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(ACE Paper 34/2004) 

For discussion  
 

Report on the 89th 

Environmental Impact Assessment Subcommittee Meeting 
 
Introduction 
 
   At its meeting held on 18 October 2004, the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) Subcommittee considered the environmental assessment report on 
the Backfilling of Marine Borrow Pits at North of the Brothers.      

 
Advice Sought 
 
2.   Members are requested to advise whether the environmental assessment 
report should be endorsed or not.   
 
Views of the EIA Subcommittee 
 
Environmental assessment report on Backfilling of Marine Borrow Pits at North 
of the Brothers  
(ACE-EIA Paper 9/2004) 
 
Need for the project  
 
3.   Under the New Sediment Classification Framework, material to be 
dredged are classified as Category L, Category M or Category H, depending on the 
concentrations of the contaminants and the results of any biological testing which 
might be needed.  Category L material in which all the contaminants are less than the 
Lower Chemical Exceedance Levels is deemed to be suitable for disposal at Type 1 
open sea disposal sites.  Category M material in which one or more contaminants are 
greater than the Lower Chemical Exceedance Levels but equal or less than the Upper 
Chemical Exceedance Levels and which passes biological tests is deemed to be suitable 
for disposal at Type 1 (dedicated) open sea sites where some monitoring of possible 
impacts will take place.  Category M material which fails the biological tests and 
Category H material with no contaminant exceeding 10 times the Lower Chemical 
Exceedance Levels must be placed in a Type 2 confined marine disposal site.  Category 
H material with one or more contaminants exceeding 10 times the Lower Chemical 
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Exceedance Levels must undergo Tier II biological testing and would require to be 
assigned to a Type 3 special treatment or disposal arrangement if the material fails the 
biological tests.   
 
4.   At present, there are Type 1 open sea disposal sites at South Cheung Chau, 
South Tsing Yi Marine Borrow Area, the East of Ninepins, East Tung Lung Chau and 
North of Lantau for the disposal of Category L material.  Category M material that fails 
the biological tests and Category H material (one or more contaminants greater than the 
Upper Chemical Exceedance Levels) would be disposed of at Type 2 Contaminated 
Mud Pits at East of Sha Chau.  However, there are no Type 1 (deciated) open sea 
disposal sites for the disposal of Category M material that passes biological tests.  Such 
material will need to be disposed of at East of Sha Chau and will unnecessarily occupy 
the limited capacity for sediments that require confined marine disposal. 
 
Description of the project 
 
5.   It is government policy to backfill exhausted marine borrow pits and 
reinstate the seabed to avoid the impacts on tidal flows, wave climate and the marine 
environment.  At present, the North of the Brothers Marine Borrow Area is excavated 
to depths up to –35mPD.  It is proposed to backfill the marine borrow pits with 
Category M material passing biological testing until the –29m PD level is reached.  The 
layer of material will then be topped by a 3m layer of category L material between the 
depths of –29mPD and –26mPD.      
  
6.   The project is an extension of a previous project on sand extraction from 
the Brothers Marine Borrow Area which was undertaken in early 1998 before the 
implementation of the EIA Ordinance.  It is therefore exempted from the EIA 
Ordinance.   
 
Members’ views 
 
7.   Members’ discussion at the Subcommittee meeting focused mainly on the 
Table on “Results of Contaminant Assessment & Comparison with Relevant 
Standards” in which the Maximum Observed Dissolved Concentration for a number of 
contaminants such as chromium and copper were higher than the relevant Water 
Quality Standard; the uncertainties regarding the simulation exercise as the same date 
was shown on the record of the simulation exercise for wet and dry seasons; whether 
the lower range of the background suspended solids concentrations would be easily 
exceeded since the Water Quality Standard for suspended solids was 30% of the 
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background concentration; the appropriateness of disposing Category M material 
which passed biological tests in Type 1 (dedicated) open sea disposal sites if such 
material was disposed of at East of Sha Chau Contamination Mud Pit in the past; how 
the loss rate of the discharged volume of the material was calculated; the need for 
monitoring work when disposal operations took place; and the general concern about 
fishery resources near the project site.     
 
