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Table 1 - Plants Recorded at Green Island During Field Surveys : 30 August 1993

TREES

4

O )

clalale

Species Family
Acacia confusa MIMOSACEAR
Acronychia pedunculata RUTACEAE
Adenanthera pavonina MIMOSACEAE
Alecurites moluccana EUPHORBIACEAE
Aporusa dicica (A.chinensis) EUPHORBIACEAE
Bridelia balansac EUPHORBIACEAE
Brideiia tomentosa EUPHORBIACEAE
Cassia sp. CAESALPINIACEAE
Celtis philippensis ULMACEAE
Ceitis sinensis ULMACEAE
Cerbera manghas APOCYNACEAE
Cratoxylum ligustrinum HYPERICACE‘\E
Cudrania tricuspidata MORACEAE
Daphniphyilum calycinum DAPHNIPHYLLACEAE -
Delonix regia CAESALPINIACEAE
Elacocarpus chinensis { TILIACEAE
Euphoria longan SANINDACEAE
Ficus microcarpa MORACEAE
Ficus superba var. japonica MORACEAE
Ficus varicgata var. chlorocarpa MORACEAE
Ficus variolosa MORACEAE
Firmiana simplex STERCULIACEAE
Hibiscus tiliaceus MALVACEAE
Homalium cochinchinensis FLACOURTIACEAE
Itea chinensis ESCALLONIACEAE
Leucacna leucocephala MIMOSACEAE
Litsea giutinosa LAURACEAE
Livistona chinensis ARECACEARE
M\Macaranga tanarius BUPHORBIACEAE
Mallotus pa&iculatus EUPHORBIACEAE
Microcos paniculata TILIACEAE
Pandanus tectoris PANDANACEAR
Pavctta hongkongensis RUBIACEAR




Table 1 - Plants Recorded at Green Island During Field Surveys : 30 August 1993

TREES

L Species Family
Pentaphylax euryoides PENTAPHYLACACEAE V
Phoenix hanceana ARECACEAE
Phyllanthus emblica EUPHORBIACEARE
Pithecellobium Iucidum MIMOSACEAR
Psidium guajava MYRTACEAE
Pterospermum heterophyllum STERCULIACEAE
Rhus hypoleuca ANACARDIACEAE
Rhus succedanca ANACARDIACEAR
Sapium sebiferum EUPHORBIACEAE
Schefflera octophyila ARALIACEAE
Scolopia saeva FLACOURTIACEAE
Sterculia [anceolata STERCULIACEAE
Syzygium hancei MYRTACEAE
Syzygium jambos MYRTACEAE
Zanthoxylum avicennac RUTACEAE
Zanhoghmeospidastom | RutAcBAE |
SHRUBS

Species * Family

Agave angustifolia AGAVACEAE
Ardisia crenata MYRSINACEAE
Atalantia buxifolia RUTACEBAE
Breynia fruticosa EUPHORBIACEAE
Catharanthus roseus APOCYNACEAE
Clerodendrum inerme VERBENACEAE
Croton sp. EUPHORBIACEAE
Desmodium triquetrum PAPILIONACEAE
(Pteroloma triquetrurn)
Desmos cochinchinensis ANNONACEAE
Diospyros vaccinioides EBENACFEAE
Eurya sp. THEACEAE
Ficus hirta MORACBAE -
Gardenia jasminoides RUBIACEAE
Grewia biloba TILIACEAE o ' -
Iiex asprella AQUIFOLIACEAR -
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Table 1 - Plants Recorded at Green Island During Field Surveys : 30 August 1993

SHRUBS

Species Family
lex pubescens AQUIFOLIACEAE
Tlex sp. AQUIFOLIACEAE
Lantana camara VERBENACEAE
Litsea rotundifolia vaar. eblongifolia LAURACEAR
Malvastrum coromandelinum MELASTOMATACEAE
Melastoma sanguineum MELASTOMATACEAE
Phyllanthus cochinchinensis PITTOSPORACEAE
Pittosporum glabratum PITTOSPORACEAE
Psychotria rubra RUBIACEAE
Rhaphiolepis indica ROSACEAE
Rhapis excelsa ARECACEAE
Scaevola sericea GOODENIACEAE
Tithonia diversifolia ASTERACEAE
Tricalysia dubia RUBIACEAE
Urena lobata MALVACEAE
Vitex negundo VERBENACEAE
Wikstroemia indica THYMELAFACEAE

| ﬂrCLIMBERS

Species Family
Acacia pennata MIMOSACEAE
Asparagus cochinchinensis LILIACEAE
Byttneria aspera STERCULIACEAE
Calamus sp. ARECACEAE
Cassytha filiformis LAURACEAE
Coeculus trilobus MENISPERMACEAE
Dalbergia benthami PAPILIONACEAE
Dalbergia hancei PAPILIONACEAE
Dalbergia millettii PAPILIONACEAE
Dendrotrophe frutescens SANTALACEAE
Embelia lacta MYRSINACEAE
Embelia ribes MYRSINACEBAE
Embetia sp. MYRSINACEAE
Gymnema altemiflorus’ ~ ASCLEPIADACEAE
Heterosmilax gaudichaudiana SMILACACEAE




Table 1 - Plants Recorded at Green Island During Field Surveys : 30 August 1993

CLIMBERS

Species Family
Jpomoea cairica CONVULVULACEAE
Melodinus suaveolerns APOCYNACEAE
Mikania micrantha ASTERACEAE
Pacderia scandens RUBIACEAE
Pucraria phaseoloides PAPILIONACEAE
Sageretia theezans RHAMNACEAE
Smilax china SMILACACEAE
Smilax lancaefolia SMILACACEAE
Stephania sp. MENISPERMACEAE
Strophanthus divaricatus APOCYNACEAE
Strychnos angustiflora STRYCHNACEAE
Tetracera asiatica DILLENIACEAE
Trichosanthes sp. CUCURBITACEAE
Uraria macrostachya PAPILIONACEAE
Uvaria grandiflora ANNONACEAE
Uvaria microcarpa MOMME
Zar oxylom nitidunl RUTACEAE
HERBS

