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Dear Sir/Madam,

WWEF is writing to express our grave concern on pbéential environmental impacts of the
captioned project, and recommends the DirectohefEnvironmental Protection Department
to reject the proposed project as the EIA repodsdoot follow the Basic Principles of the
Environmental Impact Assessment Process, nor doesat the requirement of the Study Brief
ESB-126/2005 and the Technical Memorandum (TM) Amese The reasons for rejecting the

EIA report are explained as follows.

Basic Principles of EIA Process
The Basic Principle of the EIA process (GN 1/2002grly states thathe purpose of the EIA

process is protection of the environment througéventionbut the project proponent clearly

fails to meet this purpose.

Principle Two explicitly sets the rule of thumb: @dance, Pre-emption and Prevention of
adverse Environmental Consequences and PrincipkeTlecommends that alternatives should
be considered when adverse environmental impacspeedicted, and that the primary
consideration is to apply threcautionary principle. While the EIA report notes that the 8ok
option requires many measures to mitigate the itspaic a rare coral species, Chinese white
dolphin, Finless porpois&ranchiostoma belcheand commercial important fisheries species,

the Black Point option requires few mitigation m&as in comparison. However, the project
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proponent still states that South Soko is the predesite option. Such a decision obviously

deviates from Principle Two and Three.

In addition, Principle Six and Seven state thatEh&process should be transparent and should
take public participation into account so as tow#eland communicate practical environmental
outcomes for the environment and the communitgplite of the claim that some 350 seminars,
workshops and meetings were held, WWF notes tHarnration regarding the proposed
project was released in a piecemeal approach. ¥amge, the public only had access to
partial information at a time when CLP was activpipmoting its Sokos preference ahead of
the release of the EIA, and detailed projected ggsply figures are still not forthcoming.
Without such information it has been difficult fimterested parties to communicate effectively
with the project proponent. The communication apphoadopted by the project proponent is
obviously against the spirit of these two Princgple

Technical Memorandum (TM) Annexes

In the TM under the EIA Ordinance (Annex 8), “Theit€ia for Evaluating Ecological
Impact” explicitly states that ‘Potential Value’@lld be considered but the EIA report ignores
the fact that Soko Islands had already been endl@sehe ‘Soko Islands Marine Park’ by the
Country and Marine Park Board in 2002, while AFCI@snservation Programme for the
Chinese white dolphin also recommended the desajnaf the Soko Islands as a Marine Park.
The objectives of marine parks include the protectenhancement and restoration of marine
life and the environment, but the proposed LNG teainwill involve periodic maintenance
dredging works, severe changes in seawater tenuperdtom the cooling water, and
discharges of toxic chemicals. WWEF is thereforéntyigloubtful about the viability of a marine
park should such a LNG facility exists within itsAsuch, the Soko option clearly does not

consider the ‘Potential Value’ of the TM.

EIA report
Part | Section 2: The need for a LNG Receiving Ternmal in Hong Kong

The project proponent claims that the existing sewf gas supply, the Yacheng 13-1 gas field,
will be depleted early in the next decade (SecH#dr), and suggests that the South China Sea
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contains only limited discovered reserves of nataa, with the majority of these gas reserves
being exploited. However, according to the 2005 #WairReport of CNOOC, the existing gas
supplier to the proponent, a number new gas figtdseing discovered and developed such as
Yacheng 13-4 Although a long term replacement of gas suppaong Kong from a new gas
field might be necessary, as suggested in Sect®®d,2he project proponent fails to provide
any details on whether CNOOC can supply sufficiga$ to the Black Point Power Station
until 2015 from the new discovery of gas or fromearby proven gas field. WWF considers
the timing for a long-term replacement beyond 204 the amount of gas available until
2015, should be considered as separate issuedafiérewill have serious implications on the
feasibility of other alternative options such as tmport of natural gas via a new terminal

outside Hong Kong (Section 2.8).

