs of
identified vested pecuniary interests. These works are to approved by persons
including those with conflicts of interest and even direct connections to the
said same vested interests. A truly astonishing position with potentially

devastating liability consequences for all concerned parties. Members -
attention is drawn to House of Lords Decision of Porter v Magill [2002] 2 AC 357.
Members must be presumed to have full knowledge, information and

awareness of their actions and therefore know when illegal acts have been
and are being perpetrated and committed. The potential consequences for
Hong Kong's global reputation and credibility are again mind boggling, as the
Erwiana torture case clearly shows.

Hong Kong Waste for Global Warming

Waste sent to incinerators, landfills and waste-to-energy plants, is a major source of
global warming gases

and chemical air, water and earth pollutants. Organic food and green waste converted to
biogas and fuels,

exacerbate this harmful pollution while incurring energy losses up to 80 per cent.

These short-sighted solutions convert our so-called waste problem into the extremely
dangerous global warming

climate change problem, which a recent UN report has said will increase the likelihood
of severe, pervasive, '

and irreversible impacts. This completely avoidable action is perverse

and unsustainable, destroying nature, our environment and
eco-systems.

The earth is sending its own warnings to us with increasing regularity. Nobel Prize
laureate Joseph Stiglitz, told a joke at the recent Macau Eco
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conference. There are two
planets, one happy and the other unhappy. The happy planet says, “What's wrong?” The

unhappy planet says “People”. The happy planet laughs and
replies, “Don't worry, that's temporary.”

Atmospheric research pioneer Ralph Keeling has talked about a “fossil carbon to air”
problem. Private and public waste interests — which are inextricably
linked — are deliberately blind to the catastrophic consequences of
their activities.

Hong Kong's proposed mega-incinerator, landfill extensions, the exorbitant biogas
unconnected energy plants producing unwanted fertiliser, and the world's
largest sewage quad incinerator now being tested at Tuen Mun,
all completely fail the global warming test by putting vast
amounts of fossil carbon to air.

Two recent articles in the South China Morning Post referred to Holland's waste rates.
The first quoted a recycling rate of 80 per cent, incineration 16 per cent and
landfill 4 per cent. The second report gave different figures —
recycling 68 per cent, waste to energy 30 per cent and landfill 2
per cent. If local recycling was 68 per cent to 80 per cent, then the
direct conclusion is that there would be no need for any landfill
extensions. This is clearly confirmed by the negligible Dutch
landfill figures.

The European Union has mandated that by 2020 no recyclables
and no organic food and green waste can be sent either to
incinerators or landfills. This means that Dutch incineration, will
be gradually phased out due to the lack of legal feedstock, as will
the remaining landfills. Similarly, incineration is not sustainable
and poses a threat to our environment. Combustion and landfills
must be replaced by planet-friendly comprehensive recycling.

Please help save Hong Kong's environment by going to a
comprehensive zero waste plan
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Your Sincerely

Peter Reid, Chairman
Zero Waste Smart City Resources Association Ltd.

Attachments:
Public Works Sub-Committee submission 50514 1.pdf




The Real Solution to a Non-Existent Sham Problem-Waste is a Valuable Resource

A New Mindset and Thinking is urgently required to solve Hong Kong's purported Waste Problem in a fair,
sustainable and cost-effective manner, in a fast-track time implementation period of 3 years or less. Waste must
be treated as a valuable commercial and community resource not as dirty waste.

High cost, unsustainable, long-term and partial non-solutions, proposed by Government and the EPD, are at best
unsustainable, irrational and unreasonable i.e. nonsense and contrary to common sense; or at worse smell of a
large scale sham charade systemic infrastructure fraud that is being perpetrated on the people of Hong Kong. The
Government's focus is on unnecessary, irresponsible and exorbitant large scale Capital Works, like the now
proposed for the Mega Incinerator, Landfill Extensions and Biogas Organic Waste Treatment Facilities. Analysis
of contract tender procedures and relative costs in Annex 1 shows how the 'shell game ' of this well-laid and
well-practiced 'infrastructure fraud' works for existing well-connected vested pecuniary interests. The
mechanism is used to plunder public funds beneath a veneer of officialdom, propriety and legitimacy. The works
are always essential, urgently needed and subject to public tender, as a matter of course. The reality is in fact the
reverse.

Infrastructure works for these proposed projects are measured by the two financial indicators of Capital
Expenditure (Capex) and Operating Expenditure (Opex). All the Capex and Opex for the Government's projects
are exorbitant, ill defined, unbounded and subject to potential massive future cost rises i.e. just like the fast rail
link. Not only are they exorbitant in cost, but also irrelevant, unjustified, damaging to our environment and eco-
system, and a threat to the public health of the entire population of Hong Kong. This is a shocking and appalling
combination for a purported partial-solution, not designed to properly address Hong Kong's real waste problems.

The real solution is not profound, unexpected or difficult to understand. Waste in Hong Kong, whether
Municipal Solid Waste (MSW), Construction or Hazardous Toxic Chemical Wastes is easy to define and address
with proven large scale 'mature’ green solutions. These are sustainable, and do not produce 'Carbon to Air' global
warming, green house, climate change gases together with dangerous air and ground pollutants that are harmful
to health. These 'Carbon to Earth' Technologies can address Hong Kong's waste problems in a radical, faster,
better and much more cost-effective manner. To produce within 3 years a 'Think Green Go Clean, Live Cool'
Zero Waste Zero Waste Pollution Hong Kong. The 'smoke and mirrors' real cost of change, which the
Government has carefully hidden, is the Termination Cost for the existing unsustainable long term waste to
landfill contracts currently with Veolia and Sita.

The Zero Waste in 3 Years Solution: All Waste as a Valuable Commercial Resource

Hong Kong's Main Waste Categories, Solutions and Guideline Segment Capex Opex Costs
Waste Category Daily Volume Tons  District Solution HKS Billion Capex Target Opex
(% of Total Waste) . (Worst Case with 20% Contingency)
1. Food and Green 6,000 (70% Water) Taiwan Modular Food Waste -6 +9
(45%) Plants, Integrated Fish &
Veg Farms, 600 E-Vans
2. Recyclables 2,500 (20%) District Single Track Systems with Italy -9  +2
Bar-Code Separation at Source 300 E-Vans
3. Construction 3,500 (25%) Singapore Recycling Licensing and -9 +2
Basic Aggregates Production
4. Hazardous-Toxic 1,000 (7.5%) 2 Non-Incineration Plasma Plants -8 +2
Non-Recyclables 1 GW Power, Jet Fuel & Glass Aggregates
5. Eco and Recycling The Real Essential Soft Infrastructure -10 -3
Education & Training for all Students, Households and Workers.

Totals Recycled 13,000 Tons (100%) Total Capex and Net Opex HKS Billion -42 +12

QED QEF Overall Net ROI 29% Payback period less than 4 years




Annex 1
Case Study - How the Pork Barrel and Gravy Train to Raid Public Funds Works
Organic Waste Treatment Facility 1 - The Lowest Tender Price HK$1.53 Billion

A voluminous tender of around 2,700 plus pages, for a low volume 200 tons a day food waste plant, situated in a
remote area of North Lantau. The plant is not designed to treat green waste i.e. it is specifically excluded, and
can only treat food waste with an ultra high water content specification. This means that the plant is actually
dealing with a dehydrated mass of around 40 tons a day of organic matter i.e. HK$1,530 million for 40 tons a
day of organic matter and 160 tons of waste water requiring treatment. The Capex Cost is stupendously high, as
is the Opex Cost of HK$70 million a year. Per ton per day Capex HK$38.25 million. The plant will generate an
undisclosed amount of global warming gases to air, has no notified agreement of any connection to a power
utility and will produce unwanted fertiliser. Needless to say the EAP and CWSC Committees approved this
Capex with almost no dissent.