Species Family S
Adenosma glutinosum SCROFHULARIACEAE
Ageratum conyzoides ASTERACEAE
Alocasia macrorrhiz ARACEAE
Amorphophallus variabilis ARACEBAE
Aster baccharoides ASTERACEAE
Bidens bipinnata ASTERACEAE
Commelina communis COMMELINACEAE
Elcphantopus scaber ASTERACEAE
Emilia sonchifolia ASTERACEAE
Gynura divaricata ASTERACEAE
Hedyutis sp. RUBIACEAE
Liriope spicata LILIACEAE
Mimosa pudica MIMOSACEAE
Phyllanthus urinaria EUPHORBIACEAE )
Solanum nigrumm SOLANACEAE
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Table 1 - Plants Recorded at Green Island During Field Surveys : 30 August 1993

Vemonia cinerea ASTERACEAE
Zephranthes candida AMARYLLIDACFAER
GRASSES AND SEDGES

Species Family
Apluda mutica POACEAE
Arundinella sp. POACEAR
Cyperus alternifolius, CYPERACEAE
Digitaria sp. POACEAE
Fimbristylis thomsonii CYPERACEAE
Imperata cylindrica POACEAE
Ischaemum indicum POACEAE '
Lophatherum gracile . POACEAE
Miscanthus sinensis POACEAE
Panicum maximum ' POACEAE
Paspalum distichum POACEAR
Paspalum sp. POACEAE
Rhynchelytrum repens . POACEAE
Scieria levis CYPERACEAE
Scleria sp. POACEAE
FERNS

Species Family
Lygodium japonicum . SCHIZAEACEAE
Pteris multifida PTERIS group
Sphenomeris chinensis LINDSAEA group




Table 2 : Reptiles Recorded on Green island During Field Survey: 30th August 1993

Habitat Species Number recorded

Woodland Gekko chinensis

Chinese Gecko 2 plus egg

Grassland/Shrubland | Ptyas mucosus
Common Rat Snake

Buildings Hemidactylus bowringi
Bowring's Gecko

Table 3: . Avian Fauna Recorded on Green Island During Field Survey: 30th
August 1993

COMMON NAME (Latin Name) STATUS
BLACK-EARED KITE (Milvus migrans) ' R
SPOTTED DOVE (Streptopelia chinensis)
WHITE-BREASTED KINGFISHER (Hafcyon smyrnensis)
RUFOUS-BACKED SHRIKE (Lanius schach)
BROWN SHRIKE (Lanius cristatus)

< |X |T |2

w
<

BLACK DRONGO (Dicrurus macrorercus)

MAGPIE (Pica pica)

JUNGLE CROW (Corvus macrorhynchus)

COLLARED CROW (Corvus torquatus)

BLACK-FACED LAUGHING THRUSH (Garrulax perspicillatus)
CRESTED MYNAH (Acridotheres cristatellus)

CRESTED BULBUL {Pycnonotus focosus)

CHINESE BULBUL {Pycnonotus sinensis)

MAGPIE ROBIN (Copsychus saularis)

TREE SPARROW (Passer montanus)

LONG-TAILED TAILOR BIRD (Orthotomus sutorius)
YELLOW-BELLIED WREN-WARBLER (Prinia flaviventris)

WHITE-EYE (Zosterops japonica)

GREY WAGTAIL (Motacilla cinerea)

REEF EGRET (Egretta sacra)

COMMON SANDPIPER (Actitis hypoleticos)

< tlD|l<|D|DD|D[(DIWV|IV|[BI{T D |T|Z|P

Key to symbols: R resident, SY summer visitor, V non breeding visitor
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Table 4 - PlanFs occurring in Site 1 (Island West Transfer Station Access Road Option)

OO 00000

OO0 000

ORONG

Aleurites moluccana
Bridelia tomentosa
Macaranga tanarius
Mallotus apelta
CARICACEAE

Carica papaya
CAESALPINIACEAE
Cassia suratiensis
ULMACEAE

Celtis sinensis
MORACEAE

Ficus elastica

Ficus hispida

Ficus microcarpa

Ficus superba var. japonica
Ficus variegata var. chlorocarpa
Morus alba
MIMOSACEAE
Leucaena leucocephala
LAURACEAE

Litsea glutinosa
MAGNOLIACEAE

. Michelia alba

TILIACEAE
Microcos paniculata
ARALIACEAE
Schefflera octophylla
STERCULIACEAE
Sterculia lanceolata

- SHRUBS

VERBENACEAE
Lantana camara
NYCTAGINACEAE
Mirabilis jalapa
MALVACEA

Urena lobata

CLIMBERS
CAESALPINIACEAE
Bauhinia championi
MENISPERMACEAE
Diploclisia glaucescens
ASCLEPIADACEAE
Gymnema altemiflorus

z o m z2ZzZuW
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" Plant Species Abundance* Origin Remarks
TREES
EUPHORBIACEAE

BLFr
Fr

BLFr

BLFr
Bl,Fr

Fr'
Bl
Bl

Bl

Bi,Nr

BLNr

- Bl

Nr



(Table 4 Conti.)

CONVULVULACEAE
Ipomoea acuminata
Ipomoea cairica
Ipomoea haderacea
ASTERACEAE
Mikania micrantha

m ZmZ

RUBIACEAE-
Paederia scandens N Nr

HEREBS
ASTERACEAE
Ageraturn.- conyzoides
ARACEAE

Alocasia macrerrhiza
AMARANTHACEAE
Amaranthus viridis
OXALIDACEAE
Oxalis sp.

Bl

2 =z Z 2

Bl

GRASSES
POACEAE
Miscanthus sinensis
Neyraudia reynaudiana
Panicum maximum

Bl

t 2 Z

FERNS
SCHIZAEACEAE
Lygodium japonicum N

Key: N = Native; E = Exotic; Nr = Nectar source for Butterflies and Wasps; Bl = Food
plant for Butterfly larvae; Fr = Fruit source for birds etc.