Part 1 Section 4: Identification of Alternative Sie Locations

While the project proponent conducted an altereasite location study to identify potential
sites for an LNG terminal, WWF finds the study &y and contradictory while failing to
identify the South Soko Island, which has beenradoesed Marine Park in 2002, as a site with
environmental constraint under Task 2 Environme@@ahstraint Mapping (Section 4.10.2).
While the project proponent considers designatedin@maparks or marine reserve as a
constraint to an LNG terminal, it ironically condes in the EIA that a Soko Islands Marine

Park and an LNG terminal could co-exist.

Moreover, WWF considers that strategic land userpltey should be considered under the
alternative site location study carried out by fireject proponent. According to the 2001
South West New Territories (SWNT) Development @ggt Review of the Planning
Department, the planning vision of SWNT is to bakamlevelopment and conservation needs
in SWNT in accordance with the principle of susshie development, with particular
emphasis on turning the sub-region into a TouRsgreation and Leisure Centre. This 2001
Development Strategy Review amended the 1999 Raeffommended Strategy by avoiding
the incompatibility of aviation fuel supply facies with marine conservation, in particular the

! http://www.cnoocltd.com/investor/reports/886584 54
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proposed Marine Reserve/Park and Inshore Watere@rob/Recreation Area at the Soko
Islands (see Appendix 4 of the 2001 Review). Cleanh LNG facility should be considered as
a similar type of development as an aviation fugdpdy facility. As such, WWF considers
South Soko Island should not have been consideyedpmtential site for an LNG terminal in

the first place.

Part 2 Section 8. Terrestrial Ecology

8.4.3 Baseline Ecological Surveys: Invertebrate Qonfly and Herpetofauna

WWEF is concerned that since 50% of the abandonddgrecultural land at South Soko (0.5
ha out of 1 ha in total) would be permanently kbsé to proposed cryogenic pipeline route to
LNG jetty (see figure 8.29), a dragonfly speciesd @awo reptile species which are of
conservation importance could be potentially impdategatively. For instance, the Common
Rat SnakeRytas mucosyss recorded at the wet agricultural land conceripet it is a species
of potential global concern and is listed in CITESpendix Il. Also, the dragonfly species
Greater Blue SkimmerQrthetrum melanipthat have been recorded at the wet agricultural
land concerned and the on-site Plumbeous Water eSakhydris plumbegnthat prefers
marshes/wet cultivated fields are uncommon speidsare both identified as of conservation
interest in the EIA report (see table 8.27). Iniadd, according to Table 8, the wet abandoned
agricultural land recorded 87 individuals of draffies, the highest amount among other
habitats surveyed in the EIA. WWF therefore consideat the wet abandoned agricultural
land as important wetland/marshes that has higlogical and conservation value and should

be avoided in any form of development.

In addition, we believe that the need for tempoegyipment stores and an access road is not
justified and we are concerned that the surroundingams and reservoir will be impacted

negatively due to improper waste disposal and sewl&gharge during construction.

Also, the comparison in Table 2g Annex 8 betweeeashs and wet abandoned agricultural
land on a small island like Soko and streams artcalv@ndoned agricultural land on the largest
island of Hong Kong (i.e. Pui O on Lantau Islarsljrrelevant since it is not comparing like-
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with-like. Moreover, WWF is also doubtful about tlbservation that no water flow was

recorded in the wet season survey of the stregdheting Tsuen (Figure 8.17).

Part 2 Section 9 Marine Ecology Assessment

9.3.2 Ecological Importance

Table 9.2 shows the ecological importance of sdaktthard surface habitat along the natural
rocky shore and estimates it as low to medium ewvdren a rare coral species,
Pseudosiderastrea tayamwas found. WWF considers this is unacceptableusecthis coral is
categorised as ‘rare’ by AFCDand the occurrence of this coral species is caytw as it is
known from <2.5% of all known coral sites in Hongr{y. According to Annex 8 of the TM,
the ecological importance of the sub-tidal surfasbeuld be ranked as ‘high’ owing to the

presence of these rare coral species.