This Biogas 'Carbon to Air' Plant is the most expensive in the world by a wide margin i.e By a Factor of 10 or
around 1,000 % at US$196 million. Comparisons with a number of recently constructed or tendered similar
small scale biogas and fertiliser plants in a number of high labour cost economies, give an average price uplift in
Hong Kong of 1,000 %. There would appear to be no real rationale behind this con (CON - a lie to the world)
green facility and financial extravaganza. Not only is it environmentally unsustainable by producing global
warming gases and putting 'Carbon to Air', with an energy loss of around 80%, but it has also inanely designed
to produce energy that nobody wants and fertiliser, which from the experience of Cheung Chau, will be
unwanted and have to be sent to landfill.

A direct comparison with proven 'Carbon to Earth’ Food and Green Waste Plants in Taiwan is highly instructive
and revealing. These food waste plants are modular and deal daily on average, in an 8 hour work day, with 200
to 1,000 tons of food and green waste. They occupy any industrial or agricultural premises of 15,000 to 30,000
sq. ft. No specialist adaptation or safety measures is required for these premises, since the processes are perfectly
safe and sanitised. The plants produce high quality fish farm food, liquid and solid fertilisers i.e. to earth To
reduce pollution logistics, it is used in the same district where the food and green waste is produced. The
abundance of fish farms is testament to their success.

A high tech fish and vegetable farming facility, integrated with a 300 tons a day food waste plant inclusive of
water treatment facilities, premises adaptation, testing facilities and hybrid collection vehicles: Total Capex Set-
Up and Operating is US$20 million. This includes the high ROI fish farming facilities i.e. 10 % of the Capex of
the OWTT 1 for a revenue generating facility. The facility’s Opex is actually positive as a fish farm generates
high revenues, with an average minimum ROI of 150 % net a year, depending on the mix of fresh and salt water
fish species i.e. the facilities Opex is positive as it generates high revenues, compared to a Negative Opex for the
OWTF 1, equivalent to the Capex of a Taiwan Food and Green Waste Plant dealing 300 tons a day 'Carbon to
Earth' i.e with 50 % more Food Waste and only working an 8 hour shift cycle!

A former Chief Engineer of a major construction company has examined the Tender for OWTF Phase 1. He
states that a tender of such over complexity could in his opinion only have been per-prepared and produced in
conjunction with a 'preferred’ bidder. The Tender Board, responding to complaints on this tender of it being
overly complex, extremely demanding in requirements and obstructive, has stated that it will now introduce a
new procedure to employ a second consultant to examine the tender specification produced by the original
consultant! In this case the first consultant would appear to be AECOM, who supplied the original Tender
documents. It should be noted that OWTF Phase 2 is also now out to tender. The extremely rigorous
specification requirements are again present.




Note Well - The Capex of OWTF 1 is actually more than Capex to deal with HK's entire food and green waste
using Taiwan 'Carbon to Earth.' technologies. OWTF 1 figures used pro-rata for the rest of HK's food and green
waste gives a total Capex figure of HK$38.25 Billion and Annual Opex of HK$1.26 Billion, at current prices, for
dealing with HK's entire organic food and green waste! This illustrates the mind boggling scale of the waste
infrastructure Capex and Opex misrepresentation, deception and fraud: A Waste Mega Pork Barrel Capex and
Opex Gravy Train This is the 'Great Waste Train Robbery.'

The same mechanism is now at work in the Government Incinerator and Landfill extension proposals before the
Public Works Sub- Committee. The largest sewage incinerator in the world, now under test, raises the same
issues and the fundamental question why was it built at all?

1. The proposals are completely unnecessary and deliberately and intentionally proposing the wrong solutions to
address the wrong problem. The proposals are simply irrational, perverse and fraudulent.

2. The proposals are ultra expensive engineering and infrastructure works that do not address the identified
needs, but instead address the needs of identified vested pecuniary interests. These works are to approved by
persons including those with conflicts of interest and even direct connections to the said same vested interests. A
truly astonishing position with potentially devastating liability consequences for all concerned parties. Members
attention is drawn to House of Lords Decision of Porter v Magill [2002] 2 AC 357.

3. Members must be presumed to have full knowledge, information and awareness of their actions and therefore
know when illegal acts have been and are being perpetrated and committed. The potential consequences for
Hong Kong's global reputation and credibility are again mind boggling, as the Erwiana torture case clearly
shows.
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To: "wklo@engineer.com” <wklo@engineer.com>, "lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk" <lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk>,
"jkstolegco@gmail.com" <jkstolegco@gmail.com>, "kiclegco@gmail.com"” <kiclegco@gmail.com>,
"elau@dphk.org" <elau@dphk.org>, "yctam@dab.org.hk" <yctam@dab.org.hk>, "arazack@netvigator.com"
<arazack@netvigator.com>, "khwong@ftulegco.org.hk" <khwong@ftulegco.org.hk>, "info@cydho.org.hk"
<info@cydho.org.hk>, "garychk@dab.org.hk" <garychk@dab.org.hk>, "leungkl@leungki.org"
<leungkl@leungkl.org>, "ipkh@dab.org.hk" <ipkh@dab.org.hk>, "contact@alanleong.net"
<contact@alanleong.net>, "albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk" <albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk>,
"legco@michaeltien.hk" <legco@michaeltien.hk>, "tpc@jamestien.com” <tpc@jamestien.com>,
"frankieyick@liberal.org.hk" <frankieyick@liberal.org.hk>, "chiwaioffice@gmail.com"
<chiwaioffice@gmail.com>, "fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com" <fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com>,
"tkmaoffice@gmail.com" <fkmaoffice @gmail.com>, "charlesmok@charlesmok.hk"
<charlesmok@charlesmok.hk>, "benchanlegco@gmail.com" <benchanlegco@gmail.com>,
"info@chankalok.hk" <info@chankalok.hk>, "yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk" <yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk>,
"amlegco@gmail.com” <amlegco@gmail.com>, "info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk"
<info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk>, "helenawonghk@gmail.com” <helenawonghk@gmail.com>,
"eq@eqweb.hk" <eq@eqweb.hk>, "chianglaiwan@gmail.com" <chianglaiwan@gmail.com>,
"office@chungsk.com" <office@chungsk.com>, "info@tonytsewaichuen.com”
<info@tonytsewaichuen.com>

From: siu dogss <

Date: 05/05/2014 05:00PM

Cc: "info@livingislands.org.hk" <info@livingislands.org.hk>, "cb1@legco.gov.hk" <cb1@legco.gov.hk>,
dogss siu <siudogss@outlook.com>

Subject: Excessive Cost of EPD Proposed Integrated Waste Management Facility

Dear Member of the Legco Finance Committee and Public Works Sub Committee,




2 /2

| write to ask for your consideration of the concerns | have regarding the proposal by the EPD to construct
a giant incinerator on reclaimed land off Shek Kwu Chau.

The cost of the EPD proposal is excessive and wasteful — HKS18 billion for a single incinerator, including
huge land reclamation work and the destruction of natural habitats in an area of outstanding natural
beauty. Of course, the money is not a problem for Hong Kong with its huge surplus, but should the
Environment Bureau be allowed to be so wasteful of tax-payers money if it is not necessary?

Surely Government can tackle the problem of waste management in ways that are less wasteful of tax-
payers money? ‘

The EPD have consistently lied about the total tonnage of waste being recycled in Hong Kong, and they
have totally misied us with the cost of building the Organic Waste Treatment plant in North Lantau. The
current forecasts of the costs of this Project have risen far out of line with construction inflation. The
information in the EPD Blueprint for Waste Management therefore lacks all credibility and should not be
believed. The costs will simply escalate out of control and the incinerator operation may never achieve the
tonnages forecast by the EPD.

My opinion is that tax-payers money will be better spent and will realise greater value for tax-payers by
addressing the waste problems at source. Smaller-scale, fully integrated waste management facilities will
provide solutions on a district by district basis, will be more effective and more manageable, and will
encourage personal responsibility for the amounts of waste that we all produce.

