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No. Department Reference Comments Consultants' Response 

8. AFD () in AF DVL 11 / 6 Chinese White Dolphins 
3 Sept. 1996 

Section 7.3.3 
(i) Although more than 12 species of marine mammals have Agreed. 

been recorded from Hong Kong, most of these a re known 
only from s trandings and have never been seen alive in the 
territo ry . The majority of these are deep-water animals that 
would no t likely live in Hong Kong. 

9. (ii) Until the extent of the range of the Chinese White Dolphin is Agreed , the report will be revised to indica te tha t the fi g ure .... 
known, and some s ighting rate information from quo ted are an abwldance es tim.1tes not popubtion 
througho ut that range is available, we ca lUlo t really es timate 
a population s ize of the animals. The estimate made by 
SWIMS or Dr. Jefferson is an abundance estimate fo r the 
number of d o lphins in a particular area (North Lantau) 

10. Section 7.4 .3 
(iii) Does RTT cons truction activities invo lve pUing or blasting It is presently unders tood that the RTT marine cons truction 

operations e tc.? . will involve no blas ting or piling activities; the repo rt will be 
clarified accordingly. 

11. Section 7.5 
(iv) If percussive piling or explosive operations are to be See response to AFD comment on Sec tion 7.4.3., Sec tion 7.5 

involved in cons truction, the use of a bubble curta in for indicated that a bubble curtain could be employed to red Lice 
dolphin noise mitigation should be considered . This piling impacts if piling was identified as necessary. 
apparatus has been shown to be very effective for the AFRF 
construction. 

12. Section 7.6.3 Agreed. The informa tion is provid ed to ensure ad eguate 
(v) Information about sewage disd1arge seems unnecessarily coverage but as s ta ted by AFD, this issue will be addressed in 

excessive and is more relevant to a later EPD s tudy than this the forth coming EPD "Baseline a nd Perfo rmance Verifi ca ti on 
study. Monitoring o f the Pilla r Po int Sewage Outfa ll" Study . 

13. I have passed a copy of the report to my colleagues fo r comment Noted . 
from the fis heries and marine conservation point o f view . I shall 
be let you know about their comments once available. 
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No. Department Reference Comments Consultants' Response 

14. Port (3) in PDB Section 4. Table 4.6. Noted. The Table 4.6a wi ll be revised fl!structured .:IS 

Development 11 /50/90/3 IX suggested. 
Board 4 Sept. 1996 I understand that the data shown on this table is ex tracted from 

the RTI Traffic Impact Assessment. However, the way it is 
presented is not lmdersta ndable and may ca use confus ion . I 
suggest the tab le be restructured a nd you may need to specify the 
loca tion of the traffic volume. 

15. DLOTM Lands DLOTM I refer to the Draft Final Report and would rather let those Noted. 
Dept. 221/CPD / PA/66 environmen t exper ts put forward their commen ts on the same. 

V IJI 
4 Sept. 1996 I agree with D of Lands that it is not appropriate for this office to 

endorse the repo rt as what is conta ined there in is outside o ur 
expertise. 

16. EPD EP 1/TM/38/5 Section 6 The a mow1t of uncontaminated and contaminated mud kh 
5 Sept. 1996 been addressed and deal t with in Section 3. Cross ndc rence 

I note the amount of uncontaminated and contaminated mud was will be mad e in Section 6. 
mentioned in the "Water Quality" section. Grateful if you can 
insert this piece of information in Section 6. Please also s tate the 
recomm ended disposa l s ites fo r both of them. 

17. Section 8 

You have focused on the study of landfill gas below the ground Noted & Agreed. Due to the la rge seperation dist.:lnce between 
leve l. According to Section 3.7 of the Finaiin ception Report, yo u the proposed RTT and both landfill sites, "above g rOtUld 
sho uld consider the likely "above ground pathways" of the pathways" wi ll not pose air qua lity impacts on the 
landfill gas tha t might pose air quality impacts on the atmosphere. development. 
However, based on the separation distances between the 
proposed RTI and both s ubject landfill s ites, it is W1likely to have 
major air qua li ty impacts on the development. 

