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The Conservancy Association’sViewsto HATS Stage 2
Preliminary Submission to L egco Environmental Affairs Panel

The Conservancy Association has taken an interest in the Harbour Area Treatment Scheme
(previoudy called Strategic Sewage Disposal Scheme) ever since its inception over a
decade ago. In response to the Government’ s publication of the Consultation Document for
HATS Stage 2, we would like to submit our preliminary views below. Since we are
gathering further information from the government for analysis, we stress that these are our
preliminary views at an early stage of the consultation exercise. We shall submit our full
and detailed views prior to the end of the consultation period.

1. Levd of Treatment

We welcome the confirmation by the Government that biological treatment is
needed as a sustainable solution to our sewage problem in the metro area. Thislevel
of treatment is not only essential to improving water quality in the harbour area and
beyond, but also serves a much-needed demonstration effect to our neighbouring
citiesin the Pearl River Delta. Without a concerted regional effort our water quality
will always be at risk.

Centralised or decentralised?

The International Review Panel (IRP) in 2000 recommended the Government to
study in detail four options, out of which three of them are distributed options with
an aternative treatment plant site outside of Stonecutters Island. The Government
now recommends the only centralised option of treating all sewage at Stonecutters
Island. We are requesting more information from the Government regarding the risk
analysis of such a centralised option.

Design Flow

Selecting an appropriate design flow for the treatment plants is very important to
achieving a cost-effective scheme. In the Consultation Document the Government
assumes a very large population growth in the harbour area so that total sewage
discharged will increase from the current 1.85 million cubic meters per day to 2.8
million cubic meters per day. This assumption needs further justification. Moreover,
the IRP recommends using a lower design peak factor (the ratio of peak design flow
to average daily flow) of 1.4 instead of 2. Whether this ratio is appropriate can be
confirmed from the actual operating conditions of the Stonecutters Island Plant over
the last three years. We are requesting the Government to release such information.



If a lower population projection and/or a lower peak design factor is deemed
appropriate, it will have avery significant impact on the estimates of costs for Stage
2.

4. Phasing
We are doubtful as to whether the current phasing of Stage 2A and Stage 2B is
appropriate. Another possibility is to include in Stage 2A a smaller CEPT plant
expansion as well as some modules for biological treatment, while Stage 2B should
include the full-sized modules for both CEPT and biological treatment. We are
requesting further information from the Government to study the viability of this
different method of phasing.

5. Ingtitutional Changes
As expressed in the Joint Statement by eight green groups in 2001 (see attached), a
major cause to the problems arising in SSDS is the confused lines of responsibilities
and the lack of accountability in government departments. Unfortunately the
guestion of institutional defects has not been tackled in the Consultation Document.
The Government must address this issue before embarking on HATS Stage 2 which
involves very significant public funds.

6. Private sector participation
We are open to the idea of private sector participation provided public interest can
be safeguarded in the process. A new institutional mechanism should be set up to
evaluate what are the public interest at stake in this process, to ensure that
appropriate contractual terms are built in, and to monitor the progress of such
scheme. This mechanism should be designed in accordance with the principles of
transparency, accountability and public participation.

7. Public participation in decision-making

Since this is a strategic project involving significant public funds and important
public interest, the public should be provided with full access to participate in the
decision-making. The HATS Monitoring Group, which had been set up to monitor
the progress of the scheme since 2001, was actually dissolved prior to the issue of
this Consultation Document. Hence it is doubtful as to whether this Consultation
Document receives the support of the experts in the Monitoring Group. This makes
amockery of the public participation process over the last three years. It is clear that
a more transparent, accountable and broad-based public participation process must
be installed to avoid the past mistake and to oversee the future of HATS Stage 2.

The Conservancy Association
5 July 2004

Attachment: Joint Statement by Green Groups in 2001



Attachment

EMBRACE A NEW SEWAGE TREATMENT SCHEME FOR HONG KONG

JOINT STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPSON STRATEGIC
SEWAGE DISPOSAL SCHEME (‘SSDS)

An International Review Panel (IRP) of experts was appointed by the Hong Kong
Government in April 2000 to review the controversial SSDS programme which has
aroused significant public concern over the past years. Environmental groups have
responded positively to the government’s call to participate in the review process in
response to the government’ s stated wish to use the adjudication of the IRP to build a
consensus for the way forward. It should be commended that the review process has
been carried out in an open and independent manner, with the first ever public hearing
conducted in May 2000 to solicit views from the public and other interested parties
for amajor environmental issue.