I hope that you reject the EPD proposals and make the right decision for the future of Hong Kong — Asia’s
World City.

Yours sincerely

RAYMOND SIU

Members of LIVING CHEUNG CHAU

5t May, 2014




To: "wklo@engineer.com" <wklo@engineer.com>, "lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk" <lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk>,
“ikstolegco@gmail.com" <jkstolegco@gmail.com>, "kiclegco@gmail.com" <kiclegco@gmail.com>,
"elau@dphk.org" <elau@dphk.org>, "yctam@dab.org.hk" <yctam@dab.org.hk>, "arazack@netvigator.com”
<arazack@netvigator.com>, "khwong@ftulegco.org.hk" <khwong@ftulegco.org.hk>, "info@cydho.org.hk"
<info@cydho.org.hk>, "garychk@dab.org.hk" <garychk@dab.org.hk>, "leungki@leungkl.org"
<leungkl@leungkl.org>, "ipkh@dab.org.hk" <ipkh@dab.org.hk>, "contact@alanleong.net"
<contact@alanleong.net>, "albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk" <albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk>,
"legco@michaeltien.hk" <legco@michaeltien.hk>, "tpc@jamestien.com” <tpc@jamestien.com>,
"frankieyick@liberal.org.hk" <frankieyick@liberal.org.hk>, "chiwaioffice@gmail.com"
<chiwaioffice@gmail.com>, "fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com" <fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com>,
"“fkmaoffice@gmail.com"” <fkmaoffice@gmail.com>, "charlesmok@charlesmok.hk"
<charlesmok@charlesmok.hk>, "benchanlegco@gmail.com” <benchanlegco@gmail.com>,
"info@chankalok.hk" <info@chankalok.hk>, "yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk" <yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk>,
"amlegco@gmail.com" <amlegco@gmail.com>, "info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk"
<info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk>, "helenawonghk@gmail.com" <helenawonghk@gmail.com>,
"eq@eqweb.hk" <eq@eqweb.hk>, "chianglaiwan@gmail.com” <chianglaiwan@gmail.com>,
"office@chungsk.com" <office@chungsk.com>, "info@tonytsewaichuen.com”
<info@tonytsewaichuen.com>

From: Steve Quilkey <stuki2@hotmail.com>

Date: 05/05/2014 06:25PM

Cc: Living Islands <info@livingislands.org.hk>, "cb1@legco.gov.hk" <cb1@legco.gov.hk>

Subject: EPD's approach to Waste Management of great concernl

Mr. Steven Robert

Quilkey'
HKID; !

05th May 2014




2 /2
Dear Member of the Legco Finance Committee and Public Works Sub Committee
Excessive Cost of EPD Proposed Integrated Waste Management Facility

I write to ask for your consideration of the concerns | have regarding the proposal by the EPD to construct a
giant incinerator on reclaimed land off Shek Kwu Chau.

The cost of the EPD proposal is excessive and wasteful — HK$18 billion for a single incinerator, including huge
land reclamation work and the destruction of natural habitats in an area of outstanding natural beauty. Of
course, the money is not a problem for Hong Kong with its huge surplus, but should the Environment Bureau
be allowed to be so wasteful of tax-payers money if it is not necessary?

Surely Government can tackle the problem of waste management in ways that are less wasteful of tax-payers
money? ‘

The EPD have consisiently lied about the total tonnage of waste being recycled in Hong Kong, and they have
total!y misled us with the cost of building the Organic Waste Treatment plant in North Lantau. The current
forecasts of the costs of this Project have risen far out of line with construction inflation. The information in the
EPD Blueprint for Waste Management therefore lacks all credibility and should not be believed. The costs will
simply escalate out of control and the incinerator operation may never achieve the tonnages forecast by the
EPD.

My opinion is that tax-payers money will be better spent and will realise greater value for tax-payers by
addressing the waste problems at source. Smaller-scale, fully integrated waste management facilities will
provide solutions on a district by district basis, will be more effective and more manageable, and will encourage

personal responsibility for the amounts of waste that we all produce.

I hope that you reject the EPD proposals and make the right decision for the future of Hong Kong — Asia’s
World City.

Yours sincerely
Steven Robert Quilkey

HKID;




To: wklo@engineer.com, lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk, jkstolegco@gmail.com, kiclegco@gmail.com,
elau@dphk.org, yctam@dab.org.hk, arazack@netvigator.com, khwong@ftulegco.org.hk,
info@cydho.org.hk, garychk@dab.org.hk, leungkl@leungkl.org, ipkh@dab.org.hk, contact@alanleong.net,
albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk, legco@michaeltien.hk, toc@jamestien.com, frankieyick@liberal.org.hk,
chiwaioffice@gmail.com, fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com, fkmaoffice@gmail.com,
charlesmok@charlesmok.hk, benchanlegco@gmail.com, info@chankalok.hk, yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk,
amlegco@gmail.com, info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk, helenawonhk@gmail.com, eq@eqweb.hk,
chianglaiwan@®amail com nffice@chungsk.com, info@tonytsewaichuen.com

From:

Date: 05/06/2014 09:02AM

Cc: ch1@legco.gov.hk

Subject: Re: IWMF phase 1 proposal should be rejected based on clear project management perspectives

Dear Honourable Members of the Public Works Subcommittee

Our organisation urges you to reject the current proposal by the
Director of Environmental Protection (DEP), which is supported by the
Secretary for the Environment, to upgrade 177DR to Category A at an
estimated cost of $18,245.7 million in money-of-the-day (MOD) prices for
the design and construction of the integrated waste management
facilities (IWMF) phase 1. [PWSC (2014-15) 7]

Since last writing to you on 14 April our position has not changed. We
are still urging you to reject the current proposal.

Our current lack of support for the proposal is based on a number of
concerns that are directly related to the poor design of the current
proposal which lacks a truly integrated waste management approach. We
previously outlined to you 7 areas of project management that clearly
show this current proposal can be significantly improved upon using
suggestions and approaches presented elsewhere by government




departments, community groups, professional bodies, chambersgs of commerce
and individuals.

We are extremely disappointed that basically none of these suggestions
and approaches have been assessed in any meaningful way by either EPD or
ENB.

Our organization believes it would be irresponsible for any legislator
to approve the current approach that you are being asked to vote on.

We are more than willing to meet with anyone of you to hear your
concerns and to outline alternatives which can help HK have a truly
world leading approach to waste management rather than the proposed
approach which is just building bigger burning infrastructure than other
countries and making larger piles of waste.

Regards

Dr Merrin Pearse

Chairman

Living Islands Movement
http://www.livingislands.org.hk

On 2014-04-14 08:39, infoe@livingislands.org.hk wrote:
Dear Honourable Members of the Public Works Subcommittee,

Our organisation urges you to reject the current proposal by the
Director of Environmental Protection (DEP), which is supported by the
Secretary for the Environment, to upgrade 177DR to Category A at an
estimated cost of $18,245.7 million in money-of-the-day (MOD) prices
for the design and construction of the integrated waste management
facilities (IWMF) phase 1. [PWSC(2014-15)7]

While the Panel on Environmental Affairs has now approved (by 9 votes
to 6) the same basic ENB proposal to “burn and bury” our waste that
they rejected approximately 2 years ago, we urge you not to blindly
follow their approval which is meant to have been based on
environmental concerns. We believe that the 9 members of the EA Panel
who voted in favour have clearly shown their lack of concern for the
natural environment of Hong Kong.

As members of the Public Works committee, where your expertise is more
on project management and engineering solutions, you should see that
the current proposal to extend 3 landfills and build a mega
incinerator does not solve the problem we are facing with Municipal
Solid Waste (MSW) in the most timely or financially responsible way.

We urge you to reject the current proposal based on the clear project
management perspectives of:

- Timing:
building the incinerator next to Shek Kwu Chau (SKC) will take many
more years than the alternative site of the Tsang Tsui Ash Lagoons.

