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Chapter 1 Background
Overview

1.1 This chapter sets out the background of planfon an Electronic Road
Pricing Pilot Scheme (“the Pilot Scheme”) in Cehtnad its adjacent areas
(“Central District”), the objectives of public emgmment exercise and an
outline of the contents of this report.

Background of planning for the Pilot Scheme

1.2 Road traffic congestion is deteriorating in gdfong. During morning
peak hours on weekdays, the average traffic spesdjor roads in urban
areas dropped from 23.5 km/hour in 2005 to 21.5knn in 2015 and the
traffic speeds of some road sections were lower titekm/hour. Besides,
the worsening traffic congestion caused more vehmmissions and
adversely affected the air quality at local leveh the past decade, the
annual average concentrations of respirable susgernmirticles and
nitrogen dioxide as recorded at the Central roadsibnitoring station
were about two to four times higher than thoséhefduidelines set by the
World Health Organisation. Our daily lives, outoromy, air quality, as
well as the image of Hong Kong as a world-classopatlis are adversely
affected. Therefore, there is an urgent need tkldaroad traffic
congestion.

1.3 At the invitation of Professor Anthony Cheungdleung, the Secretary
for Transport and Housing, the Transport Advisognnittee (“TAC”)
conducted a study on road traffic congestion of gi&ong in 2014. At
the end of the same year, the TAC submitted th@tiReon Study of Road
Traffic Congestion in Hong Kong” and recommendetbial of 12 short,
medium and long-term measutes The Government agreed with the

1 The 12 short, medium and long-term measures reeded by the TAC are published at the followindslin
http://www.thb.gov.hk/eng/boards/transport/land/Hghg_C_cover.pdf
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1.4

1.5

recommendations and adopted a multi-pronged apipraad¢ackle road
traffic congestion. One of the recommendationsertadthe TAC is that
the Government should commence the early planriiag &lectronic Road
Pricing Pilot Scheme in Central District.

Electronic road pricing (“ERP”) is a traffic megement tool that can
effectively tackle localised road traffic congestio It primarily aims at
reducing the number of vehicles entering and lega\ancharging area
during its charging period, thereby improving thefffic conditions in the
charging area.

The Government agrees that there is a neeshgtement an ERP pilot
scheme, and Central District is the most suitatdation for launching the
Pilot Scheme because:

(1) Central District, being the central business distris strategically
important to Hong Kong, yet its traffic conditioreme far from
satisfactory. Traffic speeds on some road secfiotsring the
morning peak hours on weekdays are only about ¥8dum, which are
not much faster than an adult's average walkingedpef 4 to 5
km/hour;

(2) Central District is served by excellent and higpamaty public
transport services with an extensive coverage fiows districts in the
territory, allowing users of private cars and tatas use different
alternative public transport modes to access ®dtea; and

(3) the Central-Wan Chai Bypass, when commissioned, pudvide a
free-of-charge alternative route to road users whosgins and
destinations are not in Central District to bypescharging area, thus
minimising the number of people affected.

2 The traffic speeds on some road sections duriagrirning peak hours on weekdays from 2011 to 2a46:

Connaught Road Central Flyover (Morrison Streelubilee Street) 9.0 to 15.2 km/hour
Chater Road (Pedder Street to Murray Road) .3 tB13.5 km/hour
Des Voeux Road Central (Eastbound) (Cleverlyedtie Pedder Street) 8.6 to 12.5 km/hour
Hillier Street (Wing Lok Street to Connaught Rd2ehtral) 5.1 to 7.8 km/hour
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1.6

1.7

Over the past decade, the concept of ERP had Heated in two
large-scale surveys in Hong Kong. In 2007, ther@duor Sustainable
Development conducted a public engagement exeamséBetter Air
Quality”, with focused discussions on three topieg, high air pollution
days, road pricing and demand side management eatrieity
consumptioh The public and stakeholders were invited to espriews
on these three topics and more than 80 000 condptptestionnaires and
about 900 written submissions were received. Afgireproportion of the
views agreetithat road pricing should be part of the Governrseair
pollution policy.

During the TAC's study of road traffic congestin 2014, a public opinion
survey was conducted, which included 6 000 telephaterviews with

members of the general public and 3 000 face-te-faterviews with six
groups of drivers (i.e. private car owners/drivéag] drivers, goods vehicle
drivers, franchised bus drivers, public light busvers and other bus
drivers’). The survey inquired whether the respondentpated the

implementation of ERP in busy areas so as to redneenumber of
specified types of vehicles entering these aredbe survey findings
indicated that about 63% of the general public sujgal this measure,
while 30% were against it and the remaining 7% hacomment. The
views of the six groups of drivers were more dieergith 52% supportirfy

In its report released in 2008, the Council fastainable Development pointed out that Hong Kamnukd

adopt road pricing as soon as possible followirpaluter pays” principle to penalise polluting veles.
The Pilot Scheme under planning is a traffic mans# tool primarily aimed at alleviating road traff
congestion. While the Pilot Scheme can, to a tegstent, help reduce vehicle emissions and graese
gas emissions thereby improving air quality, fjuste different from a road pricing scheme primagimed at
improving air quality. As the Pilot Scheme andoad pricing scheme for improving air quality invelv
different stakeholders’ interests, they will addgferent charging and exemption strategies.

The respondents were asked a question in theigesire on whether they agreed that road prishmuld be

part of the Government’s air pollution policy. Ampthe responses received, 42% agreed, 21% dishgree
and 37% were neutral.

Other buses included tour coaches, residentgcagbuses, school buses, cross-boundary coadtesplises

and company buses.

Among the various groups of drivers, over halfrahchised bus drivers, other bus drivers, pulgict bus

drivers and private car owners/drivers supportedriplementation of ERP in busy areas, while shgletss
than half of goods vehicle drivers and taxi driveupported it.
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which was marginally higher than the 44% opposamgl the remaining 4%
had no comment.

1.8 The findings of the above two surveys showed wWhile there was quite
some public support for the implementation of ER¥®me in the
community were still doubtful about it. As a rdsthe first step we take in
planning for the Pilot Scheme is to conduct thidbljgu engagement
exercise.

Obj ectives of public engagement exercise

1.9 The Government conducted three separate stodiesnether ERP should
be introduced in Hong Kong, in 1983, 1997 and 2(#¥pectively. The
third study was completed by the Transport Depantn&@D”) in 2009.
The final paragraph of the executive summary of ghely is quoted as
follows:

“If a decision is made later to implement congestion charging (i.e. ERP) on
traffic grounds, the Government will carry out an extensive public
engagement/consultation to solicit public views. The engagement process
would involve a wide range of stakeholders as well asthe travelling public
and the community asa whole. Only when a consensusisreached will the
Government press ahead with the implementation of congestion charging.”

1.10 In 2014, the TAC also mentioned in the “ReportStudy of Road Traffic
Congestion in Hong Kong” that the concept of ERRaims a novel one to
many road users in Hong Kong. The TAC thereforggssted that the
Government should engage the public as soon aghfoss the planning
of an ERP scheme. The Secretary for Transport-inging stated at a
meeting with the Legislative Council (“LegCo”) Papna Transport in May
2015 that a public engagement exercise for thet Biihheme would be
launched within 2015.



1.11 The Government commenced a three-month pebliagement exercise
for the Pilot Scheme on 11 December 2015 to enhamablic
understanding of the six basic elements, threeneerttissues (s€kable 1)
and overseas experience of ERP. The exercise aanheshcouraging
public discussion and building a consensus in ¢mensunity, and enabling
the Government to solicit the views of the pubint astakeholders on the
basic elements and pertinent issues. In the tept the Government will
appoint a consultant to conduct an in-depth feltsistudy on the Pilot
Scheme and formulate detailed scheme options ftirdudiscussion by the
public.