The sub-tidal soft bottom habitats at South Solkocansidered as only ‘medium’ even in the
presence of the amphioxuBranchiostoma belcherand WWF finds this unjustifiable as the
EIA report already points out this species has lughservation interest in the Pacific region
and Annex 8 of the TM states that those habitaesyfound to have special conservation

importance by documented scientific studies shbeldonsidered as ‘important’.

Table 9.2 also estimates the ecological importaricearine waters around Soko Islands is low
although these areas are the place where the sigdergial marine mammals in Hong Kong,
namely the Chinese white dolphin and Finless pegob-exist. Since the areas are the places
where both residential marine mammal species csi;exccording to the Annex 8 of the TM,

these areas should be ranked as ‘high’ in ecolbgatae.

9.3.3 Marine Ecology Sensitive Receiver

It should be noted that according to the TM, esshbld coral communities of any size should

2 Alan L.K. Chan, Choyce L.S. Choi, Denise McCoftthaki K. Chan, M.W. Lee, Ang Put Jr (2005) Fielddg
to hard corals of Hong Kong. Agriculture, Fishergasl Conservation Department, Hong Kong SAR Govenim
373pp.

*http://www.afcd.gov.hk/english/conservation/con_foan_mar_cor/con_mar_cor_cor/con_mar_cor_cor2_1.htm
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be considered as important habitat, and in turbetsensitive receivers. However, the project
proponent does not indicate that corals are foarat least 9 survey sites (Figure 9.5 and table

9.13) which are within or very close to the LNGnémal project boundary.

9.5.1 Construction Phase

Construction of Terminal and Jetty

Subtidal Hard Surface Habitats

While TM Annex 8 already provides clear guidelintst established coral communities
regardless of size should be considered as imponiitat, it is unjustifiable to accept the
permanent loss of corals due to the modificatiosedwall at Tung Wan and construction of
Jetty at South Soko. It should be noted that alil ltarals species are under the protection of
The Protection of Endangered Species of AnimalsRiadts Ordinance (Cap. 586).

Intertidal Habitats — Rocky Shores, Sandy Shore aidificial Shorelines

The sandy beach at Pak Tso Wan has been reportéhmmtant’ by local expeft so an
assessment should have been conducted for thispamtigularly when the project will actually
modify parts of this sandy beach. However, no assessment is provided in the EIA report.

Suspended Sediment

The construction of a seawall and reclamation atgTwan will involve dredging and such
activities will lead to adverse impacts Branchiostoma belcheriWWF recognises that
reclamation took place at Tung Wan between 1989188d and the survey in 2005 found that
B. belcherire-colonised this area. However, such re-colomisanay have taken many years
to reach the current state as there are at leagtd4 gap between the current benthic survey
and the reclamation in 1989. As such the EIA replogs not have sufficient justification to

conclude that the negative impactsiBrbelcheriare insignificant.

9.5.2 Operation Phase
Maintenance Dredging

4 Paul K.S. Shin and S.G. Cheung (2004). A Studgaff Shore Habitats in Hong Kong for Conservatiod a
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WWHEF disagrees with the claims of the EIA reportttltzere are no unacceptable adverse
impacts to water quality and marine ecological veses. Soft-bottom communities in Hong

Kong include sponges and a variety of soft corats sea fans, organisms that are often slow-
growing and will take years to re-establish follogithe severe disturbance caused by

dredging.

Discharge of cooled water — Temperature and Antifants

Since the discharged seawater will cause a decafasater temperature by at least P25
severe temperature shock will be experienced bynmdife around the outfalls. As seawater
temperature in winter can be very low (see commentser Annex 10 Fisheries Baseline
Survey - Ichthyoplankton & Post-larvaghe discharged seawater will likely become tow |
for Hong Kong’s primarily tropical or sub-tropicabecies, making the survival of marine
species around the outfall questionable. With isehdrged seawater being much lower (-12.5
°C) than the surrounding water, WWF finds that thedeiling prediction in Section 6 that the
changes of water temperature only range from Od&rdand 2°C is unconvincing and that the
impact of discharging cooled seawater is signific&urthermore, marine species including
corals are susceptible to toxic substance includhd¢prine and toxic by-products which is
formed by chemical reaction of chlorine and othdyssance in seawater. While the outfalls of
the residual chlorine and other toxic Chlorine bbgeucts can spread to at least 300 m away,
corals and other marine species around the ouwtillhot be able to survive. Therefore, it is
WWHF's view that the impact of antifoulants added geawater is ‘significant’ and not

‘insignificant’ as suggested by the EIA report.