- Cost:

selecting a site that does not require reclamation would significantly
reduce the cost of the project. The difference in costs has been
estimated to be the equivalent of building a new hospital ($2.5
Billion for the recently opened Tung Chung Hospital)

- Technology:

the current proposal contains no practical proposal for mechanically
sorting the majority of our waste before it is either sent to a
landfill or incinerator. The proposed SKC pilot sorting plant will
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only be able to handle about 2% of the total MSW

- Performance Measure:

There are no performance incentives within the proposal for the
government to implement meaningful recycling services. How can you
trust the government to implement the recycling services once you have
approved the “bury and burn” based proposal?

- Inefficient Land Use:

The land area of the existing landfills sites should be used as
Integrated Waste Management Facilities (IWMF) rather than being only
used for landfill. An IWMF should include building multi-storey waste
sorting facilities to separately identify recyclables, organics and
hazardous materials.

- Private Sector Competition:

There have been numerous offers from the business sector over the
yvears to help solve the waste issue from a commercial perspective.
These have included offers to take 1/3 of the current MSW to piloting
of the very latest thermal treatment technology.

- Risk Management:

How can building one mega incinerator operated by one company out in
the ocean provide contingency measures if this single plant has
operational issues. Surely multiple smaller IWMF's located around HK
can truly represent a balanced spatial distribution of Waste
Management Facilities and provide superior operational risk
management.

Regards

Dr Merrin Pearse

Chairman

Living Islands Movement
http://www.livingislands.oxg.hk
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To: wklo@engineer.com, lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk, jkstolegco@gmail.com, kiclegco@gmail.com,
elau@dphk.org, yctam@dab.org.hk, arazack@netvigator.com, khwong@ftulegco.org.hk,
info@cydho.org.hk, garychk@dab.org.hk, leungkl@leungkl.org, ipkh@dab.org.hk, contact@alanieong.net,
albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk, legco@michaeltien.hk, tpc@jamestien.com, frankieyick@liberal.org.hk,
chiwaioffice@gmail.com, fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com, fkmaoffice@gmail.com,
charlesmok@charlesmok.hk, benchanlegco@gmail.com, info@chankalok.hk, yhchan@ftulegco org.hk,
amlegco@gmail.com, info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk, helenawonghk@gmail.com, eq@eqweb.hk,
chianglaiwan@gmail.com. office@chunask.com, info@tonytsewaichuen.com

From: Andrew Hockings

Date: 05/06/2014 12:13PM

Cc: info@livingislands.org.hk, cb1@legco.gov.hk

Subject: Very concerned with EPD's approach to Effective Waste Management

Andrew Hockings

Hong Kong

HKID: §

6th May 2014.
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Dear Member of the Public Works Sub Committee
EPD Proposed Incinerator for Shek Kwu Chau

| write to express my concern for Hong Kong regarding the lack of effective strategies for managing waste in
the SAR. It is indeed sad and disappointing that the Environment Bureau has not come up with a holistic
approach to the SAR’s waste problems, preferring instead the easy option of “just burn it all — problem solved!”

The Environment Bureau proposal for dealing with Hong Kong's waste problem does not represent an
integrated process for our waste — despite the IWMF name they have given it. They are taking the easy and
most expensive option which will involve minimal waste sorting and mass incineration of unsorted waste. There
will be no incentive to reduce waste or sort waste if it is all going to be dumped in the furnace for disposal,
regardless of the damage this does to the environment, air quality and human health.

Other countries, notably Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, have implemented effective processes for waste
reduction at source, have applied waste charging where appropriate, encouraged practices for sorting of
recyclables, are dealing effectively with recovered recyclables, and only as a last resort do they finally dispose
of residual waste by landfill or thermal treatment? Hong Kong is lagging way behind these and other Asian
countries in effectively dealing with its recyclable waste — and it appears that years of inactivity by the
Environment Bureau are to blame. We are in the situation we are in because of a failure to act responsibly to
manage waste. Why is it so difficult for the EPD? Building a huge incinerator will only benefit the construction
industry and the operator of the plant. The people of Hong Kong will not benefit from this.

Why is it so difficult to implement effective waste sorting at high-rise housing estates? Are certain departments
obstructing waste management solutions because it is “too hard” for them to do anything about it? Waste can
be smelly and unpleasant, but dealing with waste at source and applying effective sorting and recovery of
recyclables is the right thing to do, and it can be done.

I urge you to reject the EPD proposals for Incineration. Hong Kong deserves better than this.
Yours sincerely,

Andrew Hockings.




To: wklo@engineer.com, Icc.ntw@dab.org.hk, jkstolegco@gmail.com, kiclegco@gmail.com,
elau@dphk.org, yctam@dab.org.hk, arazack@netvigator.com, khwong@ftulegco.org.hk,
info@cydho.org.hk, garychk@dab.org.hk, leungkl@leungkl.org, ipkh@dab.org.hk, contact@alanleong.net,
albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk, legco@michaeltien.hk, tpc@jamestien.com, frankieyick@liberal.org.hk,
chiwaioffice@gmail.com, fankwokwaioffice @gmail.com, fkmaoffice@gmail.com,
charlesmok@charlesmok.hk, benchanlegco@gmail.com, info@chankalok.hk, yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk,
amlegco@gmail.com, info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk, helenawonghk@gmail.com, eq@eqweb.hk,
chianglaiwan@gmail.com, office@chunask.com, info@tonytsewaichuen.com

From: Andrew Hockings >

Date: 05/06/2014 12:15PM

Cc: info@livingislands.org.hk, cb1@legco.gov.hk

Subject: Concerned with Climate Change and Health of EPD's approach to Waste Management

Sarah Britton

Hong Kong
HKID:

6th May, 2014
Dear Member of the Public Works Sub Committee
EPD Proposed Integrated Waste Management Facility

I am writing to you to express my deep concern regarding the proposed Incinerator for which the
Environmental Protection Department needs your approval before proceeding.
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My main concerns are on the impacts on Climate Change and Human Heaith.

There are two levels of concern. Firstly, it is estimated that for every one tonne of waste that is incinerated, one
tonne of carbon dioxide is released into the atmosphere. This means three thousand tonnes of CO2 will be
released every day from the giant incinerator, according to EPD estimates of waste to be incinerated. Whilst
not immediately threatening to human health, there is no doubt that this will have a negative effect on climate
change. Should Hong Kong be endorsing this kind of approach when there are other less damaging options
available?

My second concern is that the EPD proposal takes insufficient account of the Hong Kong AQO. Are there any
statistics to prove scientifically exactly what toxins will be emitted from the Incinerator? Have the EPD
compared the forecast emissions with the 2012 AQQ's? If so, will they be kind enough to share the figures with
us all? It is a fact that moving grate incinerators do emit toxic elements into the atmosphere. It is interesting
that the Government Medical Department have not so far expressed any opinion on this matter regarding the
impacts of the Incinerator releasing dioxins and particulates into the atmosphere. One wonders how many
premature deaths are "acceptable” to Hong Kong as a consequence of large scale moving-grate incineration.

On 16t April 2012, the EPD produced a Discussion Paper for the Panel on Environment Affairs Sub
Committee on Improving Air Quality. The purpose of the Paper was to seek “the views of Members on the
proposed new Air Quality Objectives (AQOs) and air quality improvement measures for achieving these new
Objectives”. The Paper did not mention Incineration as a contributory cause of deteriorating air quality, but
under the heading of Economic Implications, sections 11 and 12 discuss;

“The delivery of the proposed new AQOs and the air quality improvement measures
would help combat air pollution, thereby improving quality of life, reducing medical cost
and indirectly raising labour productivily. The consultant estimates that abouf 4,200
unnecessary hospital admissions and 7,400 statistical life years would be saved each
year (or an improved average life expectancy of around one month for the entire
population) upon attainment of the proposed new AQQs[2]. Other health benefits, such as
less people contracting asthma or other respiratory diseases, would also be expected. In
addition, better air quality and visibility would help attract more tourists and foreign
investments, and are conducive to attracting talents to stay and work in Hong
Kong. All these would contribute to reinforcing our position as a world city and leading
international business hub. The proposal would also facilitate further collaboraltive efforts
with Guangdong in improving regional air quality and the development of environmental
industry in the region.

