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Agendaltem | - Confirmation of minutes of the last meeting held on 16

December 2005

1. As there were no further comments to the revimgdites of the last

meeting, the Committee agreed that the minutes aa@rérmed.



Agendaltem |l - Mattersarising

International Festival of Inclusive Arts

2. Secretary briefly introduced the objective, programme and
organisational structure of the Festival. She ddtat the Legislative
Council and District Councils were very supportite the Festival.
Subsequent to the discussion of the Festival atldlse meeting, the
Sub-committee on Public Education had decided @ inslusive arts as
one of the two major themes for public educatias gear. Chairman
invited Members to mark their diaries for the opgnof the Festival, and
to forward any comments or suggestions, if anfadoretary.

[Post meeting note: the opening of the Festival stdsequently advanced
to 2 December 2006 (Saturday). A-revised Fesbvaty is atAnnex A.]

Rehabilitation Programme Plan (RPP)

3. Secretary reported that the public consultation on RPP patly
scheduled for completion by the end of January, exdsnded to the end of
February as requested by organisations of the iéaabn sector. The
RPP Review Working Group met recently and agreeenter the drafting
stage which was intended to be completed by Mag/Juiihe draft RPP
would subsequently be submitted to RAC for disaussind endorsement.
Chairman said that the RPP was a very important documeiitraapped
out the development of rehabilitation serviceshe years to come, and
asked Members to scrutinize the draft very cargfulhen the latter was
ready.



Agenda ltem |11 - Concessionary public transport fares for people with
disability [RAC Paper 1/2006]

4.  TheAdministration explained that people with disabilities had been

requesting concessionary public transport faresaieo reasons:

(1) concessionary public transport fares for peoptd disabilities
were implemented overseas, where public transpoetators
were state-owned agencies; and

(2) local public transport operators were largdestaprivate
corporations and had the corporate social respiitis® to
contribute to the social well-being of the communit

5. However, this had not been an easy course, ynainé to two

reasons:

(1) the local population of people with disabilgiewere
considerable in size (i.e. 350,000); and

(2) under the Disability Discrimination OrdinancBXO), if one
offered benefits to only part of the population p&Eople with
disabilities, one might be considered to be discrating
against the rest of the people with disabilitiesless the court
was satisfied that the offer catered to the speaueds of a
smaller group of people with disabilities.

In this connection, the Administration had tried égplore a range of

options for all parties’ consideration.

6. The Administration said that the Legislative Council (LegCo) had
discussed the various options and decided attistlaneeting that as the




first step, concessionary fares might be grantedthiose receiving
Disability Allowance (DA) and Comprehensive Socsacurity Assistance
(CSSA) with 100% loss of working capacity. Theatatumber of these
two groups of people would be around 95,000, exctuthose below the
age of 15 and those above the age of 65. As regatevant legislation,
LegCo was of the view that the issue could be clamed separately.

7. At the meeting with the Disability Alliance onoficessionary
Transport Fare (the Alliance}he Administration gathered that the

Alliance was prepared to accept LegCo’s suggesamra first step and
requested that the scope would in future, be exignd cover all people
with disabilities holding the “Registration Card rfoPeople with
Disabilities”. Also, they would like to make suifeat the proposal would
not affect the DA and CSSA being received as the ddd CSSA were
supposed to have included assistance with regdrdrisport costs.

8. Chairman remarked that the issue was very complicated and
required a lot of political wisdom to handle. Hwited Members to give

their views.

9. The Administration said that the legal issue concerning the

proposal of giving concessionary fares to DA or 8%&cipients had yet to
be resolved. Although the final decision restedhvithe Court, all the
legal advice received so far raised concerns abaosgible legal challenge
against the above proposal. The Administration madact, worked with
the Equal Opportunities Commission to come up aittoption of granting
concessionary fares to those who require the coynpéra carer when
traveling on public transport. This option shoble able to make use of
an exemption clause under DDO that it was meariater to the special
needs of the selected group of people with digasli The



Administration invited Members to comment on the various options

presented.

10. Therepresentative of SWD pointed out that the risk concerning the

legality of any of these options was to be borneghgyparties offering the
concessionary fares, i.e. public transport opesatoh_member followed
up to explain that the legality issue of the pragabeption could be a major
concern of the public transport operators in cagrand) the matter.