Tablel Six basicelementsand threepertinent issues
of the Pilot Scheme

Six basic elements: Three pertinent issues:
1) charging area 1) privacy concerns

2) charging mechanism 2) effectiveness

3) charging period 3) complementary

4) charging level measures

5) exemption and concessign

6) technology

Contents of thisreport

1.12 The remaining chapters of this report include:
Chapter 2: Public Engagement Exercise

Chapter 3: Summary of Views on Basic Elements astirfent Issues of
the Pilot Scheme

Chapter 4: Way Forward

*kkkkkkkkkkk



Chapter 2 Public Engagement Exercise

Overview
2.1 This chapter gives a brief account of the mitlylactivities held, the events

organised and participated during the public engemyé exercise, and a
summary of the numbers of submissions received franous channels.

Publicity activities

2.2 The public engagement (“PE”) exercise was |laadcon 11 December
2015 after the media session by Professor Anthdmeu@g Bing-leung, the

Secretary for Transport and Housing, and Mrs. thii®ung Ho Poi-yan,

the Commissioner for Transport. The PE exercistethfor about three

months and ended on 18 March 2016.

Figure2.1 Mediasession

2.3 The TD set up a dedicated website (www.erphKdrkthis PE exercise to
allow the public to browse and download the PE duent and publicity
leaflet via the internet, and submit their viewsotigh the message box of



the websit2 On the website there was an interactive garmledéTest
Your ERP Knowledge” to help the public better understandPERThe
webpage attracted over 52 000 visits.

Welcome Publicity TV and Radio Ee Test You ERP

s Mesage Mterials

8 2 5 R
b o Temnnpont and ousing Bursey

war mmufmmﬁmm.uwmts

Figure2.2 Dedicated website (www.er phk.hk)

2.4 During the PE exercise, we made use of telmvisand radio

Announcements in the Public Interest (“APIs”) foubficity and
encouraged the public to express their views. ARl also broadcast on
the display panels in franchised buses, MTR statiand a number of
government premisés About 1 000 posters were put up at numerous

7

Members of the public could also submit theirwgethrough other channels, including post, fax, iEma
telephone, the Public Affairs Forum of the Homeai§ Bureau and the Transport Complaints Unit ef th
TAC.

The full name is “Test Your Electronic Road RrgKnowledge”.

These included three Licensing Offices of the Tie(Hong Kong Licensing Office, Kowloon Licensing
Office and Sha Tin Licensing Office), two major kar(the Victoria Park and Urban Council Centenary
Garden) and two Home Affairs Enquiry Centres oftttmeme Affairs Department (Central and Western Home
Affairs Enquiry Centre and Wan Chai Home Affairsgairy Centre).

7



venued’ to enhance publicity. Leaflets (about 32 000)endistributed in

various districts at public libraries, public caarks, major Post Offices,
Home Affairs Enquiry Centres and community hallefoes of the Home
Affairs Department (“HAD”), as well as Licensing fi@kes and Vehicle

Examination/Car Testing Centres of the TD. PE dwent (about 2 200)
were made available to the public at Home Affaingjiry Centres of the
HAD and major Post Offices in various districts.t the same time,

publicity stickers were affixed on about 400 orestrparking meters and
banners were displayed on more than 10 footbriflgegérs in the Central

District and Wan Chai.

Figure2.3 Publicity materials

% These included public libraries, sports centreakets, public car parks, District Lands OfficessfOffices,
Immigration Offices, Home Affairs Enquiry Centred the Home Affairs Department, community

halls/centres, Licensing Offices and Vehicle Exaation/Car Testing Centres of the TD, government
premises.



Events organised and participated

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

During the PE exercise, we organised and [jzeted in 20 events and
meetings during which about 190 participants fraghemajor stakeholder
groups (i.e. LegCo members and political partiastriat Council members,
professional bodies, academics, transport tradesinéss associations,
green groups and other organisations) had expréissgd/iews. A list of
major meetings and events held during the PE esesrsiatAnnex 1.

One of the TAC’'s recommendations in the “Report Study of Road
Traffic Congestion in Hong Kong” was to start plamghfor an ERP pilot
scheme. We attended the TAC meeting on 15 Dece?@iérand listened
to its views on the Pilot Scheme.

We organised a District Council (“DC”) forum daninvited the

representatives from each DC to express their opmi Moreover, we
attended meetings of the LegCo Panel on Transaod,the Central and
Western DC to solicit opinions from different lesef councils. We also
invited academics, professional bodies and greenpg to attend three
focus group meetings and had in-depth discussidgtistiem on the basic
elements and pertinent issues of the Pilot Schemeorder to understand
the concerns of the transport trades, we met asdussed with the
representatives from urban taxi, Hong Kong-Guangdomss-boundary
coach, green minibus, public light bus, goods Jehifranchised bus,
school bus and non-franchised bus trades.

We were invited to attend several seminars raeétings arranged by
various organisations, including the Hong Kong Gahé&hamber of
Commerce (Economic Policy Committee), the Small aveédium

Enterprises Committee, the Hong Kong InstitutionEsfgineers (Civil

Division and Logistics & Transportation Divisionhé the Clean Air

Network, to share and exchange views and ideasthatiparticipants.



Figure2.4 Someeventsheld during the PE exercise

2.9 Furthermore, we were invited by the Educationegau to attend a seminar
on ERP for geography teachers teaching senior dacgrstudents. We
explained to the teachers the basic elements aadseas experience of
ERP and exchanged opinions with them. We alsacgzated in an online
programme (called i # 2 4% % , in Chinese) co-organised by the Hong
Kong Federation of Youth Groups Media 21 and thedatlon Bureau,
during which we answered questions raised by stsd#rthree secondary
schools about the Pilot Scheme and exchanged wigivihem.

2.10 We attended the thematic interviews by threslian agencies at four
programmes aired, including “Talkabout” of RadideMesion Hong Kong
(“RTHK”), “On a Clear Day” of Commercial Radio, “B&chat” of RTHK
and “A Closer Look” of Television Broadcasts Lindte Through these
programmes, we were able to spell out the basimeziés and pertinent
Issues for planning the Pilot Scheme to the widemmunity and
encouraged them to voice their opinions. In addjtthe Commissioner
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for Transport wrote an articte(entitled " % % £ 1% + f g e % 3+ 31
in Chinese) which was published on a number ofl lnea/spapers in early
March 2016 to respond to several key questionsubfip concern as well

as to give readers a better understanding of theé okthe Pilot Scheme and
the way forward.

Number s of submissions from various channels

2.11 During the PE exercise, we received from werichannels (including
website, post, fax, email, telephone, the Publi@ité Forum of the Home
Affairs Bureau and the Transport Complaints Unitleg TAC) a total of
515 submissions, of which 50 were “submissions froajor stakeholder
groups™?, three were the findings of three “opinion survéysand the
remaining 462 were “submissions from the generhlipwr organisations”.
The major views contained in “submissions from majakeholder groups”
and “submissions from the general public or orgatoss” are summarised
at Annex 2, whereas a brief summary of the findings of thi@ginion

surveys” is aAnnex 3.

2.12 The major views gathered at the 13 key evdrds we organised are
summarised aAnnex 4.

1 The Commissioner for Transport's article on thistPScheme as published in early March 2016 isat t
following link (Chinese version only):
http://www.td.gov.hk/mini_site/erphk/download/docent/article_commissioner_for_transport_newspapeysdf

12 The 50 “submissions from major stakeholder grdiupsluded (1) LegCo members and political parties

(8 submissions); (2) DC members (3 submissiong)p(8fessional bodies (7 submissions); (4) academic
(1 submission); (5) transport trades (9 submis$jofy business associations (5 submissions); (@gmgy
groups (6 submissions); (8) other organisationss(ldmissions).

