Minutes of the Meeting of the
Rehabilitation Advisory Committee (RAC)
held at 2:30 p.m. on 14 June 2005 in Room 1007,
10/F., Citibank Tower, 3 Garden Road, Hong Kong
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Mrs Julie LEE LAU Chu-lai
Dr Simon LEUNG Man-on
Prof LEUNG Ping-chung

Mrs Jackie MA LAI Bik-lin

Dr TSE Tsun-him

Ms WONG Kwai-wan

Mr YEUNG Ka-sing

Mr Paul K W TANG

Miss Ophelia CHAN

Mrs Betty IP

Dr Catherine LAM

Dr Daisy DAI
Ms Linda LAl

(Chairman)

Director of Social Welfare

Assistant Director of Social Welfare
(Rehabilitation and Medical Social Services)

Principal Assistant Secretary for Education and
Manpower (School Administration &
Support)

Consultant Pediatrician (Child Assessment
Service), Department of Health

Senior Executive Manager, HospitaltAarity

Deputy Secretary for Health, Welfared Food
(Family & Women)



Mrs Mary MA Commissioner for Rehabilitation

Ms Elia WONG Assistant Secretary for Health, Wedfand
Food (Rehabilitation) (Secretary)

In attendance

Miss Angela LEE Principal Assistant Secretary Esvironment
Transport and Works (Transport)1

Mr Tony TANG Principal Education Officer fdEducation an
Manpower (Curriculum Development)2

Mr Tommy NG Chief Transport Officer (Planning Disab
Transport), Transport Department

Mr S N CHAN Chief Executive Officer (Rehabilitatior
Health, Welfare and Food Bureau

Mr Derek LEUNG Executive Officer (Rehabilitation)1l, Heal

Welfare and Food Bureau

Absent with Apologies

Miss Iris CHAN Sui-ching

Mr CHONG Chan-yau

Ms Christine FANG Meng-sang
Mrs Olivia LEUNG WU Kwai-man
Professor Arthur MAK Fuk-tat

Mr Anthony YEUNG Kwok-ki

Agenda ltem | — Confirmation of Minutes

The minutes of the last meeting held on 24 Jan@ab5 were

confirmed.



Agenda ltem |l — Matters Arising

2. No matter was broached at the meeting.

Agenda Item Il — Use of the Public Transport by Peple with
Disabilities (PWDs)[RAC Paper 5/2005]

3. The Administration reported actions taken by the Bureau with

regard to the request for concessionary fares tplpewith disabilities
(PWDs). Apart from having discussions with the €lenand Statistics
Department (C&SD) on the survey data in the Spémaics Report (STR
No. 28), we had taken note of the definition of s@bility’ under the
Disability Discrimination Ordinance (DDO) which hadoroad and general
interpretation. According to advice from the Depwant of Justice (DoJ)
and the Equal Opportunities Commission (EOC), is wacessary to take
into account implications of the DDO on possiblscdimination when

considering the grant of concessionary fares to BWD

4. The Administration further pointed out there was an exception

clause under DDO enabling the grant of specialiseror offer to a
particular group of PWDs to meet their ‘specialadge It was of the view
that the offer of concessionary fares to PWDs wwmithbility challenge and
requiring the company of a carer when travellingpablic transport might
be interpreted to meet their special need of havongay double fare

charges (for 2 persons)IThe Administration added that the proposal had

yet to be further studied including holding extemesconsultation with the
disabled groups and the launching of a surveyHlerrnecessary statistical

and analytical information.



5. The Chairman relayed the views of a member, who could not

make it to the meeting. A_member appreciated the difficulty in
persuading the PT operators and considered th#tefudiscussion and

studies were required for tackling the issu&his member asked that the

Government went ahead to set up a working groulp egabled persons as
indicated by the Secretary for Health, Welfare Bodd.