The impacts of individual proposed air quality improvement measures, which have (o be
assessed on a case-by-case basis, would be felt differently by different sectors of the
economy. In particular, the more stringent standards and requirements to comply with the
proposed AQOs would incur implementation costs for various businesses and raise their
operating costs. Moreover, the proposed AQOs would raise the standards required
for obtaining the EIA approval for infrastructural projects, which may lead fo higher

mitigation costs in order to comply with the standards. The consultant nevertheless
advises that for indicative purpose, the annualized cost incurred by the public for
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implementing the proposed Phase | air quality improvement measures would be about
HK$ 596 million. This is, however, significantly lower than the anticipated benefit of HK$
1,228 million per year due to the improvement of public health.”

The EIA Report for Incineration was carried out before the AQQO’s were revised. Does this mean that
emissions from the Incinerator will not have to comply with the revised AQO’s?

With the greatest of respect, | would ask that you reject the EPD proposal for incineration and insist that they
carry-out proper evaluation of the waste issues and come up with a strategy that does not cause more damage
to Hong Kong and her residents.

Yours sincerely

Sarah Britton.




To: <wklo@engineer.com>, <lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk>, <jkstolegco@gmail.com>, <klclegco@gmail.com>,
<elau@dphk.org>, <yctam@dab.org.hk>, <arazack@netvigator.com>, <khwong@ftulegco.org.hk>,
<info@cydho.org.hk>, <garychk@dab.org.hk>, <leungkl@leungkl.org>, <ipkh@dab.org.hk>,
<contact@alanleong.net>, <albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk>, <legco@michaeltien.hk>,
<tpc@jamestien.com>, <frankieyick@liberal.org.hk>, <chiwaioffice@gmail.com>,
<fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com>, <fkmaoffice@gmail.com>, <charlesmok@charlesmok.hk>,
<benchanlegco@gmail.com>, <info@chankalok.hk>, <yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk>, <amlegco@gmail.com>,
<info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk>, <helenawonghk@gmail.com>, <eq@eqweb.hk>,
<chianglaiwan@gmail.com>, <office@chungsk.com>, <info@tonytsewaichuen.com>

From: WasteHK info -

Date: 05/06/2014 12:48°M

Cc: <ch1@legco.gov.hk>

Subject: HK's Waste does have a "Plan B"

Dear Hon Members of the Public Works Subcommittee

We hope that during the time since our last email on 14 April you have taken the time to look
at the "Plan B" options for HK's waste management (http://wastehk.org/2014/03/14/our-
submission-to-ea-panel-the-need-for-plan-b/).

If you have then you will see that there are many options for the HK Government to
significantly improve their approach to Waste Management. With this knowledge we hope you
will request that the HK Government withdraws their current plan and comes back with a truly
Integrated Waste Management Solution.

Regards
Members of the Integrated Waste Management Action Group
www.,wastehk.org
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---- On Mon, 14 Apr 2014 17:19:18 -0700 WasteHK Info . wrote ----

Dear Hon Members of the Public Works Subcommittee

Our group is very concerned with the Government approach to solving HK's
waste issue. The ENB and EPD seem to be only promoting a partial solution
that is based on the same approach they have been talking about for
decades. Attached is what we call "Plan B", which is a viable alternative that
could solve more of the waste issue for a similar or smaller budget in a similar
or shorter timeframe. '

This proposal has formed the basis of an application to the TPB
(http://www.info.gov.hk/tpb/en/plan_application/Y |-SKC_1.html) and also a
submission the Panel on Environmental Affairs (copies attached in both
English and Chinese).

We urge you to reject the current proposal at the meeting tomorrow morning
and request the Government to seriously assess the suggestions raised in the
attached submission.

Regards
Members of the Integrated Waste Management Action Group.
www.wastehk.org




To: "wklo@engineer.com” <wklo@engineer.com>, "lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk" <lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk>,
"ikstolegco@gmail.com” <jkstolegco@gmail.com>, "kiclegco@gmail.com” <kiclegco@gmail.com>,
"elau@dphk.org" <elau@dphk.org>, "yctam@dab.org.hk" <yctam@dab.org.hk>, "arazack@netvigator.com"
<arazack@netvigator.com>, "khwong@ftulegco.org.hk" <khwong@ftulegco.org.hk>, "info@cydho.org.hk"
<info@cydho.org.hk>, "garychk@dab.org.hk" <garychk@dab.org.hk>, "leungkl@leungkl.org"
<leungki@leungkl.org>, "ipkh@dab.org.hk" <ipkh@dab.org.hk>, "contact@alanleong.net"
<contact@alanleong.net>, "albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk" <albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk>,
"legco@michaeltien.hk" <legco@michaeltien.hk>, "tpc@jamestien.com” <tpc@jamestien.com>,
"frankieyick@liberal.org.hk" <frankieyick@liberal.org.hk>, "chiwaioffice@gmail.com"
<chiwaioffice@gmail.com>, FAN Kwok-wai Gary <fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com>, "fkmaoffice@gmail.com"
<fkmaoffice@gmail.com>, "charlesmok@charlesmok.hk" <charlesmok@charlesmok.hk>,
"penchanlegco@gmail.com" <benchanlegco@gmail.com>, "info@chankalok.hk" <info@chankalok.hk>,
"vhchan@ftulegeo.org.hk" <yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk>, "amlegco@gmail.com" <amlegco@gmail.com>,
"info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk" <info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk>, "helenawonghk@gmail.com"
<helenawonghk@gmail.com>, Elizabeth Quat <eq@eqgweb.hk>, "chianglaiwan@gmail.com”
<chianglaiwan@gmail.com>, "office@chungsk.com” <office@chungsk.com>, “info@tonytsewaichuen.com”
<info@tonytsewaichuen.com>. "cb1@legco.gov.hk" <cb1@legco.gov.hk>

From: Paul Melsom <-
Date: 05/07/2014 06:47AM
Subject: Finless Porpoise off Shek Kwu Chau

(See attached file: Submission from Paul Melsom RE Planning Department works Shek Kwu Chau
reclamation.docx) )

Please do not let the Finless Porpoise become locally extinct
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Finless Porpoises habitat -Shek Kwu Chau

6 May 2014

| appeal to the Legislators to investigate the impact that the reclamation
works and the long term effects of the Integrated waste management facility
(IWMF) will have on the Finless porpoise population whose habitat lies
off Shek Kwu Chau and South Lantau.

Only two weeks ago | went on a research boat trip to south Lantau and Shek
Kwu Chau and we saw an estimated 40 Finless porpoises in the waters
around the Soko Islands and in the waters off Shek Kwu Chau which is the
exact same location designated for the reclamation for the IWMF(otherwise
known as the incinerator).

It was wonderful to see these mammals who are very important as top
predators to help maintain a healthy marine habitat.

Finless porpoises are designated as a rare species with a status as
vulnerable on IUCN red list and in Hong Kong an important part of their
habitat is recognised and known as that being in same location as the
proposed reclamation for the IWMF next to Shek Kwu Chau.

It appears the relevant Government Departments of the Agricultural,
Fisheries and Conservation Department (AFCD) and the Environmental
Protection Department (EPD) have conveniently and adequately failed to
notify the legislators that if the reclamation along with the IWMF (incinerator)
goes ahead then this will bring about catastrophic consequences for these
mammals and could lead to their local extinction. We have already seen the
consequences of what has happened to the Pink Dolphin population and it is
already evident that there is a rapid decline in their reported sightings due to
the construction of the Hong Kong —Zhuhai- Macau Bridge.

| appeal to the Legislators to investigate the impact that the reclamation
works along with the long term effects of the incinerator will have on the
Finless porpoise population whose habitat lies off South Lantau
particularly off Shek Kwu Chau.