* No figures for abundance for Option 1 are provided as plant specimens were in not
abundant in any case, and often related to only a single specimen.
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Table 5 Plants Occurring in Site 2 (Disused Track Option)

Plant Species Abundance

Origin

Remarks

TREES

RUTACEAE
Acronychia pedunculata
EUPHORBIACEAE
Aleurites moluccana
Bridelia tomentosa
Macaranga tanarius
Mallotus apeita
MORACEAE
Artocarpus hypargyrea
Broussonetia papyrifera
Ficus hispida

Ficus microcarpa

Ficus superba var. japonica
Ficus variegata var. chlorocarpa
Morus aiba
CAESALPINIACEAE
Bauhinia purpurea
POACEAE

Bambusa spp.
CARICACEAE

Carica papaya
ULMACEAE

Celtis sinensis
LAURACEAE
Cinnamomum camphora
Litsea plutinosc.

 ARECACEAE

Cocos nucifera
ROSACEAE
Eriobotrya japonica
SAPINDACEAE
Euphoria longan
Litchi chinensis
MIMOSACEAE
Leucaena leucocephala
TILIACEAE
Microcos paniculata
MUSACEAE

Musa sp.
APOCYNACEAE
Plumeria nubra var. acutifolia
ARALIACEAE
Schefflera octophylla
STERCULIACEAE
Sterculia lanceclata
MYRTACEAE
Syzygium jambos

o
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Table 5 (Contn,)

VERBENACEAE
Vitex quinata

SHRUBS
AMARANTHACEAE
Achyranthes aspera
ACANTHACEAE
Barleria cristata
VERBENACEAE
Callicarpa nidiflora
Duranta repens
EUPHORBIACEAE
Croton lachnocarpus
Pedilanthus tithymaloides
Phyllanthus reticulatus
ANNONACEAE
Desmos cochinchinensis
MORACEAE

Ficus hirta
AQUIFOLIACEAE
llex pubescens
OLEACEAE
Ligustnum sinense
LAURACEAE

Litsea rotundifolia oblongifolia
MYRSINACEAE
Muaesa perlarius
MALVACEAE

Sida rhombifolia

CLIMBERS
CAESALPINIACEAE
Bauhinia championi
Bauhinia glauca
NYCTAGINACEAE
Bougainvillea glabra
Bougainvillea spectabilis
ARECACEAE
Calamus tetradactylus
CELASTRACEAE
Celastrus hindsii
PAPILIONACEAE
Dalbergia hancei
MENISPERMACEAE
Diploclisia giaucescens
GNETACEAE

Grnetuin montanum
SMILACACEAE
Heterosmilax gaudichaudiana
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Table 5 (Contn,)

CONVULVULACEAE
Ipomoea acuminata
Ipomoea cairica
Ipomoea tuberosa
ASTERACEAE
Mikania micrantha
RUBIACEAE
Paederia scandens
DILLENIACEAE
Tetracera asiatica

HERBS
ASTERACEAE
Ageratum conyzoides
Bidens pilosa
Elephantopus tomentosa
ARACEAE

Alocasia macrorrhiza
LILIACEAE

Aloe vera

Liriope spicata
CRASSULACEAE
Bryophyllum pinnatum-
EUPHORBIACEAE
Euphorbia hirta
SOLANACEAE
Solanum nigrum

GRASSES

POACEAE
Capillipedium parviflorum
Lophatherum gracile
Miscanthus sinensis
Neyraudia reynaudiana
Panicum maximum
Paspalum conjugatum
Sporobolus fertilis

SEDGES
CYPERACEAE
Cyperus altemifolius
Cyperus kyllingia

Fimbristylis thomsonii

FERNS

THELYPTERIDACEAE

Christella parasitica
SCHIZAEACEAE
Lygodium flexuosumt
Lygodium japonicum
PTERIS Group
Pteris ensiformis
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Table 5 (Contn.)

Key:

Local Abundance: A = Abundant; C = Common; F = Frequent; O = Occasional; R =
Rare;

Origin: E = Exotic; N = Native;

Remarks: Bl = Food plant for Butterfly larvae; Nr = Nectar source for Butterflies and
Wasps;

Fr = Fruit for birds etc.
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APPENDIX 4

Responses to Coinments
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Green Island Reclamation (Part) -Pablic Dump Page 1
Environmental Impact Assessment

Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

Department Section Ref Comments ' Consultant's Response
EPD I - General (a) to (h) All comments have been noted and wili be included in the Final Report,
15/10/94
II- Sequence of Works | (a) to (f) All comments have been noted and amendments will be made as

appropriate to the Final Report.

I1I - Noise A (1) to (3) ' These comments have been noted The text of the Final Report will be
edited accordingly.
A (4) Para 26 on page | The conclusion drawn on the last sentence is not accurate, the The conclusion in para 26 refers to Table 4.18 and para 4.47. Table
) Consultants would need to revise their assessment and redraw the 4.18 has been amended as a result of previous editing but the text in para
conclusion. 447 has not been amended accordingly. In the Final Report para 4,47

will be replaced with the following text and para 26 will be amended to
reflect these changes.

"The extent of the impact associated with the barging point traffic will
be determined by two factors: firstly, whether 400 or 600 vehicle trips
per day occur, and secondly the traffic flows prevailing on Victoria
Road at the time that the barging point is in operation. The effect of the
general increase in traffic in this area is to reduce the impact attributable
to the Marine Barging Point. Using 1995 flows the increase in peak
hour traffic noise will be 0.8 dB(A). Using 2001 flows the increase will
be 0.7 dB(A). The exact vehicle movements are not known at this stage
but it can be seen that as the flows increase beyond 400 per day then the
increase in traffic noisemay exceed 1 dB(A), and hence could be
considered as significant. Monitoring of flows during operation will
allow this impact {0 be quantified and the extent of any mitigation
required to be established.”

B (a) to (¢) Noted. These amendments will be made to the Final Report.