11. A member suggested the Committee to consider pursuing pkiero

of granting concessionary fares to all holdershef ‘Registration Card for
People with Disabilities’ as the card had alreadgrbused as an eligibility
criterion and identification tool for concessiorfeséd by a Government
Department (Leisure and Cultural Services Departingéine Ocean Park
and some ferry companies. According to the RACepaihe number of
registrants at the Central Registry for Rehabibtat Registrants was
estimated to be around 81,000. In response to mbaes views and
another member’s enquiry on the mattére Administration explained

that the registration system was on voluntary basid the number of
people registered and applied for the card refteotdy a small portion of
people with disabilities. The representative of SWD added that this was

an option put forward to public transport operatarshe very beginning,
but the latter was concerned about the large numbpeople potentially
entitled to the “Registration Card for People witisabilities”.

12. A member raised that the companion of a person with diggbil
could be a person with disability him/herselfThe Administration

explained that the concept was that those who metedee accompanied to
use public transportation had to pay double fatackvtherefore justified
the special needs requirement under the DDO. dindt matter whether



the accompanying person was a person with disabilihot.

13. A member supported the option of granting concessionargsfao a
smaller group of people with disabilities on thesibaof the level of their
functioning, and therefore complied with the DDQJsing this option as
the starting point could make the process easi@mother member

concurred with this proposal.

14. A member raised that granting exemption(s) in relevantmadce(s)
would be the best option, which was in fact a commaactice in other
human rights legislation. Two _members shared her view. Another

member_said that proceeding with legislative amendment way time
consuming. He would suggest persuading publicsprart operators with
a legally viable option. Vice-chairman andanother member supported

the proposal.

15. A _member was concerned about whether or not, following the
proposed option as the first step, it could be mtsthat there would be the
second or third steps to realise the original iden of giving
concessionary public transport fares to people dighbilities.

16. The Administration added that a responsible government could not

possibly take a course that could contravene eagistiaws. The
representative_of SWD supplemented that CSSA payment already

reflected expenditure on traveling.

17. A member said that he agreed with the importance of takiegfirst
step. He understood that the Alliance agreed thase with visible
disabilities could benefit first. As regards tetoptions being discussed,
he was worried that both might have their shortem®iand could invite



criticisms. He said that the Alliance’s originafategy was to have the
two railways, to which the Government owned in migpto take the lead
to grant concessionary fares.

18. Chairman concluded that the RAC’s consensus was to enabkle th
first step to be taken. Members would not reconurtée Government to
take up an approach that might be legally challdng&hey noted that
EOC and DoJ previously advised that offering cosioesry fare provision
to recipients of DA and of CSSA with 100% loss arreng capacity might
run the risk of legal challenge by those exclude@AC was open to any
option that would not contravene the law and cquidsuade the public
transport operators to offer concessionary fargsetuple with disabilities.
It appeared that the provision of concession toplgeavith disabilities
requiring company of carers for traveling on puliransport was the
option that was least likely to contravene the DDOhis option could be
a start, which would be followed by further stepsektend the coverage to
other groups of people with disabilities and theaduction of necessary
legislative amendments.

Agendaltem |V - Private hostels for people with disabilities
[RAC Paper 2/2006]

19. Secretary updated Members that subsequent to the issuartbe of
subject paper, the Rehabilitation Programme PlaPPjRReview Working
Group discussed the issue again and had a new nezodation.

20. The Working Group first considered the matit@r mid-2005.
Noting that the total number of private hostels people with disabilities
had remained stagnant in the past two decadeghahthere would not be
much room for these hostels to develop due to tiesipal limitations



concerning their building structures, the Workingp@ recommended then
that the Government encourage the developmentlBfirsgncing hostels
run by NGOs and let sub-standard private hostefshlased out gradually.

21. The Working Group revisited the matter in resm@oto recent calls
from the public for regulating such private hostel# recommended a
three-pronged approach:

(1) continuing the support for self-financing hdste

(2) regulating private hostels, as it appearedttiere was room
for its development; and

(3) continuing the provision of subvented hosteldere
resources allow.

22. A member opined that the problems brought about by privaisels
and self-financing hostels were due to the shoriagsubvented hostel

places.