Impingement and Entrainment of Fauna in the Seawatgystem

WWF disagrees with the EIA report that the impact the marine species through

impingement and entrainment is insignificant beeatise EIA report assumes only adult
individuals will be affected but the fact is thawgnile, particular pre-larval stages of marine
species are particularly vulnerable to this impadthough an Icthyoplankton and Fish Post-
larvae Survey (Section 10 Fisheries Impact Assesgmas conducted, it should be noted that

Educatin Purpose: Revised Final Report.
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only fish species are included in this survey anmgpdcts on larvae of marine species,
particularly corals andranchiostoma belchervhich can be found near the intake were not

assessed.

9.7.1 Potential sources of Impacts on Marine Mamraaluring the Construction Phase

The EIA report claims that no significant impacts marine mammals will be expected on
dredging work at night for the construction of pgipe. While there is no evidence provided in
the EIA report to support such a claim, and ake lit known regarding the night time activities
of Chinese white dolphin and Finless porpoises itonsidered that such claim has no basis,

and is irresponsible.

It should be noted that Table 9.10 is misleadind arelevant in concluding that pipeline
construction is environmentally acceptable. Thggmtoproponent has drawn the conclusion
based on the fact that at least 3 pipelines arestagied before the enactment of EIA
Ordinance in 1998. However before enactment ofghfe ordinance, environmental impacts
were not publicly discussed and also the EnvirortaldPermit application for the Permanent
Aviation Fuel Facility is now still under the codsration by the Director of Environmental
Protection. Furthermore, there is no evidenceudysto prove that the construction of pipeline

by Hong Kong Electric has not induced any impadtitdess Porpoise.

Potential Impact from Piling Work

While it is recognised in the EIA report that pessive piling will induce greater noise impact
to Chinese white dolphin and there is evidenceign ef stressed dolphins will move away
from piling work, WWF considers the EIA report slhdbumot recommend percussive piling be
conducted in the proposed project. Furthermore, W¥dRsiders that as the proposed
percussive piling driving at Soko will be conductiding the calving season of Chinese white

dolphin, it is unacceptable.

9.8 Evaluation of the Impact to Marine Mammals
While waters around Soko Island are habitat wheth IChinese white dolphin and Finless

porpoise co-exist, the EIA report only stresseshenpotential impact to Chinese white dolphin.
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It should be noted that in term of biology and hebar, Finless porpoise is different from
Chinese white dolphin and the impact to these tpacies will not be similar. As such, it is

clearly that the EIA report fails to assess po#ninpacts on Finless porpoise.

While the EIA report claims that the magnitude bé timpact of the proposed pipeline
encroaching on the habitats of marine mammalsns\WWF believes such impacts are high in
magnitude because the pipeline will go through Beast Lantau which is one of the most

important habitats for Chinese white dolphin.

9.12 Cumulative Impacts

WWF argues that the statement ‘cumulative impantsnarine ecology are not anticipated’ in
the EIA is misleading. There have been discussiogisveen the project proponent and
government departments on projects including thegdong —Zhuhai-Macau Bridge, the
Western Port Development and the Logistic ParkifoeitEIA fails to provide a clear timeframe
of these projects to explain why the proposed LMninal will not cumulatively impact on
the Chinese white dolphin. It is clear that thesgigets and the LNG terminal development
will further result in permanent loss of criticadltitats and continuous disturbance to Chinese
white dolphin but the EIA does not address suclemta! impacts. It should also be noted that
AFCD published the Conservation Programme for them€se white dolphin in 2000 aiming to
enhance the continued survival of the populatio€liihese white dolphin in Hong Kong and
the Pearl River Estuary. The Programme explicglgommended the establishment of Marine
Park at Soko and the Country and Marine Park BoardFCD endorsed the Soko Islands
Marine Park in 2002 but the Government has not mhdeecreate the park to date. As such,
WWHF considers the EIA has not addressed the cumellahpacts of the LNG terminals and

other projects that will affect the survival of @Gase white dolphin.