13 The findings of three “opinion surveys” were stitved by the Lion Rock Institute, Southern Disti@buncil

member Mr. Paul Zimmerman, and Designing Hong Kong.
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2.13 A breakdown of the submissions received framous channels is at
Annex 5. A list of all submissions received and theilgorators (except
those requested by their originators to remain wmous) is atAnnex 6.
The copies of all submissions received (exceptelresjuested by their
originators to remain confidential) arefatnex 7.

kkkkkkkkkkkk
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Chapter 3  Summary of Viewson Basic Elements and Pertinent

| ssues of the Pilot Scheme

Overview

3.1

3.2

The PE document set out 13 questions on the é@gnents and pertinent
issues of the Pilot Scheme and invited views frdme public and
stakeholders (se&nnex 8). This chapter provides a summary of views
received during the PE exercise on the six basmenhts (i.e. charging area,
charging mechanism, charging period, charging |eegemption and
concession, technology), three pertinent issues firivacy concerns,
effectiveness, complementary measures) and otlseieessof the Pilot
Schemé',

When conducting the feasibility study of thlePscheme at the next stage,
we would take into account the views collected miythis PE exercise and
develop detailed options for the implementatiorthed Pilot Scheme for
further public discussion (s&&hapter 4).

Major viewson six basic elements

(1)

Charging area

3.3

In the PE document of the Pilot Scheme, we sdothe extent of the
proposed charging area (sEmgure 3.1). The suggestions made by the
public and stakeholders on coverage of the charginga can be
summarised into the following five main groups:

(1) Central only
(2) Central, Sheung Wan and Admiralty

14 A summary of views of various stakeholder groapshe Pilot Scheme is Ahnex 2. A summary of views
collected at focus group meetings, DC forum andtimge with transport trades is Annex 4. Detailed
records of views provided by the general publiganisations and stakeholders ar@&ahex 7.
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(3) Central, Sheung Wan, Admiralty, Wan Chai and CaageBay,

extending to Cross Habour Tunnel and its connectiads

(4) Hong Kong Island North, Tsim Sha Tsui and West kKl

(5) Areas outside Central (e.g. East Kowloon)

N
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Figure3.1 The proposed charging area of the Pilot Schemein the

Central District shown in the PE document

3.4 Regarding what factors should be taken intcsiclenation in drawing up

boundary of the charging area, the views of thelipudnd stakeholders
were as follows:

(1)

free-of-charge alternative route with adequatditragpacity should
be made available to motorists whose origins astirtions are not

in the charging area, so that they may bypass liaegg area and
will not be mandated to pay ERP charges;

14



(2)

3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

the charging area should be demarcated accordirigetdevel of
traffic congestion with a focus on frequently costgel areas;

whether the roads outside the charging area waddrbe congested
as a result of the implementation of the Pilot $oheshould be
considered,;

whether adequate public transport services woukvadable to road
users for entering or leaving the charging area;

whether the roads entering or leaving the chargieg would have
adequate traffic capacity, and whether suitabldif@gunloading and
turnaround facilities would be available to mottgit avoid driving
into the charging area;

whether the Pilot Scheme would cause inconvenid¢oagsidents
living in or close to the charging area; and

whether there is sufficient space for the instaltabf ERP charging
facilities.

3.5 Some LegCo members and academics took thethiswhe charging area
should not be too large and should not extendddwvtia-levels, so that the
Pilot Scheme can be implemented as soon as poasithlihe impact on the
residents nearby can be minimised. On the conternumber of green
groups suggested designating a larger chargingrmam@der to enhance the
effectiveness of the Pilot Scheme in alleviatingffic congestion and
reducing air pollution.

3.6 Some individuals and organisations providedftiilewing views on the
charging area:

(1)

exclude large-scale car parks and their access rnoathe Central
District from the charging area so as to encouragee motorists to
drive their cars directly into these car parks; and

15



(2)

(2) include the connecting roads of the three road dwarlzrossings
(“RHCs”) in the charging area so as to achieve aemeasonable
distribution of the traffic flows among the threél8s.

Charging mechanism

3.7

3.8

3.9

Regarding the two charging mechanisms desciibéde PE document,
namely the cordon-based mechanism (charging pes)pasd the
area-based mechanism (charging per day), a largpogion of the public
and stakeholders favoured the cordon-based mechécigrging per pass)
because it allows the charging level to vary adogrdo time of day,
location, and travel direction, hence allowing deeaflexibility in
managing different degrees of congestion.

While the area-based approach (charging per @agived less support,
there were views that this charging mechanism, wisgelatively simple,
should be easier to implement in the Central @iswihich is a small area.

There were views that a vehicle should be dthagcording to its duration
of stay within the charging area. This “time-bdsetarging mechanism
can better address the issue of prolonged stayroulation of certain
“chauffeur-driven vehicles” within the charging arand is more in line
with the “user pays” principle. Some LegCo memlazard political parties
even suggested a progressive charging approach whash the charging
rate increases with the duration of stay within¢harging area, such that
the longer the duration of stay, the higher therging rate. However,
there were also suggestions that the time perieehécle stayed in a car
park should be deducted from the duration of stdlyimthe charging area.

3.10 Some green groups suggested that a vehialkddsbe charged according to

the distance it travelled within the charging areBhe longer the distance
travelled, the higher the fee charged. This typeharging mechanism,
which can better reflect the social costs (e.g.eagps on public health

16



services and healthcare system) incurred by vebitlissions, is more in
line with the “polluter pays” principle.

3.11 On the cordon-based (charging per pass) clmargiechanism which
gained more support, the major views received asr®llows:

(1) a vehicle should be charged only once even if gspd through
several charging points within a designated timeoge

(2) a vehicle that entered and re-entered the chaagweg several times
on the same day should be charged a higher amoenthe charge
per pass will increase according to the numberimég a vehicle
entered and re-entered the charging area);

(3) whether the “charging per pass” would lead to dispietween taxi
drivers and passengers should be attended to; and

(4) whether the “charging per pass” would create lotgghdor charge
evasion, e.g. taxi passengers could hire two tee before a
charging point and another one after a chargingtpto evade the
ERP charge.

(3) Charging period

3.12 The public and stakeholders basically agraatithe ERP charge should
only be imposed during the time period when thefitraflow is
comparatively high, and they almost unanimouslyegithat there should
be no ERP charge on Sundays and public holidaykeagraffic demand
would be low. Mixed views were received on whettier ERP charge
should be imposed on Saturdays.

3.13 As regards the setting of charging period andéys to Fridays, some
agreed with the time period mentioned in the PEudwmnt (i.e. from 7:00
a.m. to 8:00 p.m.) since the traffic flow in ther@al District remains high

17



throughout the period. However, there were alswsithat the charging
period should only be confined to the morning aneheng peak hours.

3.14 Some academics and professional bodies coeditieat there is no need to
pre-set a charging period. They suggested thatGihnernment should
first define the criteria for traffic situation Img considered as congested,
for example, using traffic speed, and then levii@ge whenever the actual
traffic speed is lower than the acceptable levdlhe charge should
increase as the traffic speeds decrease. Somenaitadconsidered this
“dynamic pricing” approach (i.e. the charge varyimgth degree of
congestion) very effective because it would ledttie room for argument
given that motorists could see and experience tteahtraffic speed
themselves.