The IRP published its report of the review in November 2000. The results of its
findings are now well known to the public. In essence it has ruled that al stages of
SSDS, except for the Stage | aready built, should be abandoned and redesigned
because they are neither environmentally sustainable nor cost-effective.

In summary, the IRP has reached the following conclusions:

. discharge of partly treated sewage by along ocean outfall in the waters south
of Lamma Island can neither satisfy water quality standards nor be cost-
effective;

. a higher level of sewage treatment is both necessary and cost-effective; the

IRP has recommended the process of Biological Aerated Filters (BAF) which
ismore efficient and requires less land space;

. despite the sunk costsin SSDS Stage I, it would still be feasible to treat part or
al of the sewage from Hong Kong Island in either one or two new sewage
treatment plants other than the existing one in Stonecutters Island; a
distributed sewage treatment scheme can be designed to be as cost-effective as
asingle centralised plant in Stonecutters Island.

The undersigned environmental groups believe that the IRP has, within the constraints
of its limited mandate and resources, reached a fair and independent conclusion. We
support the IRP' s recommendations for the way forward. We urge the government to
publicly accept the IRP's report, implement its recommendations and embrace the
concept of a new distributed sewage treatment scheme as a matter of urgency. The
findings of the IRP represent the best chance for Hong Kong to bury the past
controversies of SSDS and to build a consensus in tackling its sewage pollution in a
sustainable manner. The IRP has also found that Hong Kong taxpayers could save up
to $10 billion at present price level by adopting the new options .

However, the undersigned environmental groups are conscious of the fact that whilst
the IRP has pointed out the direction of a sustainable solution, this solution — a maor
and costly public project in its own right — will not be satisfactorily delivered if the
present institutional mechanism that has nurtured the controversial SSDS remains
unchanged. We believe that the government should learn the lessons of the failed
SSDS which has cost the public dearly:



. Why were key options and innovative process technologies not investigated in
previous EIA studies?

. How to ensure the quality of EIA reports and that these reports are properly
scrutinised in the EIA process?
. How should the role and composition of study management groups and the

relevant steering mechanisms be reviewed to ensure higher quality, more
transparency and increased public participation?

. How will the Government ensure the quality and professionalism of both the
in-house professional and external consultants?

. How can the quality of policy decison making be ensured in view of the
number of Government departments involved with confused lines of
responsibility?

. How will future policy making processes fully address public opinions and
development of new technologies?

. How would the Government set up new mechanisms to empower concerned

community groups, including the provision to these groups of public resources
so that they can come up with viable aternatives in magor and technicaly
complex projects?

All the above are important questions, the pursuit of which should not only help
improve institutiona mechanisms for the new options, but for other major
infrastructure projects as well. A mechanism should be set up to ensure proper project
management of the remaining sewage treatment scheme. We aso urge the
Government to incorporate the concept of Total Water Management in setting the
strategy for our water resources and sewage treatment.

We urge the government to immediately announce its acceptance of the IRP
recommendations, select one of the IRP-recommended options, consult the public and
adopt the new sewage treatment scheme as a matter of top priority. To ensure
continuity, the terms of the IRP members should be extended so that the experts can
oversee the development process of the new options. Hong Kong deserves a cleaner
harbour and cleaner waters for us and our future generations.

Endorsed by the following environmental groups:

The Conservancy Association Friends of the Earth

Green Power World Wide Fund for Nature Hong Kong
Greenpeace Produce Green Foundation