23. Therepresentative of SWD clarified that the Government had been

increasing the number of places of subvented rostah year. However,
one needed to consider whether this was a viabésune to meet relevant
demand in the long run. In addition, some peopdgyesl with private

hostels by choice, as they and/or their parentiepesl private hostels to
subvented hostels for the former’s convenienceoration and lack of

restrictions. The market called for a diversitysefvices.

24. The representative of SWD added that the introduction of a

regulatory system would be a long process, asomilshcover not only the
private hostels, but also both the self-financimmstbls and subvented
hostels. Setting a standard for all hostels regucareful consideration.



There was also a risk that many private hostelsathdr types of hostels
might have to close down due to non-compliance wilie new
requirements. In this case, measures needed itolace to address the
concerns of the sector and affected residents.

25. A member appreciated the difficulty for the Government dentify
suitable venues for subvented hostels due to opposifrom
neighbourhoods. He pointed out that there was roora private market,
which would require regulation as well as suppgrtihe Government.

26. A member opined that setting clear minimum requirementstfer
private hostels could help to protect the welfafetlee people with
disabilities living therein. Another member considered a licensing

system should be set up in the long run. While apeeed that there
should be a balance between public and privateleesal services for
people with disabilities, she proposed setting wp irdicator for the
development of subvented residential services.

27. A member said that the private hostels in question hadtexisor
decades. Only recently, a few extreme exampleg w&ked up by the
media. He visited a few private hostels and ntietl the quality of some
of them was indeed quite high, and that the hostelg catering to a wide
range of needs. He considered that the Governsimenild first study and
analyse the issue in detall, instead of jumping mthasty conclusion that
had far-reaching effect.

28. In response to a member’s enquing representative of SWD said

that a Code of Practice was in place to provideaute on the operation of
private hostels, including both building structueesd staff requirements.
SWD visited private hostels regularly and residefthese hotels could be
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referred for appropriate professional services etaessary. Chairman
added that residents of private hostels were indeegiving a wide range
of public services to cater to their various needs.

29. The representative of SWD (Director) said that the current

rehabilitation policy focused on integration intuicgety, and emphasized on
the development of community support. Therefoesidential service
was not the only option for people with disabiktie

30. Chairman concluded that the Committee generally agreed thi¢h
three-pronged approach mentioned above, and recondede the

Administration to consider licensing residentiasteds in the long run.

Agenda ltem V - Sandardization of sign language [RAC Paper 3/2006]

31. TheAdministration introduced the background of the subject matter,

history of development, and current situation afnslanguage in Hong
Kong. She also explained the various efforts niadéhe government and
relevant NGOs in the past few decades attemptingcdmpile a
standardized sign language for Hong Kong. ShetadviMembers to
discuss whether there was a need for a standardiggd language in
Hong Kong.

32. A member said that it would be worthwhile to have a staddasd

framework for all to follow and for use on formataasions. Ms Timmy
CHAN, a member’s interpreter and editor of a relgepublished sign
language handbook, explained that 70% of the sigesl by people with
hearing impairment in Hong Kong were in common,ihgwerived from
similar origins. Nevertheless, new signs were btgexl among small
groups over time, as sign language was not tangsthools.
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33. A member said that cochlear implanting could only be cakroeit
after a child reached the age of 1.5 years. Arahtign language was
needed to provide an infant with an oral languagen¢lp develop its
language structure in brain. She wondered to whktgnt a standardized
sign language designed by adults was sufficientyural in helping
children in this regard.

34. The representative of EMB pointed out that based on the joint

research project with the Chinese University of gléfong on the use of
sign language to help students’ reading and legsrtime most important
iIssue was the use of sign language to facilitat@pleeto communicate
comfortably. It might not be worthwhile to put tnendous effort into
getting various parties to agree upon a set of &agguage, instead of
investing the scarce resources and manpower onetenteasures to help
deaf children to learn.

35. A member pointed out that one should also note the interethe
public, particularly university students and elgierin learning sign
language. He considered that front-line civil seng, such as the police
and doctors, should also have knowledge of sigguage.

36. A _member opined that if the mainland had a standardizea sig
language, maybe Hong Kong should adopt it so teaple with hearing
impairment in Hong Kong could also communicate wathmuch bigger
population. Another member supported the suggestion.