6. A member said that he consulted a lawyer and was advisdd tha
DDO would not be infringed even if concessioname$awere not granted

to all the people covered, because of a generaptons clause in the

DDO. Another member, from a legal practitioner’s perspective,
however, opined that the Government should havalllegustifiable

reasons in putting forward any suggestion to thepgarators.

7. A member suggested taking a soft approach in seeking the PT
operators’ support. He appreciated that this waadlifficult and would
take time. He suggested setting a reasonableftam@e and formulating

an overall strategy to realise the goal phase lag@h

8. An_attendee explained that under the existing transport policy

Government would not provide direct subsidies to éperators. PT
operators therefore had to be very careful wheressssy financial
implications of providing fare concession to PWDsSome of them
indicated that they had difficulties in offeringetttoncession when they
learnt that the total number of potential benefiem could be over a

million.

9. Another_attendee said that some ferry operators were already

offering concessionary fares to PWDs with RegigtraCard for PWDs.



The representative of SWDsaid that the beneficiaries should be identified

in order to define the category.

10. A member said that offering concessionary fares to PWDs doul
increase the number of passengers. As the opgratst for public
transport is fixed, the increased number of usessldvonly add to the
revenue but not the cost of the PT operators. éfbex, he considered it

unnecessary to downsize the total number of patidotineficiaries.

11. A member said that we should aim to help those who werdyreal

in need and most importantly to provide convenigoc&WDs.

12. The Administration clarified the standpoint of the Bureau: (i) the

Government had to be careful in putting forwardpmsal that should be
legally sound, and (ii) we must be able to exptaithe general public that
our proposal was reasonable and justifiable. Ifoweld identify PWDs
with specific needs for concessionary fares, we ldvaonsult disability
groups’ views and then ask the Census and Statifdepartment to

conduct a survey to obtain a more accurate figure.

13. A member cautioned that using the transportation cost as a
criterion was arguable. Those who lived fartheagviike those who had

to be accompanied when going out, had to bear highesportation costs.

14. A _member was against playing the numbers-game with the PT
operators. She proposed taking a soft approach fday, example,
presenting the First Ferry with a “caring compaalydl” to encourage other

companies to follow suit. Another member said that it was already very

difficult to define disability, not to mention funrér sub-dividing it.



Another member said that while he considered it unwise to pursiilbout

clarifying the legal point of view, he agreed wi#tking a soft approach.

15. A member proposed implementing it phase by phase. The pilot
scheme could cover those eligible for Disabilityotance (DA). The
Chairman said that this suggestion appeared to be consisigh the
proposal of offering concessionary fares to thodao vihad mobility

challenge and need to travel in companyhis_member was not in

support of this latter criterion as it was our pglto encourage PWDs to

become more self-dependent, rather than asking swbompanied.

16. A member cautioned that DA was supposed to supplement &igib
PWDs’' daily expenses, including transportation fee. Offering
concessionary fares to DA recipients might be seeenriching the rich.

The representative of SWDsuggested that another possible option was to

give concessionary fare to CSSA recipients with %0@lisability.

Another member cautioned that the PT operators might respond kings

the Government to pay for their transportationatlye Another member

said that the concessionary fares addressed PWa&ssportation need,

rather than financial need.The Administration said that we would

consult EOC on using “DA” as the criterion.

17. The Chairman concluded that Members generally agreed with

taking a soft approach and conducting a pilot sehdranefiting those
eligible for DA.

18. An attendee introduced various models of wheelchair accessible

vehicle available in the market and compared thatability with regard to

their modes of operation, costs and safety. Sohfarcould not find a



model that could meet all the criteria. Neverthg)ehe identified two
alternatives: Crown Comfort which was like an osdin taxi but with
swivel seats that made it a little bit easier fovre@ichair user to get into the
car; and Peugeot Horizon which was operated by bRGonly had a
capacity of 1360 c.c. He was discussing with tgperators to bring in a
number of taxis of Crown Comfort model by the erfidhe year and was
trying to secure one Peugeot Horizon model fol ma in Hong Kong.