Green Island Reclamation (Part) -Public Dump

Environmental Impact Assessment

Page 2

Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

Discrepancies are noted on the traffic data and conclusions drawn
from these Tables., From the assessment the difference in dB(A)
can go up to 3.4 dB(A), and hence it cannot be regarded as minimal,
According to the methodology adopted in para 4.8 on page 16,
mitigation measures should be proposed as the difference is more
than 1 dB(A), Subsequent to an audit check on the traffic data
adopted for the assessment, we note the following:

(i) Table 4.14 - % Heavy adopted for Victoria Road E & W/b leap
from 30% to0 52% and 45% respeclively due to the Dump, it seems
to be on the high side even assuming that all the increase in vehicles
is dump trucks. (Similar scenario is noted on Table 4.15).

(ii) the increase in traffic noise based on the data for Belchers St
‘Wi/b reveals that the increase as claimed by the Consultant is on the
high side.

The Consultant is requested to scrutinise the figures shown in tables
4.14 and 4.15 and hence the conclusion drawn in para 4.39.

Department Section Ref Comments Consoltant's Response
B{d) Para 4.39 & This is the first time both Tables and text in the Consultant's
Table 4.14 & 4.15 submission (only Tables 4.14 and 4.15 were given in September).

Table 4.14, column 5, % Heavy should read:
Victoria Road E/b - 42% and Victoria Road W/b 38%

Column 6 Facade noise level dB(A) should read:
Victoria Road - 1.6 dB(A) and Belchers St Wib 0.4 dB(A)

It is the view of the Traffic Consultant's that the figures on numbers of
movements are correct. Given this, the resultant increases in traffic
noise specified for Catchick St, Kennedy Town Praya, Queen's Road,
Pokfulam Road and Mt Davis Road are correct and the increases are not
significant. The routes of significance are Victoria Road and Belcher St
which have been discussed above. Similarly, with Table 4.15 the
figures are considered to be correct and noise levels are not considered
significant with the exception of Victoria Road and Rock Hill Street.

We suggest that the first sentence of para 4.39 is replaced as follows;
"“The impact of incieased traffic flows on public roads due to the
presence of dump-related traffic is constrained by the prevailing high
flows. The predicted increases in flows will further constrain the
increase in noise levels. However, a significant increase in peak hour
traffic noise may arise in Victoria Road. The most effective means of
mitigating this impact is by resurfacing Victoria Road with porous
asphalt which would more than compensate for the increase in noise due
to dump traffic." :

OCOOO0OO00D00000000D0DO0O0O0O0O00O0O0
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Green Island Reclamation (Part) -Public Dump

Environmental Impact Assessment

Page 3

Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

Department

Section Ref

Comments

Consultant's Response

(d) Table 4.18 and
para 4.47

(e) Para 4.55 and 4.57

(f) Para 4.59 - last
sentence

We note that there exist some discrepancies and contradictions on

the volume of traffic flow data adopted for the assessment.

Is the conversion of the veh/hr figures realistic from the daily
figures which cover at least 10 hours of work? What is the

'| justification for such a magnitude of change in veh/hr arising solely

from a change in volume of accessing vehicles from 400 to 600
trips per day? Also how could it be that the traffic flow volumes in
pew/hr decrease while there should be an increase in traffic using the
road. The revised Table 4.18 also yields an maximum increase in
traffic noise impact @ 10m from kerb be 2.4 dB(A), not 1.5 dB(A)
as quoted in line 2 of para 4.47, such an increase in noise level
could no longer be regarded as "minor”. The Consultant is
requested to re-examine the asscssment assumptions as well -s the
results and revise the conclusion given in the EIA report. ‘

Are the inwardly curved noise barrier and the short section of the
haul road adjacent to Serene Court be totally enclosed agreeable to
the relevant departments {(eg TD and HyD)

Please elaborate what is meant by ‘require further mitigation at the
receiver’. What is the proposal?

Agreed. Table 4.18 and para 4.47 are not compatible. Please refer to
our response to comment A (4) for the revised text for para 4.47. In

/| addition the following amendment will be made to Table 4.18 -

The figures in brackets in the "With Site” colunns will be deleted as the
unbracket figures contain a 50% increase to represent 600 vehicle trips

-| per day.

Both departments have had the opportunily to comment on the RDFR
and the DFR and have declined to comment.

The following replacement text for the last sentence of para 4.59 is
proposed:

The safety requirement has implications for the effectiveness of the
barrier, especially in relation to its ability to adequately mitigate noise
levels at the school and the two residences immediately across the
junction. At this stage the exact sight lines required, and hence the
constraints on the barrier length are not known. Once this is established,
and the exact effectiveness of the barrier determined, it may be that
further mitigation will be required at these receptors. Such mitigation
could take the form of the provision of secondary glazing together with
mechanical ventilation for the properties so affected.




Green Island Reclamation (Part) -Public Dump Page 4
Environmental Impact Assessment

Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

Department Section Ref Comments . . Consultant's Response

) There is no mention of the potential traffic noise impact on public | Chapters 4 and 12 will be edited to incorporate the following comment:
roads as the result of the operation of the Public Dump in the
Conclusion & Recommendation Section (Chapter 12) and at the end | "The extent of the impact associated with increases in traffic on local

of Chapter 4. : roads will be determined by two factors: firstly, the number of vehicle
trips per day, and secondly the traffic flows prevailing on Victoria Road
at the time the site is in operation. The effect of the general increase in
traffic in this area is (o reduce the impact attributable to the site.
Monitoring of flows during operation will be necessary in order for this
impact to be quantified and the extent of any mitigation required 1o be
established. Such mitigation would be likely to involve the surfacing of
‘Victoria Road with porous asphalt.”

(h) Please revise the Summary Chapter and Chapter 12 accordingly, Noted. These chapters will be revised in the Final Report.

IV - Air Pollution (a) to (d) Noted.