----
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No. Department Reference Comments Consultants' Response 

18. AFD 5 September 1996 para 7.9.3 

The p resent EJA study pred icted that prey species of Sousa would Studies in the Moray Fi r th (UK) o f T"rsiops f /'l/JIcn /JlS indi c.J tL' 
be abundant in the wa ters around the Pilla r Poin t sewage outfa ll tha t they are frequently seen in the vicini ty o f Lo ng ma n 
due to the high level nutrient level there. However, this statement sewage o utfa ll (Highla nd Regiol1 J. 1 Counci l, I nverne~~ fvbi n 
should be subs ta ntia ted by conclus ive d ata . Drainage Sche me, Env ironmen tal A~~cssmcn t. Fina l Study 

Re po rt, Appen d ices - Volume U ( 1 ~~() )). Ob::.c rv.J ti on ::. frnrn 
o the r parts of the UK a lso suggest tl\ ::I [' dolph ins spend 
cons id erab le time close to outfall pi pl!s, po:>s ibly bCGllIsl! thc .... c 
a ttract fi sh (Lockye r, C a nd Morris R J (1986) Tht:! his tory a nd 
the behaviour of a w ild, sociable bottlenose d olph in (Tul"siops 
truucntus) off the nor th coast o f CormV'a ll. ACJua tic Ma mma l,:>, 
12: 3-16. and Morris, R j , Law, R j , Allchin, C I~ , Ke lly, C A & 
Fileman, C F (1989) Me tals and organochlo rines in dolphins 
and po rpoises of Ca rd iga n Bay, Wes t Wa les, M.:l rill c Polluti llll 
Bulle tin , 20: 512 - 523). 

19. Heavy metals, o rganochlorines (e .g. PC B) a nd pathogens present Agreed, reference has been made of the fo rthcoming EI)D 
in sewage discha rge will definitely .:l ffect the health of Sousn. consultancy s tudy entitled Baseline and Perform.:lllce 
Measures in reducing such po llutants entering the waters is very Verification .Monito ring of the Pilla r Po int O utf.:l ll . This s tudy i .... 
important . The consultants should ma ke reference to the Baseline scheduled to commence in la te 1996. 
and Performance Veri.fication Monitoring of the Pillar Point 
Sewage Outfall when results are ava ilable. 

. __ .... -
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20. 

2l. 

22. 

23. 

- ,..........., 

Department 

AFD 
(Fisheries) 

---

r-- ,...--. 
~ 

Reference 

5 September 1996 

C"""""""J c-:: 

Commen ts 

I recaU that in the Area 38 EIA completed in 1994 covering the 
general a rea and d eve lopments the principa l fisheries/ ma rine 
ecological issue was considered to be loss of coastal ma rine habita t 
on the coastline from Black Point to Tuen MLU1, and Second ly the 
di rect loss of fi shing grounds. 

Section 7.1 does not seem to build logica lly on thjs earHer work, 
completely omitting the marine habitat loss and introducing 
terrestrial issues w here none exis t. 

Benthic faunal issues are not a key concern, litto ral ones may be . 

The b8:sic conclus ions 7.9.1 &: 7.9.2 are acceptable, though for the 
latter probably for the w rong reasons. The s ignificant gap is 
failure to address habita t loss and th us address mitiga tion 
possibil iti es. 

The approach to fi sheries assessment is novel but no t necessari ly 
unaccep table . The main omiss ion is 7.4.2 is no mention of the 
possible va lue of the sha llow sandy areas to be los t as fish nursery 
habitat. 
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Consultants' Response 

Both the Expanded Development Study (EDS) for Tucn Mun 
Area 38 and the b rief for the Area 38 SlA EIA did no t identify 
ecologica l impacts as an issue to be addressed in the Arc;] 38 
SIA EIA . Neverthe less, in response to an A FD cUIl1Ill l!n hm th,,' 
draft Area 38 SI.A EtA the endo rsed Fin.:11 Area 3H SIA EtA 
report included a preliminary eco logica l revie w. Thi ::. st:lh.:d 
tha t "the rdat ive qll~ lity of the these nun-prb-tine ~n:~~ b 
conside red low due to d~gradatiun J ~ ~ result o f thl! .:ld j ~ cl!nt 

industrial la nd uses. In view of this pe rceived low rcbtivl' 
quality it is conside red that these a rl!'")S m.:ty h.Jve alread y 
suffered damage to the ir ecolog ica l po tential fo r nur';;l.! ry and 
spawning of m:lfine bio ta." The revil.!w concJ ud l.!d th .JI " ... it i ... 
."l nticipated that the proposed d evelopment \Vurk~ w ill h,:1Vl! 
minimal impact on the mari ne eco logy of the s tudy Jre.:t." N~ ) 

reference was made in the endorsed Fina l Area 38 SIA Eli\ 
repo rt of direct loss of fishing grounds. We believe th ."lt th e 
Final Area 38 SLA EIA s tatements on eco logy are sti ll v.:t lid J nd 
thus do not feel discuss ion of habitat loss, beyond that 
provid ed in the RTT document, is wa rran ted . 

