Annex 3

A brief summary of three “opinion surveys”
conducted by non-governmental organisations

During the public engagement exercise, we recethege submissions
from stakeholder groups that contained the findinfighree “opinion

surveys”. The submissions were from the Lion Rbwkitute, Mr. Paul

Zimmerman, Southern District Council member, andsi@ng Hong

Kong. Based on our consolidation and analysishef findings of the

three opinion surveys, a brief summary of the fugdi are presented
below.

The Lion Rock Institute

The Lion Rock Institute (“LRI") conducted an oponi survey on the ERP
Pilot Scheme on streets and at public transpatdéhtainges in the Central
District. A total of 1 080 members of the publiene successfully
interviewed. Among the respondents, 85% of themtwe or out of the
Central District more than four times a week, alls@fo frequently used
public transport and nearly 30% were professioniakeds (including bus,
minibus, taxi and goods vehicle drivers). The &agvey findings were as
follows:

1) Nearly 90% of the respondents considered thaitredingestion in the
Central District was serious; 60% to 70% considg¢hed private car
and goods vehicle were the major vehicle types icgusaffic
congestion.

2) 70% of the respondents objected to the Governmepies of
implementing the Pilot Scheme and expanding it ttteloareas in
future.

3) 60% of the respondents considered that the Pilo¢i&e would not be
necessary if the Government had already implemesued measures
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as raising the tolls of Road Harbour Crossings (@8H, rationalising
bus services, strengthening enforcement actionsngtgaffending
vehicles and commissioning the Central — Wan ClypiaBs.

4) Nearly 50% of the respondents considered exempsioould be
granted to public transport (including buses, misds and trams);
only 20% to 30% considered that taxis, private @ard commercial
vehicles should be granted exemption. Moreove% @onsidered
that exemption should be given to environment-filgwvehicles (such
as electric vehicles).

5) Nearly 70% of the respondents objected to passsemstp@uldering the
additional operating costs if public transport wbuabt be given any
exemption.

6) About 65% of the professional drivers and privat drivers
interviewed were not worried about any privacy essthat may be
engendered by the implementation of the Pilot Seéhem

7) 40% of the respondents were reluctant to pay angy ERarges for
solving the congestion problem; 40% were only wglto pay less than
$5 a day; about 20% were willing to pay more tharagiay.

The LRI considered that the above findings shothietithe public had not
given support to the implementation of ERP. Thevey reflected the
public aspirations that the Government should fimgblement measures
such as raising the tolls of RHCs, rationalising barvices, strengthening
enforcement actions against offending vehicles emohmissioning the
Central — Wan Chai Bypass. The foregoing measwexe considered
more effective in alleviating the traffic congestim the Central District.
As such, before the Central — Wan Chai Bypass @éas bommissioned and
the foregoing simple measures have been carrietheut Rl would oppose
to the implementation of the Pilot Scheme. Besitles LRI considered
that since the Government had not yet proposedrti@int of the charges
to be levied under the Pilot Scheme, it would r®@pbssible to assess the
effectiveness of the scheme. Also, many of thpardents objected to
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ERP charges being passed on to passengers if pravlgport would not be
given any exemption.

Mr. Paul Zimmerman, Southern District Council member

Mr. Paul Zimmerman, Southern District Council membconducted an
online survey on the Pilot Scheme targeted atabelents of the Pokfulam
Constituency. In that survey, 25% of the respotglasually used private
cars for commuting while 27% usually used publangport. Those who
used both accounted for 48%.

Views on the implementation of the Pilot Scheme

The survey collected 135 responses from the Pakfuksidents. Among
them, 46% supported the Pilot Scheme, 48% oppdsaadi 6% had no
comment. The survey results showed that the I®fesupport or

opposition of the Pokfulam residents to the Piloh&ne was about the

same.
Major views on six basic elements

(1) Charging area

A higher proportion of Pokfulam residents considerthat the
charging area should be confined to the Centrafibi®r some of the
roads within it. Some views suggested that thegthg area should
cover the Central District and other areas, suclSlasung Wan,
Admiralty, Wan Chai and Causeway Bay, etc. The&lerds mainly
suggested that the boundary of the charging amadhe drawn up
according to the level of traffic congestion.

(2) Charging mechanism

The Pokfulam residents were more inclined to chalbsearea-based
mechanism (charging per day) but some residentsnieadtrong
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3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

preference on the two charging mechanisms (i.eatba-based and
cordon-based mechanisms).

Charging period

More views agreed that the ERP charge should beoset
throughout the hours of a day when the traffic fiswigh, and there
should be no charge on Sundays and public holidays.

Charqging level

The residents had diverse views over the chargopgoaches to be
adopted under the Pilot Scheme. Although more vigwere in

favour of a unified charge for all vehicle typesddferential charges
based on vehicle sizes, there were also viewsapatiof differential

charges based on vehicle’s carrying capacities.reMespondents
considered that if the Pilot Scheme adopted thelarsbased
mechanism (charging per pass), the suggested olargie ranged
from $10 to $50 per pass, with some suggesting gty levels such
as $200. Some respondents considered that if lbe $theme

adopted the area-based mechanism (charging pertdeyguggested
charging rate ranged between $20 and $200 per day.

Exemption and concession

A higher proportion of the residents supported rggvexemption or
concession to public transport, taxis and vehiébesthe disabled.
However, there were a number of residents who theldiew that no
vehicles (except emergency vehicles) should bengaxemption.