(e) Para5.112 This paragraph is confusing. Please summarise the paragraph in Para 5.112 will be replaced as follows:
accordance with para 5.81, 5.82 and 5.83 and what are the proposed | "It is difficult to quantify odours from the stagnant water area due to the
mitigation measures? uncertainty in its exact location and its variable size. However, the

modelling results showed that the water is likely to become stagnant for
part of the tidal cycle but will not persist for more than two hours,
Sensitive receivers likely to be affected by stagnani water odour are
those to the north of Victoria Road (ie Receivers 2, 6, 8 and 10}, -
Natural flushing on the subsequent portion of the tide will prevent the
impact from persisting for more that than a couple of hours and in due
course the development of the S5DS works and its associated
interception of drainage waters should further mitigate the potential for
odour impacts {rom the stagnant water area.”
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Green Island Reclamation (Part) -Public Dump Page 5
Environmental Impact Assessment

Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

Department Section Ref Comments Consultant’'s Response
(f) What will be the contractors’ proposed detailed dust mitigation It will the responsibility of the contractor to propose mitigation
measures? measures which are acceptable. However, some mitigation measures

are recommended in para 5.111. To make this clearer this section will
be re-structured as follows:

Para 5.111

Current para 5.114 becomes para 5.112

Revised para 5.112 becomes para 5.113

Current para 5.115 becomes para 5.114

Current para 5.113 becomes para 5,115

(2) ' Please revise summary Chapter and Chapter 12 accordingly. Noted.

(V) - Water Quality &

Dredged Sediments
| A - Summary
(a) The text of theFinal Report will be edited accordingly.
{(b) para 45 We have reservations on the statement that "There are no sensitive | Please note that this statement is exactly the same as the stalement made
receivers in the immediate works area". The consultants have to in para 7.261 of the Revised Draft Final Report, which was included in
ascertain and state whether the littoral biota at the Green Island and | the DFR, using the same wording, in December 1993 (then para 7.204).
the nearby residents on Hong Kong Island etc should be regarded as | It is not considered appropriate that the identification of sensitive
sensitive receivers. receivers should be commented upon for the first time at this late stage
of the contract.
(c) para 51 This para indicates that the dredging activities will impose an Please note that para 51 in the Summary chapter relates (o para 7.267.
-| additional oxygen demand between 2.5% and 25% of the existing D | Para 7.267 has been reworded in response to EPD's comment (h). Para
O level. If the 25% case occurs, we do not think the effect on water { 51 will be replaced in the Final Report with th same wording.
‘| quality is insignificant. The consultants may wish to readdress lhlS
para accordin nly
(d)para 52 Apart from the bacteriological water quality the consultants are This is one of a series of conclusions presented in paras 48 - 52
required to state whether the assessed results of other water quahty inclusive which comment on other aspects of water quality impact and
paramelers are also acceptable. should not, therefore, be interpreted in isolation. Thns statement was

included inthe RDFR as para7.268.
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Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

| Department Section Ref

Comments

Consultant's Response

(e) para 53

B - Chap 6 Sewerage
Impacts
(a) para 6.15

(b) Tables 6.2 and 6.3

/C - Chap 7 Water

Quality
(b) para 7.5

MScavenging sampans" for collection of floating refuse/debris

should also be incorporated as a mitigation measure for the open
dumping activities.

' Our previous comments on the continued discharge of the existing

foul sewer opposite to Davis Street to the inshore waters has been
responded to by the consultants. Since their response involves some
proposed actions for improving the water quality at the seafront, the
consultants should incorporate the above response in this para of the
final report as well,

The consultants have to clarify the rationale behind amending some
figures of the 'Estimated Pollution Load’ in the above tables.

We could hardly agree with the content of this para due to the
following reasons, the consultants need to amend or totally delele
this paragraph. (reasons not listed here)

The recommended use of "scavenging sampans” has been included in
para 7.181 of the RDFR. We do not think it critical that this level of
detail should be included in the Summary, )

Noted. This will be added to para 6.15 in the Final Report as follows: .
"However, part of the sewer system along Davis Street has been
diverted inland already by DSD, thereby reducing the catchment area
and flows which will directly discharge to irshore waters. In order to
divert the remaining foul sewer system a substantial length of sewer
would have to be relaid to new gradients in order 1o connect to the new
foul sewer system further inland. The design of DSD's new sewer
system in the vicinity would need to be assessed to establish whether it
would have the capacity for this extra flow. This approach would be a
sensible course of action to improve water quality at the seafront."

The figures were amended as a result of arithmetic error,

This statement is in essence the same as the one in para 7.5 of the DER
in Dec 1993, The conclusion with which it is now being compared was
also in the same report under para 7.213. However:

(i) There is no breach of WQO predicied by (he waler guality modelling,
Para 55 of the Summary observes that, when the Sulphur Channel is
fully closed, the DO concentration in the lower layer of Belcher Bay
will fall and fail to meet the possible WQO. As yet the Victoria
Harbour WCZ has not been declared; there is therefore no WQO to be
breached.

(ii) This paragraph states our conclusion, based on our study, of what is
needed (o maintain impacts within acceptable limits based on available
criteria We 4o not feel it appropriale that this should be changed to

ONONORG

match an actual course of action agreed subhsequently by CED.
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Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

(1)

W

| E- Chap 11 (a)

(b} para 11.15

within the current margin 1-2 mg/l above the guideline values for
Dissolved Oxygen’. Is this what (he Consullants mean?

There should be some assessments in the text regarding the water
quality impacts of the construction of the permanent barging berths
at the southwest corner of the Dump Site, while 1he operation
impacts will be addressed by the responsible party in due course.

Please revise the Summary chapter and Chapter 12 accordingly,

Referring to the 3rd line in the first para., the consullant should
obtain a licence for the dredging of marine mud at the project sile.

We suggest to shift the locations of the monitoring stations *M 1
closer to the northern shoreline of Green Island (as shown on the
enclosed drawing) in order to have a better control on the waler
quality there so that the littoral/sub-littoral biota in the close vicinity
will be less affected.

‘| We do not agree to shifting (he location of station *M 1.