3.15 If a fixed charging period is set, some matsrmay speed up to enter the
charging area when the charging period is abostaud, or slow down to
delay entering the charging area when the changgmigpd is about to end,
thereby causing temporary traffic and safety issu&his issue needs to be
addressed in future.

3.16 To the logistics industry, the length of theging period will have direct
implications on trade operations. On the one hdhd, setting of a
charging period can provide economic incentivesetourage trade
operators to deliver goods outside the chargingg@ethus staggering the
delivery traffic demand. On the other hand, asnfsoi out by the
representatives of goods vehicle trade, since gdeligery has to suit the
practical constraints of freight operations andivéey schedules of
different businesses in the Central District, iprsbable that only a small
portion of delivery work could be re-scheduled teoid the charging
period.

18



(4) Charging level

3.17 The major views provided by the public andket@lders on the charging
level were as follows:

(1) the charging level should be high enough to makePifot Scheme
effective;

(2) the charging level could be set low at the begignmf the Pilot
Scheme in order to reduce resistance to implementand foster
acceptance by the public, and could be increaseatiugtly
afterwards;

(3) the charging level should be set according to ttewaling level of
traffic congestion so as to reduce traffic flowirmrease traffic speed
to meet a pre-defined target;

(4) the charging level should be set according togkiellof congestion at
different times of the day, and should be adjustedng different
times of the day; and

(5) in setting the charging level, consideration shaoédmade to the
parking charges of car parks inside and outsidectiaging area,
parking charges of accessible park-and-ride faaslittolls of the
three RHCs and motorists’ value of time, etc.

3.18 The public and stakeholders also suggestedhidaharging level could be
determined based on the following two factors:

(1) factors directly related to congestion

() location (higher charge for more congested areghfen charge
at the core of the charging area);

(i) time of the day;
(i) travel direction;

(iv) vehicle size, type, carrying capacity/efficiencgcopancy; and
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(v) duration of stay within the charging area.

(2) factors indirectly related to or unrelated to cestgon
() vehicle emission rate/vehicle emission rate peitaap
(i) air pollution level;
(i) cylinder volume;
(iv) luxury level of a private car; and

(v) vehicle owner’s income.

3.19 Many green groups suggested linking the chgrdevel to vehicle
emissions, i.e. vehicles generating more emiss&muld pay higher
charges. They urged the Government to provide madesant data at the
next PE exercise, such as quantification of redactf air pollution and
greenhouse gas emissions due to the Pilot Schexmdeh@wv a charging
level that is linked to vehicle emissions would eaff the traffic,
environmental and economic performance of the Bithiteme.

3.20 Regarding the three charging approaches escm the PE document,
namely:

(1) a unified charge for all vehicle types;
(2) differential charges based on vehicle sized; an
(3) differential charges based on vehicles’ cagyapacities,

a larger proportion of the public and stakeholdpreferred charging
approach (2), i.e. each vehicle type is chargderintly according to road
space occupied. While many members of the pulritt stakeholders
opined that the charging level should be set adogrb different factors,
very few made specific suggestions on the magnitdiddRP charges. For
those who made specific suggestions on the chatguay, some of them
suggested charging $10 to $40 for passing one iclgapint, and there
were also views that a higher charging level, sasch charge of over $50 or
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even $500 for passing one charging point, shouldebied in order to
change motorists’ travel behaviour.

3.21 Some individuals and organisations expredsedallowing views on the
charging level:

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

Levying the same charge for all vehicle types isoaparatively
simple and easy approach, and incurs less adnaitivg&r and
monitoring costs. If charges are set accordingdbicle size or
carrying capacity, it will be necessary for the @mment to conduct
regular random checks to prevent the charging nmestma from

being abused, such as by making fraudulent clehats/ehicles are of
smaller sizes or larger carrying capacities tolpag ERP charges.

If differential charges are imposed based on ackeki carrying
capacity, due regard should be given to goods ieshwghich are not
used for carrying passengers and a correspondingrgioly
mechanism based on goods carrying capacity willréguired.
Besides, if private cars are charged accordinghtr tcarrying
capacity, consideration should be given to pregelatrge number of
5-seater private cars from being changed to 7+seate

The charging level should not be linked to the €adt the Pilot

Scheme lest road users would directly share thg bapital costs and
operating costs of the Pilot Scheme. The PiloeSwhshould adopt
the “user pays” principle as in the case of roadfitr congestion

instead of the “self-financing” principle.

Cross-boundary vehicles should pay double.

(5) Exemption and concession

3.22 Views on exemption and concession were mdehaxpressed by the
public and stakeholders in this PE exercise. Nraasport trades (i.e.
trams, franchised buses, green minibuses (“GMBs'Hong
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Kong-Guangdong cross-boundary coaches, school bosesfranchised

buses, goods vehicles, taxis and public light bussguested exemption
from ERP charge for the vehicle types of their é#&ad Some of the
transport trades (e.g. taxis and franchised busadg it very clear that they
would support the Pilot Scheme if they were grantgémption. In

addition, some of the transport trades (e.g. puigitt buses and goods
vehicles) also clearly expressed that if their gkehtypes were not given
any exemption or concession, they would pass o R charges to their
passengers, customers or merchants.

3.23 Many of the public, LegCo members, DC memiagrd political parties
supported granting exemption to three public transpnodes with high
carrying capacities (i.e. trams, franchised busels@VIBs). They opined
that such an exemption conformed to the transpaolityp of according
priority to public transport and could spare pagses of these three public
transport modes from paying additional fares. Whibncurring with the
above considerations for granting exemptions feirthiehicles, the Hong
Kong Tramways Limited, franchised bus operators &MB operators
also emphasised that their vehicles operated ed figutes and frequencies,
and the number, frequency and service scheduleenf ¥ehicles entering
or leaving the Central District would not changehnor without the ERP
charge. Hence, their vehicles should be grantethpiion, unless it is the
intention of the Government to discourage commuben using these
three public transport modes to enter or leaveQ#aaetral District, or to
make them switch to MTR, or even to raise revemuté¢ public coffers
through the Pilot Scheme.

3.24 Some academics, professional bodies, goodsledhades and a small
number of members of the public took the view @idhvehicles should be
treated equally and no vehicle should be grantedngxion or concession.
Their major argument was that all vehicles shahedlimited road space
and contributed to traffic congestion, and therefevery vehicle ought to
be fairly charged based on the “user pays” priecipln addition, if no
exemption or concession is given to any vehicle, ddministrative and
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monitoring costs of the Pilot Scheme will be redlcdf public transport
modes were not exempted, the public still had ten to make less trips
or travel during non-charging periods.

3.25 Apart from trams, franchised buses and GMiBs vehicle types that had
been suggested to be granted exemption or conoesstbe PE exercise
are listed below:

(1) public transport vehicles/commercial vehicles
()  public light buses
(i) taxis
(i)  non-franchised buses
(iv) residents’ service buses
(v) Hong Kong-Guangdong cross-boundary coaches
(vi) school buses
(vii) tour coaches

(viii) goods vehicles

(2) vehicles having associations with the charging area
()  vehicles of residents living in or close to thergireg area

(i)  vehicles of schools and non-profit-making orgamset locating
in or close to the charging area

(i)  vehicles with designated parking spaces in thegthguarea

(iv) vehicles of public organisations and utility comiagn with
operational needs to enter or leave the chargieg ar

(3) other types of vehicles
(i)  vehicles carrying people with disabilities

(i)  electric vehicles
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(i)  environment-friendly vehicles
(iv) vehicles of non-profit-making and charitable orgations

(v) motorcycles

3.26 Regarding whether taxis should be exempted &8P charge, there were
both supporting and opposing views. Those who eupgd asserted that
taxi is one of the public transport modes. The tiede also pointed out
that if taxis were not given exemption, their besis would be affected and
the associated administrative costs would incredgéthout exemption,
vacant taxis would avoid entering the charging arehhence there would
be an inadequate supply of taxis to meet passelegeand, making it even
more difficult for passengers to hail taxis. Howeuwhose who opposed
granting exemption to taxis opined that taxi is aspnalised transport
mode similar to private cars and taxis generateemehicular traffic than
private cars. If taxis, which currently take upab35% of the traffic flow
in the Central Districf, were exempted from ERP charge, the effectiveness
of the Pilot Scheme would be significantly weakenesome academics
suggested that the Government should offer sobipgmals at the next PE
exercise to address taxi trade’s concern over dissiple dwindling effect
on business, including a detailed study on whedxamption could be
given to vacant taxis entering or leaving the cimygrea.