For information on the Hong Kong Finless Porpoise please refer to the
booklet on the Finless Porpoise that were distributed during the Public
presentation meeting.

Why should such a wonderful animal like this that has been here for millions of years which lives in the
pristine quiet waters off Shek Kwu Chau be put a at such risk of extinction in just a few years due
to Government incompetence and laziness.
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Thank you for reading this,

Paul Melsom Eco-educator and Conservationist




Submission from Paul Melsom Eco-educator and Conservationist

Finless Porpoises habitat -Shek Kwu Chau

6 May 2014

| appeal to the Legislators to investigate the impact that the reclamation works
and the long term effects of the Integrated waste management facility(IWMF) will
have on the Finless porpoise population whose habitat lies off Shek Kwu Chau
and South Lantau.

Only two weeks ago | went on a research boat trip to south Lantau and Shek Kwu
Chau and we saw an estimated 40 Finless porpoises in the waters around the
Soko Islands and in the waters off Shek Kwu Chau which is the exact same
location designated for the reclamation for the IWMF(otherwise known as the
incinerator).

Finless porpoises are designated as a rare species with a status as vulnerable on
IUCN red list and in Hong Kong an important part of their habitat is recognised
and known as that being in same location as the proposed reclamation for the
IWMF next to Shek Kwu Chau.

It appears the relevant Government Departments of the Agricultural, Fisheries
and Conservation Department (AFCD) and the Environmental Protection
Department (EPD) have conveniently and adequately failed to notify the
legislators that if the reclamation along with the IWMF (incinerator) goes ahead
then this will bring about catastrophic consequences for these mammals and
could lead to their local extinction. We have already seen the consequences of
what has happened to the Pink Dolphin population and it is already evident that
there is a rapid decline in their reported sightings due to the construction of the
Hong Kong —Zhuhai- Macau Bridge.

| appeal to the Legislators to investigate the impact that the reclamation works
along with the long term effects of the incinerator will have on the Finless
porpoise population whose habitat lies off South Lantau particularly off Shek

Kwu Chau.




For information on the Hong Kong Finless Porpoise please refer to the booklet on
the Finless Porpoise that were distributed during the Public presentation
meeting.




To: "wklo@engineer.com" <wklo@engineer.com>, "lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk" <lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk>,
"ikstolegco@gmail.com" <jkstolegco@gmail.com>, "kiclegco@gmail.com” <kiclegco@gmail.com>,
"elau@dphk.org" <elau@dphk.org>, "yctam@dab.org.hk" <yctam@dab.org.hk>, "arazack@netvigator.com"
<arazack@netvigator.com>, "khwong@ftulegco.org.hk" <khwong@ftulegco.org.hk>, "info@cydho.org.hk"
<info@cydho.org.hk>, "garychk@dab.org.hk" <garychk@dab.org.hk>, "leungki@leungkl.org”
<leungkl@leungkl.org>, "ipkh@dab.org.hk" <ipkh@dab.org.hk>, "contact@alanleong.net"
<contact@alanleong.net>, "albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk" <albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk>,
"legco@michaeltien.hk" <legco@michaeltien.hk>, "tpc@jamestien.com” <tpc@jamestien.com>,
“frankieyick@liberal.org.hk" <frankieyick@liberal.org.hk>, "chiwaioffice@gmail.com”
<chiwaioffice@gmail.com>, "fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com" <fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com>,
“fkmaoffice@gmail.com" <fkmaoffice@gmail.com>, "charlesmok@charlesmok.hk"
<charlesmok@charlesmok.hk>, "benchanlegco@gmail.com" <benchanlegco@gmail.com>,
"info@chankalok.hk" <info@chankalok.hk>, "yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk" <yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk>,
"amlegco@gmail.com" <amlegco@gmail.com>, "info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk"
<info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk>, "helenawonghk@gmail.com” <helenawonghk@gmail.com>,
"eq@eqweb.hk" <eq@eqweb.hk>, "chianglaiwan@gmail.com” <chianglaiwan@gmail.com>,
"office@chungsk.com" <office@chungsk.com>, "info@tonytsewaichuen.com"
<info@tonytsewaichuen.com>

From: Hitop

Date: 05/07/2014 08:58AM

Cc: "info@livingislands.org.hk" <info@livingislands.org.hk>, "cb1@legco.gov.hk" <cb1@legco.gov.hk>
Subject; Very concerned with EPD's approach to Waste Management

Attention. Member of the Public Works Sub Committee

Proposed Incinerator for Hong Kong
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Dear Member of the Public Works Sub Committee,

As a Hong Kong resident, I am extremely concerned about the environmental impacts
of the proposed Incinerator in Shek Kwu Chau.

The location is too concentrated and too vulnerable against/due to,

Natural Disaster 1. Earthquake and/or Tsunami
Natural Disaster 2: Typhoon

Human Disaster: Ferry Accident

Progress of New Technology

No Contingent Plan

DA W=

Once any disaster 1-3 has happened, the risk is catastrophically to environment which will
take for a long time to

recover.

New technology for the incinerator enhances year by year to the remarkable level. If we
have only one plant, we have more difficulties renew it and to catch up.

The combination of smaller scale utilising existing facilities will provide various
contingent plans in case of any failure occurred in any of plants.

Be closer to the sources waste and existing landfill sites.
Please make a right decision for the future of Hong Kong and Hong Kong people.

Yours sincerely,
Hitomi Sugino: §
HK




To: wklo@engineer.com, lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk, jkstolegco@gmail.com, kiclegco@gmail.com,
elau@dphk.org, yctam@dab.org.hk, arazack@netvigator.com, khwong@ftulegco.org.hk,
info@cydho.org.hk, garychk@dab.org.hk, leungki@leungkl.org, ipkh@dab.org.hk, contact@alanleong.net,
albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk, legco@michaeltien.hk, tpc@jamestien.com, frankieyick@liberal.org.hk,
chiwaioffice@gmail.com, fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com, fkmaoffice@gmail.com,
charlesmok@charlesmok.hk, benchanlegco@gmail.com, info@chankalok.hk, yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk,
amlegco@gmail.com, info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk, helenawonhk@gmail.com, eq@eqweb.hk,
chianglaiwan@gmail.com, office@chungsk.com, info@tonytsewaichuen.com

From: ¢

Date: 05/06/2014 09:02AM

Cc: cb1@legco.gov.hk

Subject: Re: IWMF phase 1 proposal should be rejected based on clear project management perspectives

Dear Honourable Members of the Public Works Subcommittee

Our organisation urges you to reject the current proposal by the
Director of Environmental Protection (DEP), which is supported by the
Secretary for the Environment, to upgrade 177DR to Category A at an
estimated cost of $18,245.7 million in money-of-the-day (MOD) prices for
the design and construction of the integrated waste management
facilities (IWMF) phase 1. [PWSC(2014-15)7]

Since last writing to you on 14 April our position has not changed. We
are still urging you to reject the current proposal.

Our current lack of support for the proposal is based on a number of
concerns that are directly related to the poor design of the current
proposal which lacks a truly integrated waste management approach. We
previously outlined to you 7 areas of project management that clearly
show this current proposal can be significantly improved upon using
suggestions and approaches presented elsewhere by government




departments, community groups, professional bodies, chambers of commerce
and individuals.

We are extremely disappointed that basically none of these suggestions
and approaches have been assessed in any meaningful way by either EPD or
ENB.

Our organization believes it would be irresponsible for any legislator
to approve the current approach that you are being asked to vote on.