Part 2 Section 10 — Fisheries Impact Assessment

10.3.4 Fisheries Importance

All the waters encompassing the Sokos, and at akpeints along the gas pipeline to Black
Point generate fish production of HK$ 5000 — 10,p@® ha according to the government’s

Port Survey data. Despite this being the seconbesigcategory out of six, the consultants
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choose to refer to this level of production as “mad and use this highly subjective rank to
downplay the impacts to fisheries from dredging atiter disturbances. WWF considers this
level of production, in Hong Kong's already highptited fishery to be “high”, and
furthermore, that because of the cumulative impautsoverfishing, pollution, physical
disturbance and so on, over the last few decadesnarine ecosystem including fish stocks is
likely to be far less resilience to the additiodsturbance than is recognised in the EIA.

10.4 Fisheries Impact Assessment methodology

WWF welcomes that the project proponent conductad lanthyoplankton survey, and
comments on this survey will be in a later sectldowever, it is important to point out that the
Ichthyoplankton survey only covers fish species atier commercially important species like
crustacean were not included. It is reported theteve around Soko are an important spawning
and nursery grounds for shrimp and mantis shrilkkgpNMetapenaeus joyneri and Oratosquilla
spp Furthermore, besides desktop study, there isaseline survey conducted for fisheries
production in the EIA. It is WWF’s view that theshieries Impact Assessment is incomplete

and does not address the potential impacts ofrthygoged project.

10.5.1 Construction and Operation Phase

Maintenance and pipeline dredging

With regard to the maintenance dredging, it is aahed (p 24, Part 2 Section 10 Fisheries
Impact Assessment) that “No long-term direct impaate expected to occur from the

maintenance dredging” and similar statements ardenwncerning the laying of the gas

pipeline. This statement is not true. Soft-bottasmmunities in Hong Kong include sponges

and a variety of soft corals and sea fans, orgaibat are often slow-growing and will take

years to re-establish following the severe distndeacaused by dredging. Such sessile
organisms form living habitat for commercially vahle fishes etc, therefore, fisheries in the

area impacted by the dredging will be impacted.

Annex 10 Fisheries Baseline Survey (Ichthyoplankt&@nPost-larvae)
The larval study is thorough and provides usefdibrimation both for this study, and in

enhancing our low level of knowledge of larval pats of distribution in Hong Kong waters.

10
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However, it should recognized that the method usedyoorly suited for examining the
presence of either spawning or nursery grounds, laas been used in this study. Spawning
grounds are those where adult fish actually spamimle nursery grounds for non-pelagic
species (reef and soft-bottom demersal specieshvdrie the most important commercial fish
species in the Hong Kong fishery) would generaklydonsidered as those areas inhabited by
juvenile fish after they settle out from the watelumn and associate closely with the sea-bed.
As very young fish from fertilized egg to mid-lahstage may remain in the water column for
weeks, and be primarily transported by currentgaitnot be inferred that areas with high
densities of eggs represent spawning grounds,habrareas with high densities of larvae are
likely to be nursery grounds. The eggs/larvae cauitply be drifting past the areas where they
were caught. The best correlations are likely tbét®veen nursery grounds and the densities of
late larval stage fishes close to the seabed,teddeval stage fishes, particularly reef fishes,
have been shown to be able to orient themselvesswaim effectively towards desired nursery

ground habitats before settling onto the seabed.