3.27 Whether exemption should be given to goodgcie=his also contentious.
Those who supported exemption asserted that frérghsport plays a
crucial role in sustaining the commercial actigtia the Central District
and goods vehicles serve the community similarublip transport. If
public transport modes were granted exemption, gieeticles should also
be given similar treatment by the same argumerttos& who opposed
granting exemption to goods vehicles opined thaidgovehicle operators
or their users could choose to schedule the dgliservices either outside

15 According to the information as at 2015, betw@d® a.m. and 8:00 p.m. (13 hours in total) fromnday to
Friday, private cars accounted for about 45% ofhadlvehicles entering or leaving the Central [isttaxis
about 35%, goods vehicles slightly over 10%, argeband minibuses close to 10%.
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the charging period or during period of a lowerrgea However, goods
vehicle trades pointed out that different busingsseuld inevitably be
subject to practical limitations in scheduling theperations. Some
political parties suggested that the Governmenldcpliase in the full ERP
charge on goods vehicles to allow time for thedsatb gradually adjust
their operations. Moreover, there were suggestioaisexemption should
be given to goods vehicles that entered the chgrgmea for a short
duration in order to accommodate the actual defineeds of the trades.

3.28 As regards whether exemption should be givemehicles of residents
living in or close to the charging area, quite anber of members of the
public and stakeholder groups provided their viev&me political parties
and DC members advised the Government that theitierfis of “residents”
and “residents’ vehicles” should be carefully drammto safeguard against
any abuse of the exemption. There were also vibatggiving exemption
to the vehicles of residents living in the chargiaga might impose
constraints on future expansion of the charging aexause, once granted,
it will be difficult to revoke any exemptions.

(6) Technology

3.29 Regarding the choice of technology for th@tPdcheme, the public and
stakeholders suggested the following considerations

(1) general considerations
() whether motorists’ privacy would be adequately gcted;

(i) overall costs and staffing requirements, includitngpse for
installation, management, operation, maintenartce, e

(i) specific law enforcement arrangements; and
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(iv) whether the technology would be easy to use, irticogar
whether it would be easy for motorists to masterdperation of
in-vehicle units (“IVUs”).

(2) technical considerations

() whether the technology would be compatible with danéomatic
toll collection system used at the existing tollednels;

(i) whether different technologies could be integratedthat they
could complement each other’s inadequacies anthaliions;

(i) whether the technology could foster the development
Intelligent Transport Systems, Transport Informat®ystem and
Incident Management System in Hong Kong, and ceukh be
used for other purposes (e.g. payment of car gaakges); and

(iv) whether adequate space would be available fomstallation of
roadside charging and enforcement facilities as agaheir visual
impact.

3.30 As regards the two charging technologiesDeglicated Short-range Radio
Communication (“DSRC”) and Automatic Number PlatecBgnition
(“ANPR”)) described in the PE document, a great@pprtion of views
were favoured DSRC technology because it woulskbptotect motorists’
privacy by allowing instant payment of charges vattonymous payment
cards. Moreover, as vehicles equipped with IVUslddoe instantly
charged, the operation would be relatively moreowauattic. In terms of
future management and operation, the DSRC techyologuld entail
lower costs and less manpower requirements as cechpath the ANPR
technology which would require substantial manpower manual
cross-checking of unclear photographic images bicke number plates
and for charging settlement. Those members of phélic and
stakeholders who favoured the DSRC technology sigmested that the
IVUs should be used to pay tunnel tolls to obvtat need for vehicles to
be fitted with two IVUs. Some professional bodresre in favour of the
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use of the DSRC technology because the usage of Bduld foster the
development of intelligent transport in Hong Kong.

3.31 For the DSRC technology which gained greatgpart, the following
views had been given by some individuals and osgdians:

(1)

(2)

3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

whether the installation of IVUs would be a mandat@quirement
for all vehicles (or whether some vehicles wouldeempted from
the installation of IVUS);

whether the use of IVUs would give rise to privamncerns (e.g.
whether the IVUs would be assigned with identifimat
numbers/serial numbers, what data would be storéuki VU, what
data would be kept in the charging system, woutd daother smart
cards be captured when a vehicle passing throwggbhtérging point,
etc.);

who should bear the costs of the installation, teamance, removal
and replacement of the IVUs;

suggestion that the Government could start testuigthe DSRC
technology at existing tolled tunnels;

whether the IVU installed could be configured toam the time a
vehicle entered and exited the charging area so &ascilitate the
“time-based” charging mechanism or enable the sttast vehicles to
be exempted from charging;

specific arrangements for the installation of IV{scluding the
installation arrangements of newly-registered Viekiand vehicles
already registered);

whether the use of IVUs require a regular paymémaidministrative
fees;
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(8) if differential charges would be levied based omigke types, a
monitoring system should be developed to ensurettigarequired
types of IVUs would be installed in the correspogdvenhicles;

(9) the feasibility of using Octopus Card for payin@des;

(10) whether the IVU should be registered under a velocla car owner;
and

(11) maintenance arrangement for the system.

3.32 Separately, there were views supporting theliGgiion of ANPR
technology. The main argument was that throughptilp ANPR
technology, there would not be a need for instgllUs, thus providing
convenience to motorists who only enter the chargirea occasionally,
and saving them the costs for procuring and instalVUs which would
not be low. With the expected growth in the numbkecross-boundary
vehicles which would be probably not fitted withU¥, ANPR technology
might be a more convenient option for these vekiakethey could simply
settle the ERP charge upon leaving Hong Kong. d&ssi ANPR
technology would be comparatively simple to underdtand suitable to be
applied in a small charging area under the PilbieSe.

3.33 Apart from the above two charging technologiesre were also views that
the Government should consider other technologipabns such as:

(1) direct adoption of the automatic toll collectiorssym currently used
at the tolled tunnels;

(2) Global Navigation Satellite System (“GNSS”) tectomy*®
(3) integration of DSRC, ANPR and other charging tedbgies;

(4) Radio Frequency Identification (“RFID”) technology;

% In 2016, Singapore awarded a contract for theeldgwment of the second generation of ERP using GNSS
technology. Adopting a global positioning techmploin ERP charging may engender more privacy
concerns.
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(5) Near Field Communication (“NFC”) technology;
(6) Wireless Fidelity (“WIFI”) technology;
(7) Cloud Infrastructure technology; and

(8) Electronic Number Plate technology.

Major viewson three pertinent issues

(1) Privacy concerns

3.34 During this PE exercise, there were relatitelyer views expressed by the
public and stakeholders on privacy issues. Ofviaess received, only a
minority raised concerns over privacy issues agisiom the Pilot Scheme,
while the majority considered that the Pilot Schemoeild not give rise to
privacy concerns or there were measures in plapedtect the motorists’
privacy.