We are more than willing to meet with anyone of you to hear your
concerns and to outline alternatives which can help HK have a truly
world leading approach to waste management rather than the proposed
approach which is just building kigger burning infrastructure than other
countries and making larger piles of waste.

Regards

Dr Merrin Pearse

Chairman

Living Islands Movement
http://www.livingislands.org.hk

On 2014-04-14 08:39, info@livingislands.org.hk wrote:
Dear Honourable Members of the Public Works Subcommittee,

Our organisation urges you to reject the current proposal by the
Director of Environmental Protection (DEP), which is supported by the
Secretary for the Environment, to upgrade 177DR to Category A at an
estimated cost of $18,245.7 million in money-of-the-day (MOD) prices
for the design and construction of the integrated waste management
facilities (IWMF) phase 1. [PWSC(2014-15)7]

While the Panel on Environmental Affairs has now approved (by 9 votes
to 6) the same basic ENB proposal to “burn and bury” our waste that
they rejected approximately 2 years ago, we urge you not to blindly
follow their approval which is meant to have been based on
environmental concerns. We believe that the 9 members of the EA Panel
who voted in favour have clearly shown their lack of concern for the
natural environment of Hong Kong.

As members of the Public Works committee, where your expertise is more
on project management and engineering solutions, you should see that
the current proposal to extend 3 landfills and build a mega
incinerator does not solve the problem we are facing with Municipal
Solid Waste (MSW) in the most timely or financially responsible way.

We urge you to reject the current proposal based on the clear project
management perspectives of:

- Timing:
building the incinerator next to Shek Kwu Chau (SKC) will take many
more years than the alternative site of the Tsang Tsui Ash Lagoons.

- Cost:

selecting a site that does not require reclamation would significantly
reduce the cost of the project. The difference in costs has been
estimated to be the equivalent of building a new hospital ($2.5
Billion for the recently opened Tung Chung Hospital)

- Technology:

the current proposal contains no practical proposal for mechanically
sorting the majority of our waste before it is either sent to a
landfill or incinerator. The proposed SKC pilot sorting plant will
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only be able to handle about 2% of the total MSW

- Performance Measure:

There are no performance incentives within the proposal for the
government to implement meaningful recycling services. How can you
trust the government to implement the recycling services once you have
approved the “bury and burn” based proposal?

- Inefficient Land Use:

The land area of the existing landfills sites should be used as
Integrated Waste Management Facilities (IWMF) rather than being only
used for landfill. An IWMF should include building multi-storey waste
sorting facilities to separately identify recyclables, organics and
hazardous materials.

- Private Sector Competition:

There have been numerous offers from the business sector over the
vears to help solve the waste issue from a commercial perspective.
These have included offers to take 1/3 of the current MSW to piloting
of the very latest thermal treatment technology.

- Risk Management:

How can building one mega incinerator operated by one company out in
the ocean provide contingency measures if thig single plant has
operational issues. Surely multiple smaller IWMF’'s located around HK
can truly represent a balanced spatial distribution of Waste
Management Facilities and provide superior operational risk
management.

Regards

Dr Merrin Pearse

Chairman

Living Islands Movement
http://www.livingislands.org.hk

3/ 3
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From: Serafina Cheung 4iiEEEIE 1
To: f_pwsc@legco.gov.hk

Date: Tuesday, May 06, 2014 11:51PM

Subject: Fwd: Plea for Recycling Education and Action - Reject the Mega Incinerator and 2
Remaining Landfill Extensions

History: = This message has been forwarded.

For the Attention: Members, Officials and Officers of the Legco Public Works Committee

Re: Submission against the Proposed Mega Incinerator and the Extensions to the
WENT and SENT Landfills

Please note that our submission has already been circulated to members of the PWSC

Please enter our submission in the records of the proceedings of the PWSC. Permission id
given for these contents to be displayed for public and press access and use.

Thanks for Kind Attention

Seraphina Cheung
Secretary General

Anesidora Nature and Eco Education Association Ltd.
Dear Sir/Madam,

Please note that this sub

—————————— Forwarded message ----------

From: Serafina Cheungm

Date: Sun, May 4, 2014 at 11:53 PM

Subject: Plea for Recyc!ing Education and Action - Reject the Mega Incinerator and 2
Remaining Landfill Extensions

To: wklo@engineer.com, lcc.ntw@dab.org.hk, ikstolegco@amail.com, kiclegco@gmail.com,
elau@dphk.org, yctam@dab.org.hk, arazack@netvigator.com, khwong@ftulegco.org.hk,
info@cydho.org.hk, garychk@dab.org.hk, leungkl@leungki.org, ipkh@dab.org.hk,
contact@alanleong.net, albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk, legco@michaeltien.hk,
tpc@jamestien.com, frankieyvick@liberal.org.hk, chiwaioffice@gmail.com,
fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com, fkmaoffice@gmail.com, charlesmok@charlesmok.hk,
benchanlegco@gmail.com, info@chankalok.hk, yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk, amlegco@gmail.com,
info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk, helenawonghk@gmail.com, eq@eqweb.hk,
chianglaiwan@gmail.com, office@chungsk.com, info@tonytsewaichuen.com

Dear Sir and Madam Sub-Committee Member ,

Thank you in advance for your kind attention to our submission.

Please see especially the attached recent Speech by the Nobel
Prize winner Professor Joseph Stiglitz at the Macau MIECF the
end of this e-mail. These videos require attention but will hopefully
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give you a view that is position and life changing. This is not just a
matter of the government and petty party politics.

Please also find below our submission for the Meeting of the Public
Works Sub-Committee on Wednesday 7 May 2014. This is against
the proposals for a Mega Incinerator and the landfill Extensions to
the WENT and SENT Landfills. The objections are: No Proper
Comprehensive Recycling; Global Warming Gases and Pollutant
Emissions, replacing the Waste Problem with a Global Warming
Climate Change and Health Threat Problems; Unnecessary,
Inefficient and Costly Proposals that Mislead and Misrepresent,
instead of Creating a Zero Waste Zero Pollution Society.

Re: Comprehensive 'Carbon to Ground' Recycling Education
and Action can and should replace both the Mega Incinerator
and Landfill Extensions, in a Shorter Time-scale, at Lower
Cost, for 90% of the Waste currently sent to Landfills , in a
Sustainable Manner .

We wish to make the strongest representations against both the
- proposals for funding of the Mega Incinerator and the remaining Two
Landfill Extensions at the WENT and SENT Landfills.

We consider that both these proposals are completely unnecessary,
irrational, unreasonable, irresponsible and unconscionable.
The proposals are perverse and against all the evidence of the trend
to official recycling as the most efficient and effective way of dealing
with waste in most developed countries. The effective official
recycling rate in Hong Kong is estimated to be effectively
zero. This has been highlighted by the Green Wall erected

around 'Dirty Hong Kong' by Shenzhen to stop 'fake recycling' of
dirty plastics waste smuggled to China through and from Hong Kong.

It is brought to members attention that in Europe 510 million people
will no longer send food or green waste and recyclables to
either incineration or landfills by the mandatory deadline date
of 2020. By the same date 2020 San Francisco and Taiwan will hit
zero waste targets with 100% recycling of all waste. California will
hitan 80% recycling rate and create 30,000 new jobs in the recycling
and related bio-economy sectors.

Yet Hong Kong is proposing to build a Mega Carbon to Air Incinerator
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and operate Landfill Extensions long after the same date at
stupendous cost. Separation at Source methods with simple digital
bar-coded biodegradable bags and affirmative waste charging. i.e.
no charge for waste properly separated and only for that not
properly separated, is widely proven with over 60 million people in
Italy and Spain now using this 'mature' system for up to 85 %
recycling rates in 3 years of operation.