Green Lantau Association Green China Foundation

10 January 2001



“fﬁ@T~ﬁﬁwﬁ%ﬁﬁ+ﬁﬂﬁﬂ
S IS 15 PR S5 B

HUWEh D FHRFT VD EBER T A S e g [E WLJ\FTM— » 214

Y T 5 - R - BB - @%@ﬁﬁww%’%@%@ﬁﬁy
Ao E”?'rﬂ]‘j @EIHFJI?K I ﬂiézi%l’pﬁﬂﬁi' BRVELREVE UG - fifi B~
E ji ’ E[I ”)J x *‘\‘E}Df[ 5 ﬂlﬁﬁ_j@% [ [[_{;\ ﬁﬂk’
St Ig[j THBL{_R Tfﬁl—f , g%k[qulij £ %Plﬁaﬂ:ﬁ[’lﬁ{.«?lgl{;ﬁl’ﬁi: }[‘glé[fjﬁ]\gi o

aiJi&:%%%>ﬁ ﬁ%%~’e%ﬁﬁ?ﬁlf*%ﬁ3%$m

R B R e Wb A Bl TP 13 R

i F e e i wm@%ﬂ_ﬁnppﬁ%%ﬁbw¢i SR -

AR fiJ% )™ A -

- AR —ﬁ YRS PR LT T RORL T A AR
.,T\A\»E&y¢;f-

- - l’[ﬁ% P AT 0GR RN & RIS T AR

EVEW J:H’ﬂ‘r T JE“%*?”J?’%;LW@(T

VERRRTR T (5 35 e 9 T AR IRESRAY > (DR Y = ﬁfﬁﬁ‘
ffj’ﬂp?}”{* 5 7P B R R W?P“ = [ [ R T T IR
[ RERE - =D ‘?’”«"Fﬁ b%F['*‘F”F AR - ﬁi’?‘/i
jfmﬁ“ﬂﬁf“(* “EE ]

N PR A (S R T A IR R SRR > SRR
R R a2y I’Fﬂ@#ﬁﬁ £ ‘“”*H A JEILJ;@% » T RIRTE 2 RE R
Wﬂ_a’t \vrrFIJ%F[ L_I?E Fﬁ%pu@@ b[ H\tr'r?: —~ [EY T ﬁ'@“ﬁ
PECHFE o HW fC T A R “ﬁﬁﬁ lﬁﬁ‘zﬁﬂtﬂﬁﬁw 0
PP Ifﬁﬁ EEERITE R Jﬁ"ffﬂ@w&maww fmkurﬁ FEA TR K,

ﬂ%ﬁ A HRG  RUTFR M ﬂ' <PASRVEER o VAR S T A R

[ELTvY °

Tl N hEE RN B o 4V %”F CRLESEFGEES 19 PR T A
IE[JW:IE«EEJ;JJJ\—{‘]# [ EL %lﬁ'r%ﬁ et W Eﬂﬁiéﬁ%ﬁﬁjfﬂ s RS
ot e A TSI T
EF/ eI J , R

- I'JFT.‘EHj F{JI%@& ﬁg‘rﬂf{ % +F Epfﬁ BIPYH R R P 59

- i/[[lﬁ LR &mﬁlgi%‘y AiBL: %bﬁmﬁﬁﬂgf AR 2

- ﬂ[HH’fﬁﬂ‘?'EﬁjEﬁ"# ELH P ijﬁi pﬂ@f’r%b 7] AR T [
ety

- PN R AR 5 I IVRATHTE Lo e 2

- UpfE IM%"F;HJEJR o IR ¢ [rfﬁj AT RS 2

- DA R PR IH*EHHH SR BT el St A ]



DR~ R A R b R
e R R N R

26 (PR | [—F”F'%I& I JT HIRLES 2750 S AR Eﬁﬁglsr
id%ﬁﬁeﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁw%ﬁ 5 PR T~ ﬁwwiﬂﬁﬁg%ﬁ
bl Bt - 91 T 2 pURHITCD , #eS

M2 RN R O T AT PUE R ERE - ERES E}F‘qﬂ Y

SRR PG S R RS BV R 5 o SRR e

iff%h | “”’?‘fﬁ Y =3 iﬂﬂ‘i R "iﬂJE—fﬁ‘%*ﬂ E3F, I‘Jzni'n Flgﬁﬁ
FEJRIF IR - S5 o Vgﬁ“ RIS AR o

:%E‘Ft} TI_'I:__ f'j:,—-; ,__[/ %,
s 5l - g
;’ﬁﬁ'[ﬂl__"‘ ;’Q&E' Iﬁlflﬁ

WHERAEEE R RHEELE