37. The Administration said that people in Hong Kong treasured the

sign language they had been using. She pointethatithe objective of
standardizing a sign language was to have it ugguebple. As such, the
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standardization of sign language should be accomgaby a formal
accreditation system to ensure quality and usage.

38. In response to Chairperson’s questitve, Administration said that

past experience demonstrated that if there wersupporting measures,
like an accreditation system, all the efforts pubistandardizing a sign
language would likely be wastedA member supported the proposal.

39. A member was concerned about the criteria to be used ipriheess
of standardizing a sign language in Hong Kong:tjali consideration or
theoretically based. She opined that language avganic and would
naturally evolve over time.

40. Chairman concluded that the Committee agreed on the dimectio
that there should be a standardized sign langualgge implementation
details had yet to be worked out. He agreed td Eavorking group to
follow up in this regard.

Agenda ltem VI - Further consultation on career-oriented studies and
the New Senior Secondary Academic Sructurefor Special Schools

41. The representative of EMB gave a brief introduction on the

background of the issue. She said that a consultabper for the New
Senior Secondary Academic Structure was first sime 2004, which
covered a proposed overall framework. The cur@nisultation, that
commenced in January 2006, focused on two issueareer-oriented
studies (COS) and the academic structure for sigah@ols.

42. An_attendee introduced the main points of the consultation,

highlighting the principles that all students wolgdrn under the common
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curriculum framework with adaptation to suit stutderwith different
learning needs; and that all students would be igeovwith 6 years of
primary education and 6 years of secondary edutatible briefly took
Members through the structure for each type ofigbschools.

43. As regards curriculum structui@_attendee said that all schools,
including special schools would offer core and &les studies as well as
other learning experiences. Assessment for stadeith intellectual
disability would be school-based and would focusamrat students would
be capable of achieving, instead of open examinatidn the long run, a
systemic assessment for these students might beredp As regards exit
pathways, more discussion would be required. §eleeefer to the
powerpoint presentation file ainnex B (in Chinese only).)

44. A member wanted to know if there would be a special waifaar
students with specific learning difficulties for eih applications to
non-language majors at universitieAn_attendee said that each student

with special educational needs was an individuaecand appropriate
accommodation would be provided in open examinatiddevertheless,
the discussion with universities had not touchedhendetails of admission
criteria yet. A member clarified that she was not suggesting that a lower
mark should be required from students with speddarning difficulties,
which was not fair to other students. She conedi¢nat there should not
be admission requirements irrelevant to a spesifiject chosen.

45. In response to a member’s questionadendee said that under the
new system, students with visual impairment wowdtimue their senior
secondary education in ordinary schools. Assigtavmuld be rendered to
facilitate adaptation of the students to the netwets. Schools should
respect students’ choice of subject and ensurd egpartunities.
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46. In response to a member’s questamattendee said that COS was
not positioned as a kind of vocational training.heTprimary objective was
to develop the generic skills, but not vocatioridlls of students through
COS. Interface with Vocational Training Council wi@ be worked out.

47. A _member suggested taking into consideration whether the ne
system would be recognized by overseas higher &docaystem.
Chairman said that Members, if they had further suggesticwuld
forward their views to the Education and Manpowardau before the end
of the consultation period by late April.

Agenda ltem VII - Any other business

48. Secretary said that HWFB proposed to arrange an overseay stu
tour for current Members of the RAC, and sought Mers’ advice
whether they might be interested in the propos&he presented an initial
idea of visiting the United States with special Uscon the theme of
independent living, which had been the dominatirdgai in the
rehabilitation sector in the United States and nathgr countries.

49. Secretary briefly introduced the philosophy, historical asdcial
backgrounds of the concept of independent livingictv stemmed from the
Civil Rights Movement in 1960s. Suggested programcould include
visiting facilities, such as the Independent LiviRgsource Centre in San
Francisco; meetings with policy makers, think tgnksademics, service
providers and/or users/consumers; and any otheasamts that could
facilitate exchange of views and experience.



50. Chairman invited views from Members and concluded that the
RAC would take the study trip to the United Statexl the desirable
timeframe for the visit would be between August &wober. Secretary
would follow up on the matter and report progresha next meeting.

Rehabilitation Division
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