Recent visits to Hong Kong and articles by a Dutch delegation and
the Dutch Chamber of Commerce have highlighted this position.
Figures for recycling in Holland are between 68% and 80%. Figures
for waste sent to landfills is between 2% and 4%. Waste to
incineration 16%.These figures show the direction correlation
between recycling and waste sent to landfills. By 2020 Holland, with
the implementation of the new EC standards of no recyclables and
food and green waste being sent to either landfills and incineration,
will close its remaining landfills and the reduced feedstock will most
likely close its remaining dated incinerators due to the lack of any
legal feedstock . This is a similar experience to Japan, where
incinerator feedstock has directly declined with the increase in
rigorous recycling rates. Combustion replaces a waste problem
with a global warming gases and health threatening pollution
problem. '

We already have disastrous and dangerous air pollution affecting the
health of all the people, and especially long term, the children, of
Hong Kong. These 'carbon to air' proposals will put further massive
amounts of global warming gases, heat and health damaging
pollutants to air.

We now wish to bring to your attention the complete lack of
comprehensive recycling education and action in our society and
community.

It is our proposition that comprehensive recycling education
and action using proven 'carbon to ground' techniques would
be a major component of the solution to Hong Kong's waste.
Our waste should be viewed as a valuable community
resource opportunity not as a waste problem.

Our plea submission is therefore summarised below:
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Pandora Hong Kong - A Plea for Comprehensive Recycling
Education and Action to the Members of Legco Public Works
Sub-Committee and the Chief Executive

For time almost beyond memory our waste has been black bagged and taken
to landfills. A total official silence has existed on the different methods
available to stop, separate and recycle waste. In effect a policy of 'no
recycling." Waste charging tests continue this silence with no mention of the
crucial recycling requirement 'separation at source'. This omission can only be
intentional and raises basic questions. Why has our society been kept so
uninformed for so long on waste separation and recycling? Why has there
been no rigorous education and training to transform public perception to
waste as a valuable community resource? Who benefits from this inaction?
Would intensive separation and recycling schemes make the proposed
incinerator and landfill extensions unnecessary?

Anesidora (From the Earth - The alternative name
for Pandora) Nature and Eco Education Association
Ltd. has been set up to promote recycling education
and training, the 'missing’' soft infrastructure to
support a 'Think Green, Go Clean and Live

Cool' Hong Kong. This recycling education would
be directly integrated with 18 district recycling

schemes for the main waste categories: food and
green organic, recyclables and construction, 90% of
our waste. Recycling economies create good jobs,
result in no waste being sent to landfills or for
incineration, and stop harmful global warming gas

and pollution emissions.
Our hidden resources:

Students: 830,000 full-time primary, secondary
and tertiary students. Most never visit the country
side, experience nature or even see the stars. They
need at least a week each year ONE WORLD
(Outdoor, Nature and Eco) education in our
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remaining country side. These students would be a
powerful resource to protect and transform Hong
Kong's future, with practical experience to nurture
social caring, vision, innovation and creativity.

People: 2.2 million households and 3.85 million
workers in 18 Districts. Everyone should receive 8
or 9 R's education for participation and
commitment. Rethink, Redesign, Relearn, Retrain,
Remove, Reduce, Reuse and Recycle; Be
Responsible. People are our greatest resource for
the future 'Get all their brains in the game'.

Mr and Mrs Leung, during the Chief Executive
Election you told us of your green interests. If you
really 'Love Nature, the Country-Side and Hong
Kong', please immediately rethink and change
direction. We urgently need comprehensive
recycling education and action. Stop the
unsustainable, unnecessary, expensive,
irresponsible and unconscionable incinerator and
landfill extensions. Please be responsible. Separate
at source and recycle.

Dear Members, your decision will effect the long-
term future of Hong Kong for at least 30 years.

See the compelling and inspiring speech and
question session on the subject of Equality and
Environmental Justice by the famous Nobel Prize
Winning Economist Joseph Stiglitz at the recent
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Macau International Environment Convention and
Forum (MIECF).

It is well worth viewing and may make you change
your mind to create a Green, Clean and Sustainable
Future. Party Politics must be put aside for the sake
of nature, our environment and eco-system. Hong
Kong and China urgently need to be transformed to
help save our Planet Earth. Its the only one we
have. This is Pandora Hong Kong and the Battle for
Our Environment and Eco-System is Right Now. Its
dying in front of our eyes. ~

Please spend the time to watch it could be life
changing !

1. Speech 48 minutes https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hopeykhu4Kw

2. Interview https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zxbuiKiSMFO

This plea is particularly made to the DAB Party and
its members on the Public works Sub-Committee.
Please change your policy stance on this matter to
support the health, environment and future of both
the people of Hong Kong and China. The Chinese
leadership have already committed to the course of
action proposed by Professor Stiglitz. Why should
Hong Kong be left out of a clean, green and healthy
future. Elections are fast approaching and a party
with a Zero Waste Recycling Education and Action
Policy and Track Record will have real credibility
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with the electorate. The Videos are particularly
applicable and relevant to both Hong Kong and
China. ,

Please ignore for once the obvious vested interest
political considerations and vote to protect the
people of Hong Kong .. And China!

It is important to create a 'Go Green, Think Clean
and Live Cool' Hong Kong with a healthy and
sustainable living environment. Please act as role
model for China with 'Smart City' Policies. Please do
not create a Dumb, Backward, Dirty and
Unsustainable City Future.

Serafina Cheung

General Secretary

Anesidora Nature and Eco Education Association Ltd.
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From: Yuk May Maggie Ho @it s
To: "f_pwsc@legco.gov.hk" <f_pwsc@legco.gov.hk>

Date: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 02:24AM
Subject: EpIRTIN HRBRESN [ S8R ) BIBHKS270[ETHIBRE R

History: = This message has been forwarded.
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From: Yuk May Maggie Ho i gy g 0 il
To: "f_pwsc@legco.gov.hk" <f_pwsc@legco.gov.hk>

Date: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 02:27AM
Subject: 2y MRFIK B EECRIESEE Tt EITEE = M A SR A A LR A B

History: % This message has been forwarded.
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From: Peter Reid (il il

To: wklo@engmeer com, Icc ntw@dab org. hk Jksto!egco@gman com, CHAN KAM LAM
<klclegco@gmail.com>, elau@dphk.org, yctam@dab.org.hk,
arazack@netvigator.com, khwong@ftulegco.org.hk, Cyd HO <info@cydho.org.hk>,
garychk@dab.org.hk, leungki@leungkl.org, ipkh@dab.org.hk,
contact@alanleong.net, albert.wychan@yahoo.com.hk, legco@michaeltien.hk,
tpc@jamestien.com, frankieyick@liberal.org.hk, Chiwai Wu
<chiwaioffice@gmail.com>, JEEEZEEINERE <fankwokwaioffice@gmail.com>, FK Ma
<fkmaoffice@gmail.com>, charlesmok@charlesmok.hk, Ben Chan
<benchanlegco@gmail.com>, info@chankalok.hk, yhchan@ftulegco.org.hk, Alice
MAK <amlegco@gmail.com>, info@cheungchiuhung.org.hk, Helena Wong
<helenawonghk@gmail.com>, eq@eqweb.hk, Lai Wan Chiang
<chianglaiwan@gmail.com>, office@chungsk.com, info@tonytsewaichuen.com,
f_pwsc@legco.gov.hk

Date: Wednesday, May 07, 2014 02:28AM
Subject: Chinese Translation

History: % This message has been forwarded.

If you have not already received a copy of the Chinese translation of the Submission already
made to you by Mr Middleton of Clear the Air, please see enclosed below:
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Management (CIWEM)SZ {5y - CIWEM UKE—{EME 17 B3 - HASS R /K& RAIER
B ER DSk IR S A FFE S RyfikER - Dr. Tom Evans m_véﬂm’] LE > JNECIWEM
UKHYERE - s iBaVIRRERIE S REZ Bt - HEaRpa IR LA ERilT - J5/KEE £

SO AT 2 ¢

www.ciwem.org/policy-and-international/policy-position-statements/food-waste-
disposers.aspx
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