Department Section Ref Comments Consultant's Response
{c) and (d) ‘| This will be corrected in the Final Report.
(e) para 7.254 1 Since the requirement of dredging for the Marine Barging Pointis | This paragraph will be deleted in the Final Report.
no longer valid, the consultants should check whether this para is :
still relevant. If the answer is negalive, they should delete the whole
para.
1® para 7.259 What is meant by nitrate WQO and what is the proposed mitigation | This conclusion was drawn in para 7.202 in the DFR submitted in Dec
| measure? 1993 and has not been previously commented upon. Once again we do
not consider that such a comment should be made for the first time at
this late stage of the study.
| () para 7.274 Is the unit of §S in % rather that mg/l (ie increase by more than -% | The unit of mg/l is correct.
' above the baseline)?
| (h) para 7.267 Please replace 'which is currently in the range 1-2 mg/!' by 'which is | No, this is not the intended meaning. The paragraph will be reworded as

follows:

"The additional oxygen demand imposed on the water column by
dispersed sediment resulting from dredging will range between 0.05 ad
0.25 mg/l. Existing oxygen demand levels are in the range 1-2 mg/l and
this increase is unlikely to have any significant effect on water quality.”

At the meeting held at CED building on 5 August 1994 1t was agreed
that no assessment of the permanent barging points would be made and
this aspect would not be covered in the water qualily section of the
report (Chapter 7).

Noted.

' This is a matter for CED.

[t has as it has
been positioned through consideration of the plumes.

ONORONRONONG
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Department Section Ref Comments | Consultant's Response
(c)para 11.40 This will be added in the Final Report.
(d) - Table 11.1 The TAT levels proposed for the temperature parameter is Temperature parameter will be deleted.

suggested to be deleted from the Table. Usually the plus/minus 2°C
commonly adopted for this parameter is considered adequate for the
monitoring and audit works, -

VI - Marine Ecology & Terrestrial Ecology

(a) para 8.15 'is of academic value'. What is the follow up action / We suggest 'academic value' is replaced with 'scientific interest’. As
recommendation? recommendation is made in para 8.29 to conduct further investigations

' to determine the ecological value of this communily and a more detailed
scope of works is put forward in Appendix 2.

(b) para 8.22 What are the proposed mitigation measures for the intoxication? No mitigation measures are proposed. The Consullants are simply
‘ drawing attention to an impact which may occur, but which cannot be
quantified or defined with confidence.

(c) para 9.44 What is the tinal recommendation? We have not made a (inal recommendation in para 9.44. However, we
think it reasonable (¢ draw altention to the ecological value of any Hong
Kong woodland which has not as yet experienced signilicant human
access and hence general degradation. Such areas have a value in
conservation, bul the loss of this area on Green Island is not in izelf
environmentally unacceptable. Recommendations are proposed in
paragraphs 9.61 and 9.62.

VII - Monitoring and | All comuments ' ' Noted. These will be ediled accordingly in the Final Report.
Audit Requirements

VIII There should be a schedule of mitigation measures in table form A summary of miligation measures (in tabular form) will be included in
coclosed as an appendix. the EM&A Manual,

OO0 OO0 O0OO0O0O000000O0000000O0
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Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Recport (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

Department

Section Ref

Comments

Consultant's Response

| DAF

IX - Marine Ecology
& Terrestrial Ecology
(a) para 8.26

{c) para 8.33

(d) para 9.43

{e) Appendix 2 and 3

-} Who is responsible and follow up the proposed mitigation measure

as described. Have the relevant government departments agreed to?

As the results of the benthic surveys of the Sulphur Channel in
another EIA report for West of Sulphur Channel Marine Borrow
Area have been known, This report, therefore, should be able to
include such information as it is relevant to the present assessment.

Presumably the bird study of the resident bird population as
mentioned in para 9.42 should be able to clarify the uncertainty as
expressed in the last sentence of this para. If this is the case, the
consultant should make such cross reference as appropriate.

Cost estimation for additional studies re presumable based on
current prices. In this connection, please add "as at........1994" ar
similar statements for clarification where appropriate.

The recommended mitigation measuores could be undertaken by the
contractor, as a requirement of the contract, or by the relevant
government department, It is for government to decide which
depariment should take responsibility for conservation of ecology in
Hong Kong. Possibilities include AFD, EPD or the Works Department;
in this case CED.

Further information has recently become available as a result of the
focused EIA study for West of Sulphur Channel, However, it is not
considered reasonable at this stage in the Green Island EIA study to
incorporate new information which has only just become available.

The survey relcrred to in para 9.42 and Appendix 3 refers to Green
Island only and not to the coastline of Hong Kong Island therefore it is
not appropriaie 1o ¢ross reference,

Correct. This will be clarified in the relevant paragraphs of these
appendices.

O
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Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

(b) Paragraph 3.6

(c) Paragraph 8.7

(1) Paragraph 8.15

(c) Paragraph 8.28
(D) Paragraph 8.29 &
8.30

{g) Paragraph 8.31

{(h) Paragraph 8.33

It appeared that there was little evaluation/emphasis on the report
regarding the effect to Green Island and the northwestern shores of

Hong Kong Island by the proposed works in terms of special |

features like uniqueness of the community, their education and
scientific values and their conservation potential.

It mentioned about "the occurrence of some taxa rarely recorded on
similar habitats elsewhere in Hong Kong". However under
paragraph 8.13 some speciesfanimals mentioned are related (o their
occurrence elsewhere in Victoria Harbour. Perhaps the emphasis
should be placed on a more global term like Hong Kong or
Southeast China. Also the importance of the size of the
species/animals appeared 1o be over-stressed.

It was considered that justificat.on on polential educational site or
any site with academic value should be made not purely on “size"
basis.

‘There was doubt on (he inclusion of this paragraph under the

heading of "cumulative impacts™,

The content ol (hese paragraphs and the u,commcnd'mon/
conclusion made should be reviewed, ' e

The proposed miligation measures, like construction of seawall
prior 1o any filling, could he repeated here rather than referring to
previous chapter.  What species/communily proposed 1o be
transplanted could be addced 1o this paragraph.