Technology

The numbers of views preferring the DSRC technplog ANPR
technology were roughly the same while some respatsdhad no
strong preference on the technology to be adopted.
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Major views on three pertinent issues

(1)

(2)

3)

Privacy concerns

Only a minority of all views were concerned abany privacy issues
pertaining to the Pilot Scheme. Certain residemie worried about
the data collected in the Pilot Scheme would bel dse purposes
other than charging or their movements might beitooed. Most

residents were not worried or had no comment omptivacy issue.

Effectiveness

An overwhelming majority of residents opined ttlat charging level
should be kept under regular review and suitabjysted as and when
necessary to maintain its effectiveness. On thaduation of the
effectiveness of the Pilot Scheme, many responaemisidered using
traffic flows or traffic speeds as the main keyigadors but may
consider using air pollution level in the chargarga as an indicator.

Complementary measures

The residents mainly suggested that the enforceawions against
traffic offences should be strengthened along wighimplementation
of the Pilot Scheme. Moreover, there were voicalling for
enhanced public transport services, additionalqaadkride facilities,
improved pedestrian or cycling facilities, and nesbn on the
number of vehicles.

In the submission letter of the online survey lssiMr. Paul Zimmerman

pointed out that as the Pokfulam district had matheen served by railway
services and the minibus and bus services in thigiadi were not quite

regular, he worried about the impact that mightobeught by the Pilot

Scheme on the Pokfulam residents as some of thethtoscommute by

their private cars.
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3. Designing Hong Kong

Designing Hong Kong conducted an online surveyetizd at the visitors
of its webpage. In that survey, 14% of the respoisl usually used
private cars for commuting while 54% usually usadbl transport.
Those who used both accounted for 32%.

Views on the implementation of the Pilot Scheme

The survey collected 375 responses. Among thefg 68pported the
Pilot Scheme, 29% opposed it and 3% had no comment.

Major views on six basic elements

(1) Charging area

A higher proportion of responses considered thatciiiarging area
should cover the Central District and other areiab s Sheung Wan,
Admiralty, Wan Chai and Causeway Bay, etc. Somewsi
suggested designating a larger charging area tercas many
congested places as possible. There were vievgestigg that the
charging area should be confined to the Centrafibisr some of the
roads within it. Regarding how the boundary of dharging area
should be demarcated, a majority of views suggestegidering it
according to the level of traffic congestion, trafflow and traffic
speed as well as the provision of a free-of-chattgznative route for
bypassing the charging area.

(2) Charging mechanism

The numbers of respondents preferring the areadoa&chanism or
cordon-based mechanism were roughly the same. &mpendents
had no strong preference on the two mechanisms.

7 Designing Hong Kong conducted an online opiniarvey at its webpage (www.designinghongkong.com)
between 2 March 2016 and 15 March 2016 and inyigeticipation by people who visited the webpage.
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3)

(4)

(5)

Charqging period

More views agreed that the ERP charge should bposed

throughout the hours of a day when the traffic fisvinigh, and there
should be no charge on Sundays and public holidaiysere were

also views indicating that the charges should q@sed on some of
the Sundays and public holidays when special eweatdd be held

and could cause the traffic congestion.

Charging level

A larger proportion of respondents considered tdidterential
charges should be set based on various trafficittonsl / vehicle
sizes / vehicles’ carrying capacities / occupanciésere were also
views supporting a unified charge for all vehiglpds. A majority
of respondents considered that if the Pilot Schemepted the
cordon-based mechanism (charging per pass), tlgeestegl charging
rate ranged from $10 to $90 per pass, while sorggesiing higher
levels between $100 and $180. Some respondensgdeoad if the
Pilot Scheme adopted the area-based mechanisngifoigrer day),
the suggested charging rate ranged from $30 top®b@lay, while
some suggesting higher levels between $100 and $500

Exemption and concession

More respondents supported granting exemption acession to
public transport, taxis, vehicles for the disalded residents living in
the charging area. However, there were many vexysessing that
no vehicles (except emergency vehicles) shouldvengxemption.

(6) Technology

The numbers of views preferring the DSRC technplog ANPR
technology were roughly the same while some respatsdhad no
strong preference on the technology to be adopted.
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Major views on three pertinent issues

(1)

(2)

3)

Privacy concerns

Most of the respondents were not worried about @nyacy issues
pertaining to the Pilot Scheme while only very fegspondents
expressed concern on this issue.

Effectiveness

An overwhelming majority of respondents opined tihe charging
level should be kept under regular review and blyitadjusted as and
when necessary. On the evaluation of the effentise of the Pilot
Scheme, many respondents considered using tralifsf air
pollution level or traffic speeds in the chargingaas key indicators.

Complementary measures

More respondents suggested that the enforcenatioing against
traffic offences should be strengthened along thighimplementation
of the Pilot Scheme. Some respondents suggesketheng public
transport services and providing additional paré-ade facilities.
There were individuals suggesting the enhancenfegpeaestrian or
cycling facilities and the toll adjustment of thnede RHCs.

In the submission letter of the online survey lssiDesigning Hong Kong
expressed the grave concerns made by the respsnoesrt inadequate
parking facilities and ineffective enforcement an8 against illegal
parking in the Central District. As the costs amérits of different

technologies were not yet available at this stape, views on the
technology to be adopted were diverse. In the saeime as the details of
different charging area boundaries and chargingcagahes were not yet
available, the Government ought to formulate moetaited options for

discussion with the public.
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