We agree w ith your conside ra tion tha t terres trial impacts d u 
not exist. However, the SOOm loss of "littora l" hab it.)t was no t 
considered of conserva tion s ignificance as the lubi t3t h .:1~ 

already suffered severe damage due to degradation .)s 3 result 
of the adjacent industrial land uses and thus has, as rcported in 
the Area 38 SLA EtA, a lready has significan tly reduced 
ecologica l potentia l in terms fo r nursery and spaw ning of 
marine biota. Therefore, as no littora l habitat loss impacts 3rl:: 
p redicted , mitigation is not conside red approp riate .. The Fin .:tl 
RTf EIA report w ill be amended to reflect the 3buvc issue . 

See response to AFD comment 19. As s tated in response tl) 
comment 20, as no litto ra l h~bitat loss impacts are p red icted , 
mitiga tion is no t considered appropriate and thus the Fill ':" 
RTf EIA report wi ll be a mended acco rding ly. 

As sta ted in the response to to AFD comment on Secl il)1l 7.1, 
the litto ral habi tat (sha llow sa ndy f rocky coas tline) wh ich w il l 
be directly lost has a s ign ifica ntly reduced ecologica l po tent i.:11 
in terms fo r nurse ry and spawning ot ma rine bio ta . Thl! Fi n.:1 1 
RTf EIA report wil l be amended to renect the abuve b ::' Ul! . 

c:-:l C":1 :.--J C"J C'l r:I 
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No. Department 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. EPD, Evan K. 
S. Yung 

r--; r-: 

Reference 

5 September 1996 

IJ ... ---_. c::::J c-J r-J r:l LJ r:--J 

Comments 

As regards loss of fishing grounds the report needs to indicate to 
what depths the reclamation will extend. It seems likely that it 
may extend to beyond P.o -4m meaning it will restrict the 
operation of shrimp trailers and hang trailers that are the major 
commercial operations in the deeper waters of Urmston Road. 

The last sentence appears to confuse biological productivity with 
fishing productivity. 

Section 7.6.2 

It seems likely the RTT will increase marine traffic in the area and 
thus adversely affect safe fishing operations. 

No evidence presented for a potential bioaccumulation impact 
arising from the RTI such as is inferred from the second 
paragraph. I suggest this be deleted as irrelevant to this EIA: 

Please incorporate the above points in your reply also seeking 
SAFO's comment on the last bullet in 7.2 which is I think quite 
erroneous: there is nothing statutory or legislative about the 
values listed. 

Section 3.5.2 

Would the RTT construction be concurrent with SIA reclamation 
work (stage lor II)? If yes, why are they not included in the worst 
case scenario? 
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Consultants t Response 

The RTf will extend beyond -4mPD :lnd thus there could be 
some interference to any commercial fishing operations in the 
deeper waters of the Urmston Road. However, it should be 
noted that these waters are heavily trafficked by non-fishing 
related marine traffic and thus are unlikely to contain preferred 
fishing grounds due to the navigational hazards involved in 
trawling in this area. Therefore, reclamation in this arc.:J. is 
unlikely to impact key fishing grounds. 

Agreed, the sentence will be modified in the Final RTT ElA to 
acknowledge that the productivity in the area may not be able 
to be fully exploited by the fishing industry due to navigational 
issues associated with fishing in a highly-trafficked area. 

As described in Section 2, the RTT will not directly increase 
marine traffic, in fact the numbers of Pearl River (PRC) vessels 
east of the RTT will be reduced by approximately 10% as a 
result of the consolidation function of the RTT (ie, the container 
cargo of approximately 10 small PRC vessels will be unloaded 
at the RTT and loaded onto a large marine "shuttle" vessel 
which will take the container cargo to the container port at 
Kwai Chung). Section 7.6.2 of the Final RTT EIA report will be 
revised accordingly for clarification purposes. 

Agreed, the referenced section will be deleted. 

Agreed. Section 7.2 will be amended to state that this refers to 
limits set for ex-gratia purposes at the Ma Wan mariculture 
zone. 