3.35 Some members of the public and stakeholders wfethe view that, at
present, there are already ways to protect the nstgoprivacy upon the
implementation of the Pilot Scheme, which can beuged into four
categories:

(1) legislation

(i) new legislation or legislative amendments shoulanbreduced
to protect the motorists’ privacy;

(i) new legislation should be introduced to restrie tise of data
collected under the Pilot Scheme; and

(i) images and data collected should only be used Hharge
settlement. Transfer of data to other partieslfoing law
enforcement agencies) should be prohibited unlats pvior
authorisation from the court.
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(2) policy

() datathat were no longer required for follow-up@tt should be
erased within a reasonable period of time; and

(i) data collected should mainly be related to vemcimber plates
and should not include the appearance of motorists.

(3) technology

() current technology (e.g. the DSRC technology) dlygarotects
motorists’ privacy;

(i) images and data collected (including the seriallenof IVUS)
should be encrypted; and

(i) personal data related to charge payment shoulddoedsin a
standalone and offline database system.

(4) code of practice

() a code of practice on handling charging data shdugd
developed; and

(i) a code of practice governing the use of, and atoedsta stored
in the system by authorised personnel should beldpgd.

3.36 During the PE exercise, we wrote to invitewgefrom the Office of the
Privacy Commissioner for Personal Data (“PCPD”)tloa privacy issues
pertaining to the Pilot Scheme. We also explainedetail to the PCPD
the potential privacy issues pertaining to the dhrgpes of ERP
technologies mentioned in the PE document (i.e. OS®PR and GNSYS)
and how they could be addressed. We also indidaegdorivacy impact
assessments would be conducted in the course te#dbibility study on the
Pilot Scheme to critically examine all potentiaivacy risks and propose
relevant mitigation measures.

30



3.37 The PCPD pointed out in their reply that thetFScheme would be legally
bound by the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordinance (@8&p) as it would
involve the collection, use or retention of perdaeta. The PCPD also
stressed that the organisations responsible forctilection, retention,
handling or use of personal data under the Piloe8e would be required
to comply with the Personal Data (Privacy) Ordiramnd its six data
protection principle¥.

3.38 The PCPD considered that the future evaluatidhe effectiveness of the
Pilot Scheme should take into account the ovenalilip perception on
whether privacy protection will be upheld. The BXC&so indicated that
it would continue to advise on privacy related esspertaining to the Pilot
Scheme.

(2) Effectiveness

3.39 There were many views stating that therensead to establish indicators
for evaluating the effectiveness of the Pilot SceemThe public and
stakeholders generally supported using quantitaitneBcators directly
related to road traffic congestion to evaluatedtfectiveness of the scheme,
such as:

(1) traffic volumes going in and out of the charginga(the total number
of vehicles and a breakdown by vehicle types);

(2) average traffic speed within the charging area;

" The PCPD suggested the adoption of the followsihgguiding principles regarding the collection and

handling of personal data pertaining to the PildieSne:

(1) Only adequate but no excessive personal dathlshcollected;

(2) Data subject shall be explicitly informed bétpurpose for which the data are to be used anpdisons to
whom the data may be transferred;

(3) Data retention policies must be formulated amittly followed. Duration of retention of persal data
shall not be too long, and any data collected toppses other than the original collection purpates!
be erased,;

(4) Personal data shall not, without the prescrib@nsent of the data subject, be used for a nepops;

(5) Policies, guidelines and procedures on managimd) processing personal data shall be formulaied t
preserve data confidentiality; and

(6) Contractual means shall be adopted to ensatectintractors who handle personal data will comyiti
requirements on personal data protection.
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(3) average traffic speed on roads adjoining the chgrgrea;
(4) average traffic speed of buses going in and othi@tharging area;

(5) patronage of public transport services going in@urtdbf the charging
area; and

(6) total distance travelled by all vehicles within gtearging area.

3.40 Some members of the public and stakeholdeggested using certain
indicators that are indirectly related to or evewelated to road traffic
congestion to evaluate the effectiveness of that Bitheme, such as:

(1) roadside air pollutant concentrations in the cheg@irea;
(2) Air Quality Health Index in the charging area;

(3) number of pedestrians in the charging area;

(4) pedestrian flows into and out of the charging area;
(5) public acceptability of the Pilot Scheme;

(6) overall economic benefits of the Pilot Scheme;

(7) impacts on commerce, retail sector, consumptioal, estate, rental
market, etc. in the charging area; and

(8) total revenue and expenditure incurred under tlod Bcheme.

3.41 There were many views stating that therenged to establish a review
mechanism for adjusting the charging level as am@&nwvnecessary to
maintain the effectiveness of the Pilot Scheme.

(3) Complementary measures

3.42 The suggestions made by the public and stidetso on the
complementary measures for the Pilot Scheme cagrdngped into the
following four categories:
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(1) existing measures which should be enhanced upon the
implementation of the Pilot Scheme

(2)

(1)
(i)

(iii)

(iv)
(V)

enhance road networks and public transport services

conduct bus route rationalisation to reduce dupboa of
service;

implement more public transport priority schemescks as
bus-only lanes and bus gates);

adjust the toll levels of the three RHCs; and

properly manage the land use and town planningenGentral
District and ensure that the number of existingkipgr spaces
will not be substantially reduced when approvalgigen to
redevelop building sites in the Central District.

the 12 short, medium and long-term measures asweended by the
TAC in the “Report on Study of Road Traffic Congesstin Hong

Kong”, with which the Government agreed and hasptetb a

multipronged approach

(1)

(i)
(iii)

(iv)

(vi)
(vii)

implement measures to manage the fleet size offaricars
(including raising first registration tax and anhlieence fee
for private car);

increase meter parking charges;

strengthen publicity and education to promote caengke with
traffic rules and regulations;

raise the fixed penalty charges for congestiontedl@affences
to restore their deterrent effect;

adopt a stricter approach to enforce congestiataeloffences;
make further use of information technology in enément;

review the parking policy and conduct regular sysven the
supply and demand of parking spaces across th®tgro set
an optimum level of parking provision;
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3)

(viii) provide real-time information on parking vacanaésar parks

(ix)

(x)

(xi)

SO as to encourage motorists to drive their cdosaar parks as
soon as possible;

encourage the loading and unloading activities obds
vehicles to be conducted outside peak hours;

implement more park-and-ride (or park-and-walk)lfiées and
provide shuttle bus services plying between thegihg area
and park-and-ride facilities;

assign parking spaces in car parks near publicsp@mn
interchanges across the territory for park-and-puigoses; and

(xii) start planning for an ERP pilot scheme in the Garidistrict

(i.e. the proposal put forward in this PE exercise)

complementary measures that need to be implemeogether with
the Pilot Scheme

(i)

(ii)

(iii)
(iv)

(V)

(vi)
(vii)

strengthen/enhance various public transport ses\@egeving the
charging area and ensure adequate carrying capafcgyblic
transport services upon the implementation of ite Bcheme;

conduct bus route rationalisation in the chargingpaand its
adjacent areas and consider providing bus-buscimeges;

provide pedestrian and tram precincts in the chgrgrea;

enhance the pedestrian environment/provide moresbean
facilities in the charging area (e.g. improve thedgstrian
network connecting to the public transport systdesignate
pedestrian  precincts, construct additional hillside
escalators/lifts connecting the Central Districtdanhe
Mid-levels, construct travelators, etc.);

upgrade/enhance cycling facilities in the charganga and its
adjacent areas;

increase the number of parking spaces in the agayea;

disseminate real-time traffic and charging infonomt(e.qg.
disseminate real-time charging information and -teaé
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(4)