Maximum observed dissolved concentration  
 
8.    As regards the exceedances recorded in Table 1 of the Executive 
Summary, the project proponent team explained that the figures of Maximum Observed 
Dissolved Concentration referred to the maximum level recorded in the Contaminated 
Mud Pits II and III at East of Sha Chau in the past in which the level of chromium and 
copper contamination had exceeded the Water Quality Standard.  The objective of 
showing the Water Quality Standard as well as the Maximum Observed Dissolved 
Concentration levels was to illustrate that the level assessed for the backfilling of the 
Marine Borrow Pits at North of the Brothers would be lower than the Water Quality 
Standard as well as the maximum level observed in East Sha Chau.  In fact, the mean 
level of dissolved concentration observed at East Sha Chau was much lower.   
 
Simulation exercise for wet and dry seasons  
 
9.   A Member noted that the report showed a series of dry season and wet 
season simulation results but the figures were dated July and August of 1996.  The 
concern of the Members was that if the dates were related to the data used in the 
simulation, the result for the dry season would be incorrect.  In response, the project 
proponent team explained that the dates showed the time of the calibration of the model 
rather than the dates of the data used.  The simulation was calibrated with actual dry 
season and wet season data, including the data of an actual worst case that had 
happened.   
 
Background level of suspended solids 
    
10.   Noting that the Water Quality Standard for suspended solids was 30% of 
the background concentration, a Member enquired about the range of the background 
suspended solids concentrations and whether the predicted level would easily exceed 
the lower range of the figures.  In response, the project proponent pointed out that the 
range of background suspended solids concentrations varied greatly.  For example, 
according to the East Sha Chau Contamination Mud Pits monitoring data (to 2002), the 
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suspended solids concentrations varied from 10mg/L up to over 80mg/L, and in the 
baseline monitoring on Strategic Sewage Disposal Scheme Stage I outfall, suspended 
solids level as high as 161mg/L had been recorded.  However, for environmental 
assessment purpose, the average level instead of the minimum level would be used.   In 
the present study, 30mg/L which was rather conservative was adopted as the standard.    
The project proponent stressed that the Action/Event Plan of the Monitoring and Audit 
programme would be followed if an exceedance of the Water Quality Objectives was 
detected.  The actions included verification of the monitoring result and temporary 
cessation of disposal operations where appropriate.   
 
Disposal of Category M material that passes biological tests  
 
11. As regards the appropriateness of disposing Category M material that 
passed biological tests in Type 1 (dedicated) open sea disposal sites, the project 
proponent explained that the present New Sediment Classification Framework was 
presented to the Council in 1997 and was promulgated in 2000.  In the Framework, the 
Lower Chemical Exceedance Levels and Upper Chemical Exceedance Levels were 
specified for a larger number of potential contaminants than before and biological 
testing was introduced.  Category M material that passed biological testing would not 
be toxic and the chance of any bioaccumulation would be small.  It was therefore 
considered that the material was suitable for disposal at Type 1 (dedicated) open sea 
disposal sites.  In addition, the consultant of the project proponent stated that 
backfilling at the Contamination Mud Pits at East Sha Chau had been monitored for 
more than ten years and no significant impact on the environment had been found.  The 
project proponent had also used the worst case scenario to predict the impact of the 
proposed operation and even based on those conditions, no significant impact on the 
environment was predicted 
 
Calculation of the loss rate of the discharged volume for trailer disposal and barge 
disposal 
 
12.   On the loss rate of the discharged volume of the material, the project 
proponent pointed out that the rates were derived on the basis of actual operations 
performed in East Tung Lung Chau.  The 5% loss rate for trailer disposal and 3% loss 
rate for barge disposal were rather conservative figures.   
 
Monitoring of the disposal operations     
 
13.  Members noted that there would be monitoring of the impact of the project on 
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both the biological and physical environment at regular intervals but the monitoring 
might not necessarily coincide with the actual disposal operations.  Members 
considered such arrangements unsatisfactory and suggested that there should be 
monitoring when disposal operations took place.  In response, the project proponent 
explained that there would be difficulties in co-ordinating the monitoring work and the 
disposal operations but having regard to Members’ concern on the issue agreed to 
consider the suggestion and try to include terms in the works contract if possible.      
 
The general impact of the project on fishery resources   
 
14.     The project proponent noted the concern of a Member regarding the 
impact of the project on fishery resources in Hong Kong waters and the Pearl River 
Delta particularly during the breeding season.    
 
Conclusion 
 
15. Having regard to the findings and recommendations of the environmental 
assessment report, Members agreed to recommend the report to the Council for 
endorsement.  Members were aware that the project was exempted from the EIA 
Ordinance, but nonetheless hoped that the project proponent would consider and 
implement the suggestions of the Subcommittee.   
 
 
 
 
EIA Subcommittee Secretariat  
October 2004    