Spawning grounds are normally determined by visbakervations of spawning fish, (difficult
in Hong Kong’s turbid western waters) or from refeeacatches of fish with hydrated eggs
(eggs become hydrated shortly before spawning) fommain areas. Nursery grounds are
generally considered to be those areas where gfesti densities of post-larval juvenile fishes
are either observed or caught, such as coral coitigsiin eastern Hong Kong waters for
some reef fisheés WWF does acknowledge that fish stocks are soetiegplthat catching
sufficient numbers of adult fish of commercial spsdo be able to determine where spawning
grounds are, would likely be too labour intensigebe practicable at present. However, the
EIA is technically incorrect in many of the statert®e made about spawning and nursery

grounds based on larval surveys

Despite these short-comings, the larval data ig useful in determining the potential impacts
of the proposed open-circuit seawater system ferpiioposed LNG terminal at South Soko.
No information is provided as to the likely surdivate of eggs and larvae to entrainment, but

® Cornish, A.S (2000). Fish assemblages associatldshallow, fringing coral communities in sub-ticgl Hong

11
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it seems likely that physical damage, a 12G drop in temperature and exposure to

antifoulants will result in very high mortality.

Some of the conclusions from the larval surveyhaghly misleading. Numerous studies have
shown that marine fish eggs and larvae are typicattremely patchily distributed spatially
and temporally in the water column. Thus raw data fom larval surveys are typically filled
with zeros, as is the case in this study. Statesniectuding “it is evident that the sensitivity
and productivity of the impacted area is medium-ghwe to the comparatively low mean fish
density characteristic of the South-Soko samplitegians” are utterly misleading without

actual comparison to other larval studies.

Furthermore, as noted above, because of the d#fie® in the methods used to identify

spawning and nursery grounds (i.e. the those adeatified as spawning and nursery grounds
may or may not be such), any inference that fishal and egg densities at South Sokos
(“spawning/nursing grounds”) are not significant tagy are no higher that those in “non-

spawning/nursing grounds” (last paragraph p 22,t RarSection 10 Fisheries Impact

Assessment) is illogical.

The assertion on p 28 that at South Sokos [titleyoplankton and Fish Post-larvae Survey
portrays an overall family composition dominated ryn-commercially important fish (i.e.

Clupeiform, Engraulidae, and Ambassidae)” is soleading as to represent a deliberate
downplaying of the real findings. Wet season sangpteveals that the croakers (Sciaenidae)
constituted 18.8 — 26.7% of the total larvae reedrdt the Sokos, while in the dry season the
scorpionfishes (Scorpaenidae) constituted 51.1968.High abundance of croaker fry has
previously been found near the Sokos Islands asdnelsewhere in the EIA (p 10 Part 2

Section 10 — Fisheries Impact Assessment). Botliliemnand particularly the croakers are of
major importance to the commercial fishery in Hokgng. Furthermore, commercially

important fishes are predominantly large long-liyddatory species, which are generally low
in numbers in food webs in comparison with shorgdi, small species with high reproductive

Kong species composition, spatial and temporakpagtPh.D Thesis. The University of Hong Kong

12
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rates. The Clupeiform, Engraulidae, and Ambassigag much fit the latter description, and it
is entirely to be expected that such species wdaidinate numerically in larval studies. Such
dominance says nothing about the importance ofotiher commercially important larvae

around the Sokos to commercial fisheries in Hongdo

The open-circuit seawater system will cause massafity to fish and crustacean larvae
(almost no data for the latter) through the hunslrefithousands of eggs and larvae per year
(WWF's estimate as this figure is not providedhie EIA) will be sucked towards the intake
pipe and killed through impingement and entrainmg&etondly, the discharge of cooled water
will likely create a dead-zone up to 200 m awaynfrthe discharge points. Temperatures in
shallow waters of Hong Kong regularly decline to dég.°C in winter andin-situ data
recorders have occasionally recorded temperatures 2.5 °C in recent winters (Cornish
unpublished data). As the temperature of the cowlater at discharge is -12°% that of
ambient, at the coldest points in winter, tempeestiaround the discharge point will be €5
The majority of marine species in taxa that havenbeell catalogued (e.g. fishes, corals) in
Hong Kong are tropical and at the northern limitsh@ir range in Hong Kong. Contact with
such cold water will therefore, likely be beyone tbhysiological limits of fish larvae and eggs,
and mortality is likely. Benthic organisms recmgito this area in summer may also suffer
mortality in winter. Furthermore, the conclusionatththese effects will be localized is
extremely misleading, as currents around the Swekibgontinually bring fish larvae and eggs
into contact with the very cold water and evenummer, a sharp temperature differential is

likely to cause mortality to larvae and eggs.