(viii)

(ix)

(x)

(xi)
(xii)

(xiii)

(xiv)

(xv)

(xvi)

parking vacancy information through website and mheodypps
to help motorists plan their journeys);

develop mobile apps to enable motorists to cheelctiarging
information pertaining to the Pilot Scheme and thegycharges
by electronic means;

study how to handle and release the vast amoundatd
collected from the Pilot Scheme;

attend to the needs of those motorists who onlpgloe Central
District occasionally and keep them well informefl the
charging arrangements;

provide clear traffic signs;

provide turnaround facilities to enable motorists avoid
entering the charging area;

provide kerbside parking and loading/unloadingliées in the
charging area and its adjacent areas;

implement traffic management measures in the adgmsning
the charging area to prevent road traffic congastiorampant
illegal parking immediately outside the chargingaar

install kerbside railings at appropriate locatibtmsnake it less
convenient for “chauffeur-driven vehicles” to piak/drop off
passengers; and

step up enforcement actions against traffic offenge the
charging area and its adjacent areas.

other suggestions

(i)

(ii)

introduce a vehicle quota system to restrict thalmer of new
vehicles;

introduce a rationing scheme to restrict the nunaberehicles
on roads, such as only allowing vehicles with datgs ending
in odd or even numbers to travel on alternate days;
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(i) set higher fixed penalty for illegal parking insithee charging
area than that outside the charging area;

(iv) introduce a real-time traffic surveillance systeonfacilitate
enforcement actions against vehicles obstructiai@drflow;

(v) designate a “low driving speed zone” to further ioye road
environment;

(vi) designate certain places inside the charging as€aa-free
zone"/“low emission zone’/“high occupancy vehiclesly
zone” during certain periods and extend the raginof access
to the existing low emission zones from buses tootier
vehicles;

(vii) provide tax concessions to all environment-frienddicles;

(viii) introduce more electric public transport vehiclesl ancrease
the provision of charging stations;

(ix) introduce new designs of car parks to increasemadapacity;
and

(x) promote a transport policy of pedestrians beingated the
highest priority, mass transport the second pyipand private
cars the lowest priority.

3.43 The feasibility and cost effectiveness of twenplementary measures
mentioned above will be explored in depth in thasfeility study to be
conducted at the next stage. This is to ensutec#rtin complementary
measures that are practicable and socially acdeptaln be implemented
together with the Pilot Scheme.

(4) Other issues

3.44 Apart from the above three pertinent issues,public and stakeholders
also expressed their views on other issues, inofuthe use of revenue
generated from the Pilot Scheme, stepping up earfioeat actions against
traffic offences, inadequate parking spaces arftictrdistribution among
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three RHCs. A summary of the views received amdrédsponses by the
Government are set out below.

(i)  Useof revenue generated from the Pilot Scheme

3.45 There were views that the revenue generabedtine Pilot Scheme should
be spent on traffic improvement projects in ordedispel some public
misconceptions that the Pilot Scheme would be ‘fzerdax revenue source”
of the Government.

3.46 There were views that the revenue generabed tne Pilot Scheme can be
earmarked for specific transport-related purposesi.e. (
“dedicated-fund-for-dedicated-use”), including tHellowing purposes
related to the Pilot Scheme:

(1) reduce/stabilise the fares of public transport @mgeor leaving the
charging area;

(2) enhance the public transport services serving hlaeging area;

(3) procure electric buses to improve public transpervices serving the
charging area;

(4) improve the overall pedestrian environment in tharging area;

(5) increase the enforcement manpower to combat traffeaces in the
charging area,

(6) provide concessions to car parks inside and outegleharging area
to promote park-and-ride service or encourage nsagaio drive their
vehicles into the car parks as soon as possibleefiucing traffic
congestion;

(7) plough back for the operation and maintenance ®fRitot Scheme;
and

(8) procure and install IVUs.
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3.47 There were also views supporting the “dedecfi@d-for-dedicated-use”
approach and considering that the revenue geneshtedd be earmarked
for the following purposes not directly relatedhe Pilot Scheme:

(1) improve transport infrastructure and facilities;

(2) improve public transport services and facilities;

(3) enhance road safety measures;

(4) enhance the quality and maintenance standardgstingxroads;
(5) upgrade walking environment and pedestrian fagdjti

(6) reduce annual licence fee or first registrationdbxehicles; and

(7) develop and encourage the public to make use of
environment-friendly transport modes, bicycles apddestrian
walkways.

3.48 Some academics pointed out that if the revgyamerated from the Pilot
Scheme is to be spent on specific purposes undez th
“dedicated-fund-for-dedicated-use” approach to mlewdirect benefits to
the community (e.g. reductions of public transgares or annual vehicle
licence fees), the Pilot Scheme would gain morgsuprom the public
and stakeholders, and greater consensus couldilbeénbilne community.
Some academics also called on the Government tdorexpthe
establishment of an authority, which might be nansd the “ERP
Authority”, with reference to the Housing Authoritgr the Airport
Authority. The authority so established could dsked with operating the
Pilot Scheme, managing the revenue generated unter
“dedicated-fund-for-dedicated-use” approach anddieg on the use of
the revenue.

3.49 The public finance policy of the Governmertbiput revenue received into
the General Revenue Account and then allocate res®according to the
priorities of society as a whole with a view to rineg public aspirations.
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The “dedicated-fund-for-dedicated-use” approachsdus align with such
an established policy of the Government. We wilblere its feasibility
in detail with regard to public opinions.

(i) Sepping up enforcement actions against traffic offences

3.50 A considerable number of views opposing tHet FlScheme were that
traffic congestion problem in the Central Distristas resulted from
rampant illegal parking and loading/unloading ates (in particular those
of “chauffeur-driven vehicles”) which caused obstron to traffic. As
such, the problem could be solved effectively by renstringent
enforcement actions by the Police.

3.51 lllegal kerbside parking and loading/unloadaatjvities affect the smooth
flow of traffic. More stringent enforcement actsoran only alleviate
traffic congestion at some road sections, but carsrong about a
significant reduction in the number of vehiclesegimy or leaving the
Central District.

3.52 Though stepping up enforcement actions agdmas$fic offences and
implementing ERP are initiatives of different na&uwvith different effects,
they are in fact complementary to each other andachieve synergy. In
light of this, a multipronged approach should bepddd to use different
measures to solve different problems. Moreover,carsider that the
Pilot Scheme is no substitute for enforcement astioy the Police. As
evident from overseas experience (including Singamnd Londotf),
stringent enforcement is one of the prerequisites the effective
implementation of ERP.

8 |n Singapore, prior to the implementation of BRR998, a Driving-Offence Points System was intreet in
1983, whereby offenders of certain congestion-eelaiffences were imposed with fines and demerittpoi
Those who received demerit points repeatedly wbeldlisqualified from driving for at least one yealn
London, before the commissioning of the London Gmtign Charging Scheme in 2003, closed circuit
television systems were deployed to enhance enfant of traffic offences. Moreover, regarding the
penalty level of congestion-related offences (saefilegal parking and loading/unloading of passesgnd
goods), the maximum penalty for Singapore and Landiee SGD 230 (about HKD 1 300) and GBP 130
(about HKD 1 300) respectively, both higher tham ¢larrent maximum penalty of HKD 450 for Hong Kong.
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(ii1) Inadequate parking spaces

3.53 Many views considered that parking spacesad®quate to accommodate
the continuous growth in the number of vehiclesdoent years. As a
result, vehicles circulate on roads or park bykésside, causing traffic
congestion.