The worst case construction scenario for the RTT is predicted 
after December 1996. At this time, the final part of Stage 1 of 
the SIA construction filling of behind a formed seawall will be 
carried out at the same time. It is considered that as the SIA 
filling activities will be occuring behind a formed seawall, they 
will generate a negligible contribution to local SS levels. 



No. Department Reference Comments Consultants l Response 

30. Section 3.5.3 Noted. It will be included in OUf revised fin.J.l report, but is 
approximately 700 m in length. 

Should mark the newly extended emergency by·pass outfall on an 
appropriate figure. 

31. Section 3.6.1 Noted. It will be included in OUf revised final rcport, but is 
approximately 2000 m in length. 

Should indicate how long the new outfall. 

32. Should elaborate how "zero discharge can be achieved. Any Domestic Sewage from the RTT operations will be taken to the 
domestic or commercjal discharge? Connection to PPSTW? PPSTW for treatment. 

33. What is the volume of material that will be excavated during Maintenance dredging will be carried out at a minimum of 
maintenance dredging? every 5 year;:;_ 

34. More information about the extent of marine sediment Agreed. The Consultant will include this information in the 
contamination should be included in the report for completeness. Annex A of the revised report. 

35. Transport NR 157/161/TMTL- No comment. Noted. 
Department 393 

5 Sept. 1996 

36. Planning Dept. SPD/TM/005 Fig.2.la This Figure is only used to show the relative location of the 
5 Sept. 1996 RTf in context of the NWNT. 

A large scale should be adopted to improve the readability of the 
plan. 

37. Para 9.2.2 The impact assessment stage included a field study of which 
photographic record was taken. The methodology for this 

Please clarify what approach or methodology has been adopted in .stage is clearly outlined in 9.2.2 "Assessment Methodology" 
the Impact Assessment stage. It is noted that a viewpoint analysis including the establishment of the baseline condition and the I 

approach has been adopted in assessing the residuallandscapt:: assessment of the likely changes to the baseline condition. 
and visual impacts. 

38. Para 9.3.1 Due to the pOSitioning of the RTT site slightly to the west of the 
headland at Pillar Point, with Tuen Mun in the' foreground, it i~ 

The Study Area should be expanded to cover the residential not anticipated that the RTT will be visible from Pearllsbnd, 
development at Pearl Island as the residents there would be able The text will be amended to include a paragraph elimin;)tipg 
to view the proposed RTI and these residential developments are Pearl Island from the study area. 
also located more closer to the proposed RTT than the new 
residential development of Tung Chung. 
--- - _ .. _---- ---
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No. 

39. 

40. 

4l. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

r-: r-' r-' r-J 

Department Reference 

r-J C'J r-J C"J c:-J CJ C":J 

Comments 

Para 9.3.2 

Residential development at Pearl Island should be added. 

Appropriate annotation should be incorporated in Fig. 9.3c to 
illustrate clearly the points made in the main text. 

Para 9.3.3 

It is noted that the overall quality of the existing view would have 
some bearings on the visual impact of a new development, but the 
cumulative visual impact of the new development still need to be 
addressed. 

In considering the visual obstruction, visual intrusion and visual 
quality~ it would appear that subjective rather than objective 
professional judgement would be based. Please clarify what 
would determine the existing visual quality. 

For the sensitive viewpoints, adjustment would have to be made . 
with the inclusion of the residential development at Pearl Island. 

Para. 9.4.1 

Please cl<.lrify whether some or all the existing trees and shrubs 
within the Study Area will be removed. ~, 

Para. 9.5.1 

Please specify the maximum levels that the heights of storage 
materials and stock piles should be maintained. 

Please also clarify what are the statutory limitations that the 
night-time working and floodlighting should be kept. 
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Consultants'Response 

Refer to previous response. 

Noted. 

The overall quality of the existing view is taken int 
consideration when assessing visual impact, in order to 
establish the extent to which the baseline condition is changed. 
For example, positioning a power station within an area of 
undisturbed cOlmtryside will have a greater visual impact than 
if the same power station were positioned in an industrial 
zone. Of course, in addition to considering the change to the 
baseline condition, the cumulative visual impact of the new 
development has been considered (Refer section 9.4) 

As stated in para 9.2.2 "Assessment Methodology", in 
considering the visual obstruction, visual intrusion, and visual 
quality, a balance between objective and subjective professional 
opinion is required. This is also the case when assessing the 
existing visual quality. By using photographs, drawings, 
photomontages, and based on our previous professional 
experience, we have striven t achieve as objective an 
assessment as possible. 