CED agreed o clarily with 141l Mun:ngement' Comimittee regarding
inclusion of statements of {indings from the ETA Study for the
adjoining marine barrow areq.

Department Section Ref Commen(s Consultant's Response
DAF (a) Paragraph 8.3 "Preliminary findings" might have to be re-worded Noted.
4/11/94

Text will be re-worded to include more detailed evaluation of the
northwestern shores.

The text will be revised to clarify the occurrence of these species. within
Hong Kong and the importance of their size.

Agreed.

Agreed. This paragraph will be deleted.

Noted.

Mitigation measures mentioned in previous chapters will be re-stated in
Chapter 8 and the species o be ransplanied will be made clear., '

Agreed. The resulis of the West o Sulphur Channel EIA will be

included in this report,

CHONORGRONON®
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Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

Department

Section Ref

Comments

‘Consultant's Response

DAF
7/12/94

(i} Paragraph 9.5

(j) Paragraph 9.23

1 (k) Paragraph 9.27

(1) Paragraph 9.59 &

19.61

Chapter 9

The word "preliminary” might need to be reconsidered.

The impact to Reef Egret "due to the diminishing natuoral shoreline
available locally as a foraging ground” might need to be reviewed.
This in particular related to Paragraph 9.40 which mentioned about
a possible depletion of local populations of this species. WOuld
there be any mitigation measures required?

The word "preliminary” might have to have revised.

The cause and details for the recommended survey should be
reviewed. Would there be any miligation measures required, like
replacement of planting? Besides, signage warning of fire risks was
unacceptable as a mitigation measurcs.

Further clarification required on the purpose and scope of the
additional survey work required. .

The provision of a rubble-laced pitched slope seawalls with large
size armour rock would be a useful mitigation measure in relation to
the loss of shoreline duge 10 th unpluncul‘mon of the public dump
project.

Further clarification is required to highlight the extent of dirget
impacts on the lerrestrial ecology of Green Island as a result of the
implementation of the public dump project as opposed to indirect
impact/damage.

Noted.

Mitigation measures will be included in the revised text for Chapter 9.

| Noted.

Agreed. The need for further survey work will be reviewed logether
with the mitigation measures proposed.

Agreed,

Agreed. This recommendation has been inciuded.

Noted. ‘The text will be revised o clasify which are direct as opposed 0
indirect impacts of the public dump project,
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Table 4.39

hour traffic noise may ...".’
for Victoria Road should be agrees
5 s mitigati sures.

The suggested porous asphalt surfacing
11y _belore it can

Since there is no standing policy 10 provide window consullation
and air-conditioning to redress construction noise impact. the last
sentence of the suuuutuj fext slmuld be deleted and further
suggestions needed.

Department Section Ref Comments Consultant's Response
EPD Chap 4 - Noise :
13/12/94 Para, 4.47 Amend the wordings "an hence could be considered as significant.” | Agreed.
to read as "and hence would need aitention”. '
Table 4.15 I appreciate that Table 4.14 has been revised in accordance with our | The data given in Table 4.15 are correct.
previous comments. - However, the consultants have not confirmed : :
whether the % Heavy and increase in traffic noise laid down in the
Table 4.15 would also be amended, in particularty for Victoria Road
(E/b & W/b) and Rock Hill Street {(W/b).
Table 4.39 Amend the suggested Sentences to read as "The impact ... by the { As the proposed mitigation measure of resurfacing Victoria Road with
' prevailing traffic flows. However, an increase of 1.6 dB(A) in peak | porous asphalt was unacceplable o Highways Department for

mainienance reasons and in view of the slight increase in noise levels
compared (¢ the high background noise levels, the first senlence will be
amended as: "The impact of increased traflic Iows on public roads due
to the presence of dump-related traflic constrained by the prevailing
tralfic flows, However, an increase of 1.6dB{A) in peak hour traflic
noise may arise in Victoria Road. The use of porous asphalt for
resurfacing is nol warranted under the circumstances from maintenance
point of view as advised by Highways Department,  Alternative
mitigation measures will be identified and discussed .as agreed with
EPD.

The proposed mitgation measures will no longer be considered. The
last sentence will he amended to read as "This salety requirement has
implications for the effectiveness of the burrier ¢specially in relation to
its ability to adequately mitigate noise Ievels at the school and the two
residences immedialely across the junction, Al this stage the exact sight
lines required are not known and hence the constraints on the barrier
dimensions cannot be assessed. [t may be that {unther mmuauon will be
required at Lthese receptors,

OO0O0O00 000
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Comments made on Fair Copies of the Final Report (Volume I) - Environmental Impact Assessment between October 1994 and January 1995

Department

Section Ref

Comments

Consultant's Response

Chap 7 - Water

(a)

(b}

{©)

Pura. 7.267

Chapter 5 - Air

It is necessary to include and confirm in the report that the
assessment covers the water quality -impacts arising from the
permanent barging berths at the southwestern comer of the dump
site. :

An additional monitoring station positioned near lo the northem
shoreline of Green Island should be included in the monitoring
programme.

The consultants failed to include in he report (he agreement made
between CED and EPD (hat large scale public dumping aclivities
shounld only be allowed in perinds of rising or slack tides and that
the weslern scawall should be constructed as early as possible o
confine the dumping impacts from affecting the sensitive receivers
in the East Lamma Channel. Both CED and the consultants agreed
(o incorporate these requirements as mitigation measures in the linal
report,

Outstanding issues following ESWG mecting 30/11/94.

The following sentence will be added to para. 3.6: "In addition a long
term barging berth for public dump material is proposed next to the
IWTS marine reception area. However, the end user of these berthing
facilities will have to undertake a separate EIA."

Agreed. An addilional monitoring station (M8) has been positioned
close to the northern shoreline of Green Island. The grid reference is
N816900 E829600. It will be added to para. 11.15 and Figure 11.1.