3.54 The TD has been monitoring the demand andhsugpparking spaces
across the territory. As far as the Central Dsstis concerned, according
to a survey conducted by a traffic consultant ih£&acant parking spaces
were available in car parks of some commercialdigjs in the district
during busy periods (i.e. from 9 a.m. to 5 p.mu), imany motorists chose to
park illegally or circulate on roads instead ofkpag in the car parks.
Overall speaking, the provision of parking spaceess the territory is still
at an acceptable level.

3.55 Itis the Government’s policy to provide apepriate number of parking
spaces if overall development permits, but at alleshich will not unduly
attract potential passengers to opt for private talieu of public transport
modes. How a balance can be struck will depentheipolicy principles
as well as the actual situations in individual mii$s. For the Central
District, it is extremely difficult to identify stable sites to provide car
parks. When there are new development or redewedop projects
creating opportunities to increase the parking epdor private cars, we
also have to consider the needs of the land or #hwea for other uses.
Besides, the provision of additional parking spaocethe Central District
may attract vehicles going to or from the distribyys aggravating traffic
congestion on existing roads.

3.56 The Government is reviewing the parking podiog will accord priority to
considering and meeting the parking need of comialereehicles.
Depending on the review results, we will explorgprovement measures,
including the need to update the Hong Kong Planrfstgndards and
Guidelines. We will also examine the feasibilityf gelevant
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complementary measures in the feasibility studyhef Pilot Scheme to be
conducted at the next stage.

(iv) Traffic distribution among three RHCs

3.57 There were views that the road traffic congasturrently experienced on
Hong Kong Island was closely related to the unetvaffic distribution
among the three RHCs and that toll adjustments dcaaffectively
rationalise the traffic distribution among the RHCs

3.58 The Government attaches great importance i® idlsue. We have
commenced a consultancy study in January 2017 ptorex options for
rationalising traffic distribution among the thre#iCs, including traffic
volumes along the connecting roads of RHCs afteyrralisation of traffic
distribution and traffic impact on districts conced. The Government
has undertaken to complete the study and subrhadplstment proposals
to the LegCo Panel on Transport for discussion iwitthe 2017-18
session.

kkkkkkkkhkkhkk
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Chapter 4 Way Forward
Overview

4.1 This PE exercise had triggered a lot of disonssn the Pilot Scheme in the
community. It had enhanced the understanding ef pliblic and
stakeholders of the basic concepts of ERP and eagrsnplementation
experience. It also enabled us to collect manwlumble views. The
initial public reaction indicates that there areews supporting the
implementation of the Pilot Scheme while thereadse views opposing or
expressing concerns.

4.2 We will appoint a consultant to conduct an apith feasibility study on the
Pilot Scheme. The consultant will analyse in déta views collected and,
based on the latest traffic data, overseas expeariend findings from past
studies on ERP, develop specific implementatiorppsals for the Pilot
Scheme for further discussion with the public atakeholders. This
chapter outlines the issues to be explored indhsilbility study and sets out
the steps ahead.

Scope of feasibility study
4.3 The following will be included in the scopetbé feasibility study:

Detailed option(s)

(1) Formulate one or more detailed option(s) taking iatcount the
views collected during the PE exercise and ovemmgasrience. The
detailed option(s) shall cover various aspecth®tix basic elements
(charging area, charging mechanism, charging pectoalging level,
exemption and concession, technology).

Traffic survey, technical evaluation and analysis

(1) data collection through in-field traffic surveys;
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(2) technical evaluation and analysis of detailed ay§sh including:
() carry out an in-depth traffic analysis using traorsmodels;

(i) evaluate the effectiveness of detailed option(ggluding
quantified benefits/impacts of the option(s) in fftca
environmental (including air quality, noise andegrkouse gas
emissions), economic and social terms;

(i) evaluate capital and recurrent operating experalias well as
cost-benefit analysis (both short-term and longaeand

(iv) evaluate the privacy impact of the Pilot Schemerandmmend
specific privacy protection strategies.

Operation of the Pilot Scheme

(1) examine the future management and operationalgenaents of the
Pilot Scheme (including whether it should be diseciperated by
government departments);

(2) examine the legal framework for implementing théotPEcheme
(such as the scope of any new legislation, any ssacg legislative
amendments, relevant offences and penalties, atw);

(3) formulate the implementation timetable of the P8cheme.
Others
(1) study the complementary measures for the Piloti@ehe

(2) consider critically the use of revenue generateahfthe Pilot Scheme
on specific transport-related purposes (i.e.
“dedicated-fund-for-dedicated-use”);

(3) evaluate the traffic impact on the Central Distrigbon the
commissioning of the Central-Wan Chai Bypass; and
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(4) examine the compatibility of the ERP technologyhwitie automatic
toll collection system currently used at the tollednels/roads as well
as how best to further use the traffic data catéatnder the ERP
system for the purposes of traffic management dadnpg and
development of intelligent transport systems withcompromising
privacy protection.

Steps ahead

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

The Government is determined to implement thet FScheme. As
remarked by the Secretary for Transport and Housirtge media session
on the launch of the PE exercise on 11 Decembes,20& question is not
“whether” but “how” to implement the Pilot Scheme.

We recognise that building a consensus indh@aunity is instrumental to
the successful implementation of the Pilot Schem¢.the next stage, we
will appoint a consultant to conduct an in-depthsibility study on the

Pilot Scheme to develop one or more detailed optionfurther discussion
and selection by the public during the more extenSitage 2 PE exercise.

Having regard to the views collected from thag8 2 PE exercise, the
consultant will recommend a practicable proposathe Government.

Based on the proposal, the Government will preffeedegislation required

and seek funding from LegCo to carry out variowsks$a such as detailed
design, construction, equipment installation aral tuns, etc.

We do not underestimate the challenges in ime@f¢ing the Pilot Scheme.
Overseas experience shows that an ERP scheme ragaessarily gain
overwhelming support at the beginning of its impdetation. For
example, we note that nearly 70% of the commungyosed to the ERP
scheme in Stockholm of Sweden at the beginningsoimplementation.
However, after the scheme had been operated foermsdp of time,
significant improvement in road traffic situatiorasvapparent and over
two-thirds of the community became supportive eftbntinued operation
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4.8

of the ERP scheme in Stockholm. We understandhbatey for gaining

the acceptance of the public and stakeholders @fillot Scheme lies in
the preparation of an effective implementation psgd. We believe that
the Pilot Scheme will gain more support when it effiectively alleviate

road traffic congestion for the benefit of the coumity.

While implementing the ERP is one of the imaottaspects of the
Government’s efforts in tackling traffic congestiah is not our only
measure. The Government will continue to adopt @atifpronged

approach to tackle traffic congestion, includingpmving transport
infrastructure, enhancing public transport seryicestepping up
enforcement actions against traffic offences, im@eting traffic

management measures, reviewing the parking podittydying ways to
contain vehicle growth and usage, as well as ralieng the traffic

distribution among the three RHCs, etc.

kkkkkkkkkkkk
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Abbreviations

ANPR
APls
DC
DSRC
ERP
GMBs
GNSS
HAD
IVUs
LegCo
MTR
NFC
PCPD
PE
RFID
RHCs
RTHK
TAC
TD
WIFI

Automatic Number Plate Recognition
Announcements in the Public Interest
District Council

Dedicated Short-range Radio Communication
Electronic Road Pricing

Green Minibuses

Global Navigation Satellite System
Home Affairs Department

In-vehicle Units

Legislative Council

Mass Transit Railway

Near Field Communication

Privacy Commissioner for Personal Data
Public Engagement

Radio Frequency Identification

Road Harbour Crossings

Radio Television Hong Kong

Transport Advisory Committee

Transport Department

Wireless Fidelity
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