Refer response to para. 9.3.1 

It will be necessary for all of the vegetation within the site area 
to be removed. This is predominantly scrub and young trees. 
compensatory planting will be included as part of the proposed 
RTf. 

It will be necessary for construction work to be carried out at 
night-time. The report will be revised to address this issue. 

Noted. 

,-



No. Department Reference Comments Consultants' Response 

47. Para 9.5.2 The proposed plant material able to tolerate the extreme 
conditions experienced in a coastal situation, is as follow!':> and 

The appearance ~f the breakwaters should also be soften. will be included in the report: 

48. Please specify what plant materials that are considered well Trees: Cerbern manghas/ Ficus fUrl/phii, Hibiscus ti[iacetls. 
adopted to the extreme site conditions experienced on coastal Shrubs: Nerium indicum, 5cnevo/a sericea, Thevetia peruvimw. 
sites. Herbaceous Plants: Crinium asiatiet/nt. 

Groundover Plants: Wedelia trilobatn. 

49. Please indicate the effectiveness of the bitumen being used for the Bitumen is a dark coloured and non reflective material. Dark 
surface of the RTT in reducing the surface glare in particular coloured materials absorb light instead of reflecting it as lighter 
during the night time operation of the proposed RTf. coloured materials such as concrete do. 

50. Please indicate on a plan where planting would be incorporated Noted. 
within the site (not along the site boundaries) to soften its 
appearance. 

5!. Please also indicate the effectiveness of the anti-glare reflectors in Due to the long throw of the floodlights, it is anticipated that 
eliminating horizontal phasing. anti-glare reflectors will not be required. 

52. Para 9.6.2 Noted, however a table may be too black and white where 
many contributing factors must be considered in assessing the 

It may be useful to present all the impacts in table form for ease of overall impact. 
reference. 

53. It is considered not acceptable if the visual impact would be It is not suggested that people will be prevented from going to 
further reduced by making people not coming to Butterfly Beach. Butterfly Beach, simply that they are there for shorter periods 

of time than a resident wound be. 

54. Para 9.7.2 As stated in section 9.5.1, storage materials and stock piles 
should be maintained at low levels, and the site should be 

Please clarify what control of the construction practices would be enclosed by hoardings to screen it from Lung Mun Road. 
required. 

55. NTWest NTW/TM5/4/38 The. RTf developer should address on how to prevent floating It is considered, as reported in Section 3.6.1, that accumulation 
Development RIT Pt. 6 rubbish being washed out from the site to the Urmston Road and of any solid and liquid waste within the RTf is not expected, 

6 Sept. 1996 possibly crossed over to the Chek Lap Kok/North Lantau during provided the zero discharge can be ensured during RTT , 

construction stage. Floating rubbish will attract birds to feed in operation. As described in Section 6 strict control of solid 
the area which will affect the operation of the new airport. waste will be implemented in both the construction and 

operation of the RTT such that floating rubbish arising from the 
project will not in any way affect the operation of the new 
airport. 
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\ No. Department 

56. 

57. WKR/CED 

58. 

59. AFD 

t: ,--, 
l. -- - .~ 

Reference 

WKD2/48 
10 Sept. 1996 

AF DVL 11/6 
AnnexC 
16 Sept. 1996 
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. 
Comments Consultants'Response 

The developer should address on possible embayment due to the As the referenced box culvert comprises stormwater no adverse 
possible late completion of the box culvert (Government impacts to water quality are envisaged from the la te 
entr.llShnent works). completion of the box culvert (Government entrusted works). 

Para. 3.5.3 - Dredging (page 17) Agreed. 

It is noted from the last paragraph on page 17 of the report that . 
suggestion was made to limit the speed of the working vessels 
near or within the construction site and to prevent boats Of vessels 
from cruising near the vicinity of the construction site. In view of 
the busy marine traffic near the River Trade Terminal Site, I 
consider such a suggested measure to be highly impracticable 
which would be very difficult to implement. I suggest that you 
also seek D of M's view on this matter. 

Para 3.5.4 - Management of Marine Spoil Disposal (page 20) Agreed~ however the disposal site has still to be confirmed 
by FMC. 

Please be reminded that the mud disposal site should be allocated 
by the Fill Management Committee of CED. WBrC No. 22/92 I 

refers. 
I 

EM&A Manual- ecological monitoring; Noted. Text will be amended. 

4th bullet: The activities of the Sousa should be closely 
monitored by trained observers until they leave the 
"exclusion zone". 
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