Given the fast development in this artdas attendeewas optimistic that

suitable models would be available in the nearréutu

19. In response to a member’s enquinis_attendeeclarified that the

prices he quoted for all the vehicles he presentexc listed prices in the
open market, whereas if such vehicles were purchi@ske served as taxis,
the prices would be about $200,000 less as figgstration tax was levied

at a much lower rate for taxi.

20. A _member suggested that Transport Department step up its

publicity when the first wheelchair accessible taak the ground.

21. A member opined that there was a need for suitable trateoan
means for PWDs, regardless of the latter's economé&ans. PWDs
discharged from hospitals often found it difficatt book rehabus for

follow-up appointments.

Agenda Iltem IV — Presentation on Special EducatiorServices — the

Way Forward under “3+3+4”

22. An_attendee presented the special education services proposed

under the new senior secondary (NSS) structurentigc@nnounced by the



Education and Manpower Bureau (EMB). Chapter thefreport sets out
proposals for a more detailed dialogue with kekettalders in the second
half of 2005. Following further consultation, thay forward will be set
out in more detail by the end of 2005. (A copytbé power point
presentation is atAppendix 1.)

23. A member welcomed the development and pointed out that ¢ye k

to success lay with the training for teacher$he representative of EMB

responded that in the new academic structure, ehéeaprofessional
development grant would be provided for schoolsge flexibly to release
teachers to take part in professional developmemgrammes, by
employing supply teachers or other supportive st@ff help out.
Depending on need, teachers who would provide Bpéearning support
to students or those who would work in special sthanight be given
tailor-made training. There would also be themseba training
programme for teachers to better understand amd frat for example, the

needs of autistic students or those with speafacring difficulties.

24. The representative of EMB added that there would be special

education inspectors visiting relevant schools lety to ensure the
quality of the educational services provided fardsints with SEN. In
addition, EMB was also exploring the feasibility sdipporting NGOs to
provide continuous learning opportunities for stde with special

educational needs after leaving school.

25. In response to a member’s question on earlntift@tion of

students’ SENthe representative of EMBsaid that all schools would be

required to assess whether their primary one staded any SEN towards

the end of the first school term. Teachers wowdjlven guidance as to



how to make the best use of the early identificatimol and the
Individualized Education Programme. EMB would aga to visit each
school once a year as far as possible to moniterirtiplementation of

various support measures.

26. Regarding the representative of DH enquiry ba promotion
prospects of students with SEN inside the new anadeystem,the

representative of EMB responded that under the new academic system,

most schools would have a symmetrical structurer@lhyea great majority
of the students would be able to be promoted tanSheir own schools.
As regards the admission to universities, EMB caaldind all universities

of their code of practice with regard to equal apyaities.

27. A _member suggested that primary schools conduct another
assessment of students’ SEN when the latter wangttad to primary four
or five, as such findings would be very valuableg fassessing the
effectiveness of relevant treatment or special isesvgiven to students

with SEN. The representative of EMBreplied that the existing tool to

identify students with specific learning difficids already covered students

up to age 10.

28. A member added that it was important that the SEN of sttglen
be accurately diagnosed. He knew of cases of sted&ith hearing
impairment (HI) being considered as mentally hamoged (MH). The
representative _of EMB responded that students might have multiple

handicaps and would be classified by their maj@alility. Hence a
student with HI and MH might be classified as an Bliddent if that was
his/her major disability.



Agenda Item V — Progress Report for the Rehabilitabn Programme
Plan (RPP) ReviewW|[RAC Paper 6/2005]

29. Members noted the progress of the Working @rouOn the
proposal of including Specific Learning Difficulde(SLD) under the
definition of ‘Disability’ in the RPPa_member stated his support for such

suggestion.

Date of Next Meeting

30. There being no other business, the meetinguatid at 5:00 p.m.
The Chairman asked the Secretary to inform Members of the datd

other details nearer the time.
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