The (ollowing text will be added to para. 7.264. "To mitigate the
environmental ¢lfects as far as possible, however, it was agreed between
CED and EPD subsequent to modelling work that the construction
programme would be adjusted so that the western seawall would be buill
as early aspossible and that dumping operations would only take place
on a rising (ide. :

This paragraph will be re-worded as follows: "The additional oxygen
demand imposed on the water column by dispersed scdiment resulting
from dredging will range between 0.05 and 0.25 mg/l. Existing oxygen
demand levels are in the range 1-2 mg/] and this is unlikely to have a
significant effect on waler quality”.

A copy ol the revisd text for pages 54 and 55 is auached. Please nole
in particular, paras. 5.78, 5.79 and 5.80 and loonotes o Fable 5.12.

OO0 0 0 00
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Para. 7.260

PPara. 7.261

quality in Victoria Harbour. I do not see how they can be treated as
part of the conclusions of the study. Rather than citing existing
conditions, the consultants should focus on the impacts of the
project on the water quality and sensitive receivers in Victoria
Harbour WCZ and E Lamma Channel and state whether they will
be adversely affected by the project. In any case, the first phase of
the Victoria Harbour WCZ was already gazetted in 1994 and the
second and third phase will be declared in 1995 and 1996
respectively, Furthermore, TIN not nitrate is used in the WQOQs.

The consultants fail o state which of the two criteria or whether an
intermediale value should be vsed tor protection of the water intake
and as the criterion for determining the acceptability of the §§
elevation cansed by the project. The consultanis must conclude,
based on the plume modelling results and their professional
Judgement, whether the Kennedy Town intake would be adversely
affected. Paras. 7.265 and 7.263 virtwally reler 1o \he same issue
and should be combined with this para.

Isn't Kennedy Town intake a sensilive receiver close o the works
area? This para, should be placed belore para, 7.260.

The para. does not (el the significance ol the impacts. What one
wants (o know is whether the plume will have adver<e impacts on
the water quality and sensitive receivers and not the p.ume contour.
‘The consultams should point out that based on the plume modelling,
the 88 clevation in sensitive arcas will not be detectable and has no
impuct on them.

Department Section Ref Comments Consultant's Response
EPD Chapter 7 Paras. 7.257 - 7.259 : all these paras. related to the status of the | Para. 7.257 will be modified as follows: "WQOs have been identified
18/1/95 declaration of the Victoria Harbour as WCZ and the existing water | for the gazelted Western Buffer and Southern WCZs. Parts of the

Victoria Harbour WCZ have now also been gazetted, but the area
around Green Island is not expected o be gazetted until 1996, when
appropriate WQOs will be applied.”

Para. 7.258 will be modified to read as follows: "With the exceplion of
photoplankton, nutrients, and total inorganic nitrogen, ..."

Para, 7.259 : Replace "nitrate” by "TIN".

The consultants consider that the paragraph is valid as il is.

The Consultants propose the existing sentence should remain, but the
following sentence will be added.: "The nearest sensitive receiver which
could be impacted by the works is the Kennedy Town sall walter
pumping siation”. Moreover, this paragraph will he relocated belore
7.260.

The Consultants considered that there will be no adverse impacl and
propose to add an additional sentence at the ¢nd of (he paragraph @
"Based on these results. the 8§ clevation will not be detactable and wil!
hive no impact on them.”

OO 00000000
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Department Section Ref Comments Consultant's Response

Para. 7.263

Para. 7.264

Para., 7.273

Obviously, the analytical results from the first survey are unreliable
and should be disregarded. So, what is the purpose of mentioning
the first survey and the problems it created in the "Conclusion and
Recommendation” Seclion? This will only lead to confusion.

The message conveyed by this para. is very unclecar. The para.
should be amended to reflect the results of plume modellirg which
indicates that on some occasions the plume will encroach upon the
eastern shore of Green Island and travel into the E. Lamma
Channel. Although the imnpacts are considercd by the consultants to
be minimal and acceptable, 10 mitigate the elfect as far as possible,
CED and EPI> agreed that (i) the western seawal should be built
asap., and, (ii) duinping operations will (ake place only on a rising
tide or slack tide. This para. should follow pari. 7.262.

On the hasis of the consultants’ assessment in para. 7.265 and their
recommendation in this pari.. it scems that the consultants consider
a 85 level in the odour of 20 ppm should be used as the criterion for
acceplance, This does nol accord with para. 7.260 which vses 10
ppm and 140 ppm as the guidelines.  As pointed out in our
comments on para. 7.260, the consuliants must indicate clearly the
maximum acceptable S8 level and whethier the intake will be
adversely aifected. If 10 ppm or 20 ppm is used. it is evident that
this level will be excecded and mitigation measure such as the
provision of silt screen should be implemented.

Fincrease of a few mg/l may be expected a short distance offshore from

Originally, (he Consultants did not include the first survey results in the
report, but in response to earlier comments from EPD, they were
subsequenily added. The Consultants propose that this paragraph
should be replaced with the following : "The lalest sediment surveys of
the area, which investigated the depth of contamination using triplicate
samples, confirmed that the samples were within the "Class A" category.
As a result, no special measures will be required during transport and
disposal," -

The Consultants proposed 1o modify the second sentence as follows:
"The environmenlal impacts are considered to be minimal and
acceplable. Nevertheless, after the modelling work had been completed,
and in order o mitigate as far as possible any environmental impacts
which might result from the occasional encroachment of the plume on
the eastern shore of Green Island or in the Zast Lamma Channel, it was
agreed berween CED and EPD that the wesiern seawall would be built
as carly as possible in the programme. and that dumping operations
would take place only on a rising or slack 1ide.”

As sugeesied, the Consultants will place this paragraph after 7.262.

The consultanis propose this paragraph should be combined with 7.265,
and 7.265 should be revised as Tollows @ "Il is predicted that the
suspended solids concentration at the Kenoedy Town salt water
pumping station will not increase above background levels. However,

the intake. It is recommended that precautionary provision be made
that, should the measured llood dilference concentration of suspended
solids at the monilonng station affshore ol the Kennedy Town salt water
pumping station increase by more than Hhmg/l above the baseline flood
difference as a result of the works, then o »ilt sereen should be installed
around the station intake,”
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