                             Please reply to :      

2 Fu Kong Shan, Mui Wo,

Lantau -   9037-6407

rbunker@netvigator.com 

13 October 2011

Hon Ms Audrey Eu,

Legislative Council

Hong Kong

Dear Audrey

We write to advise you of gross maladministration on the part of the Environmental protection Department, and to request that you take the matter up in Legco.

EPD has been derelict in their duty in 7 main areas:

1) Failure to set up a comprehensive waste reduction, re-using and recycling scheme for HK.

2) Failure to plan for what to do after the filling up of existing landfill sites

3) Rushing to set up incineration without consideration of modern plasma techologies etc
4) Absurd and defective site-selection process

5) Wilful disregard of their own EIA

6) Total failure to establish costs, and profligate waste of taxpayers’ money

7) Choice of outdated technology.

To take these points in sequence:

1) There has been much talk over many years about a proper waste management policy.  Most other countries have for a long time had proper policies in place – not only about the “3 R’s” (reduce, re-use, recycle), but also in the whole matter of education and developing a responsible culture of proper waste-management.  HK is the laughing stock of the world for producing more rubbish per capita than anywhere.

2) It has been known for many years that HK’s landfills would shortly be full.  A lack of proper planning and foresight by EPD means that they are now at risk of panicking into a series of wrong decisions.   

3) Having given up incineration in 1997 due to pollution fears, EPD now wishes to go back to it, because our landfills are full.

EPD claims that the technology they will use will emit no pollution (yet they make a big issue of the need to site a Hong Kong incinerator away from population centres).  In fact the technology they intend to use produces PM1 –PM2.5  particles, and evidence shows that people living downwind of such incinerators have higher rates of heart attacks, asthma, strokes, cancer, and birth defects.  
Modern ultra-high temperature plasma incineration in fact produces no emissions, and generates far more electricity, yet EPD refuse to consider this technology.

4)   EPD has done an EIA on two shortlisted sites, Tsang Tsui Ash Lagoon (“TTAL”) next to Black Point Power station in the NT, and Shek Kwu Chau (“SKC”), off Lantau’s southern beaches.  This proved conclusively that TTAL was the obvious choice, for the following reasons:

· TTAL is already blighted land; SKC is pristine island landscape facing onto areas dedicated to leisure and tourism

· transport to TTAL is shorter, and will not be disrupted by typhoons etc.

· TTAL has the ash lagoons next to it for ash disposal; ash from SKC will need to be transported back to TTAL

· TTAL is next door to Black Point Power station; SKC has no grid access.

· TTAL can be ready 2-3 years earlier than SKC (SKC will not be ready until 2 years after our landfills are full – what will happen in the meantime? Will thousands of tons of rubbish per day be left to pile up in the streets?)

· TTAL is further from centres of population than SKC

EPD has said that SKC should be used to ensure “balanced spatial distribution” – in other words, things should be evenly spaced around the SAR.  If this is now Government policy, then it is absurd.  It is a way of saying “we have found part of HK which has not been trashed as much as everywhere else, so let’s trash it”.

5)  However, despite these points all being clearly made in their own EIA,  EPD concluded that SKC was their choice.

6)   To compound this, they admitted to us that they have done no costings of either the capital cost or running costs for either site.  These factors should be one of the basic factors in site selection.  To select a site without proper evaluation is maladministration.

We have done our own cost estimates:  TTAL will cost $3bn, SKC will cost  $13 bn.  When challenged with these numbers, EPD has been evasive, but has not refuted them.  What this means is that for some reason EPD are trying to squander an extra $10 bn of taxpayers’ money.  What is really going on here?

7)  The technology which EPD wishes to use is outdated.  They wish to burn rubbish at 850 deg C, which will NOT decompose dioxins etc, which will all go up the chimney.  It will also generate particles in the 1.0 – 2.5 range, which are seriously damaging to health.  Interestingly,  other countries are now giving up this technology, due to these health fears.  Modern methods involve high-temperature plasma, and produce NO emissions at all.  We have taken this up with EPD, who have replied that this system involved too much cutting up of large waste into smaller lumps beforehand.  So,  EPD is not prepared to consider this extra cost, whilst hey are prepared as stated to waste $10bn of taxpayers’ money through sloppy site selection.

Our complaint:
EPD has been slow to answer our questions, and has been vague and evasive throughout.

EPD has conducted very limited public consultation on something which has such grave consequences for HK’s environment, and for the health of the population.
It is quite clear that we the taxpayers are not being told the full story, and we consider it vital that Legco call upon EPD to publicly explain themselves more fully, in particular:

· What is their overall long-term plan?

· Why have they selected SKC when it is clearly an inappropriate site?

· What are the capital and running costs?

· Why have they decided on a site with no idea of its costs?

· Why are they intending to use outdated technology?

We are sure you will agree that these are grave matters of public interest, and should be aired in Legco.  We have a full brief on this matter, and would be happy to meet with you to discuss this, and to brief you on the subject.

I will call you in a few days to fix an appointment.

Yours sincerely,

R.E.J. Bunker
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