The Assessment of Environmental Impacts (p 24, Rarfection 10 Fisheries Impact
Assessment) states that “Discharge of cooled wateot predicted to pose adverse impacts to
fisheries resources ........ No significant adverse ittgdo fisheries resources are expected
from the impingement and entrainment of fish andng larvae or eggs in the open circuit
vaporization system.” WWF rejects this statemertigit. From the information provided it is
highly likely that the open circuit vaporizationssgm will be responsible for the mortality of
high numbers of larvae, including high-value comeredrfish species, whenever it is switched

13
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on, and create a dead-zone around the discharge phis will put further pressure on already

depleted fisheries in western waters.

Part 3 Section 2 Comparison of Black Point TerminalAlternatives

Section 2.1 Consideration of different layouts addsign options

Although the project proponent derives 3 layoutian, namely Base Case, Full Reclamation,
and Full Excavation, it fails to consider which ioptcan minimise the footprint of the project
in order to reduce the potential environmental iobpaWhile Base Case option has been
considered as the preferred layout, the projectpgrent has not provided adequate
consideration to options to reduce the size ofareation, which contributes to the permanent
loss of marine habitat. The layout (Figure 3.1)sfao integrate some of the LNG terminal
facilities, such as Administration Areas, into thasting Blacking Point Power Station (BPPS)
given the proposed LNG terminal and the existingPBPare both belong to the project
proponent. Large areas of reclaimed land, surrauntifie Process Area and the Laydown Area,
according to Figure 3.1, is apparently not occugigdany facilities, suggesting those areas
have the potential to be minimised. Moreover, ngdaavn Area is proposed on the South
Soko Island option (Part 2-Figure 3.1) which sutggshat the Laydown Area is not an
essential component of the LNG terminal. As subb, @valuation of potential environmental
impacts in the EIA related reclamation of Black mdails to provide the resolution on an
“environmentally optimised” option for the site. \hin Part 4-Site Preference suggested that
the size of reclamation areas is an engineeringideration (Part 4-Table 4.1), the inability for
the project proponent to minimize the reclamatiorBiack Point has severely impaired the
accuracy of the comparison between the two sit®ogt

Part 3 Section 8. Terrestrial Ecology

Section 8.7.2 Summary of mitigation measures - mimsation

It is stated in the EIA report that Pitcher Plafiiepenthes mirabil)shave been successfully
transplanted as required in the project of constucof a Theme Park at Penny's Bay.
However, according to the Environmental Monitoriagd Audit (EM&A) Report of the
project, within the reporting period from April 2B@intil June 2005, only 45.3% of the Pitcher
Plants survived out of the 1000 individuals tramnsptd. WWF considers that the project

14
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proponent should investigate the reason why ov#rdfighe transplanted individuals in the
example it quoted did not survive and thereby mvérd revised measures to increase the
survival rate of the Pitcher Plants in the proj@ata that are to be transplanted. To minimise
the number of death of transplanted individuals, W¥@nsiders that the transplantation should
be completed during the pre-construction phasenbutiuring operational phase as suggested
in the “Annex A of the Black Point EM&A Manual”.

Conclusion

In conclusion, WWF considers the EIA report has riolly addressed the potential
environmental impacts of the Soko option, and eedtely played down the ecological
important of an endorsed Marine Park. As such, WWiies the Director of Environmental
Protection to reject the EIA report.

We should be grateful if the above mentioned ctxgldonsidered.

WWF Hong Kong
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