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Q(a)

according to Note 39 of paragraph 3.2 (all paragraph numbers mentioned
hereinafter refer to the paragraph number of the Audit Report), details
regarding the "sub-allocation™ arrangement between EPD and LCSD,
including the role, division of work and responsibilities between the two
departments in each of the design, construction and operation periods of the
recreational facilities at restored landfills. Given the special nature of
restored landfills which warrants special attention in developing the sites,
whether EPD would provide technical advice to LCSD and other departments
which acted as the works agent. If yes, details and records of the advice
given regarding the seven sites in Table 4 of paragraph 3.2
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Q(b)

with reference to Table 4, please explain and provide information on:

(i)

differences in role, division of work and responsibilities between EPD, LCSD
and other departments which acted as the works agents in developing the
seven recreational projects;

(i)

factors and criteria when assigning which department as works agents for
individual projects;
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(iii)

relevant works agent for items 3, 4 and 7 sought funding approval from FC of
LegCo after detailed design stage, which was different from projects under
District Minor Works Programme (i.e. items 2, 5 and 6) in which funding was
sought after feasibility study stage (Note 1 to the Table refers); the procedure
and approval required for the change/increase in the project cost;
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Q(c)

using Kwai Chung Park as an illustration, involvement of relevant government
bureaux/departments, relevant DCs and local communities in each of the
design, construction and operation stages of developing restored landfills and
procedures on seeking funding approval for the project;
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Q(d)

whether the Administration would consider that, for future development of
restored landfills, it would be beneficial to hire a consultant to conduct a
comprehensive feasibility study, recommend mitigation measures and propose
a list of development options for consideration by EPD/LCSD, DCs and local
communities so as to speed up the development process;
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Q(e)

whether EPD has informed LCSD of the technical difficulties and obstacles
(existence of slopes and location of restoration facilities) when sub-allocating
the site to the latter for development, if yes, details of the information
provided to LCSD and if no, reasons why not;
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Q(f)

ArchSD informed HAB/LCSD in May 2014 and May 2017 that a landfill gas
hazard assessment should be conducted before proceeding with the Technical
Feasibility Statement to confirm the technical feasibility of the proposed
project (paragraphs 3.7 and 3.10 refer), and expressed concern in May 2017 on
whether the project could be launched before 2022; reasons for EPD/ArchSD
to have "no objection” for HAB/LCSD to carry out the landfill gas hazard
assessment at detailed planning stage despite that the findings of the
assessment might affect the completion time and cost of the project;

By Grgf M cdhe) (“(ha) ") 2 (B EALRFETRE

9L R ¢ &%) PN3/96 (ProPECC PN 3/96) Wﬁ* S IBARME R
P2 H 250 *%Eﬂﬁ 3 B FIE PR IT P E AP A RSP
FITE BRI E 2R PG LA N G RN TG § MATL T
Pgahpd o 3F LR <<a‘m>> 2 ProPECC PN 3/96 ér#f%_ > % 78
P Mg F WA %GTR P MR MORG Y B FEFRF

-166 -




A AR g FEFH‘L% P FEFARRF R D X 2R o

Jr“%fi<<#m>> MEFHMALGITERTAAEREFT 5 - [FE &
- A AR PRI F‘*Béf:f%,—.':’:'piﬁ"rfﬂ&'—*g)it'] &
RV EAL TR AR UG T R N SRR B F R P R A

REVREL I REEP SFREEED I TRNE R - HP A D

-

Ll TR R R E 2015 2 10 2 2017 26 P v hEC R A EHEC &

S L s RO (e 2 B 6 2 01) it » LR
<<;IFFIF$>> LHEGOFEPEEFAH TG FAE R REEL BT
A}Ff'l-mi-l o F 1A L B BRI IR P NSk 0 ‘l’“nuh BE ad — 45 A g%
HripHEzEpEH o

Q(9)

records of continuous topographical survey conducted by EPD on the site
between 2007 and 2011, number of survey points being monitored and
whether unusual ground settlement problem was revealed during the period,;
when were the results of topographical surveys conducted by Consultant A and
Contractor C (which recorded a difference in site levels of 0.7 metre and 1.59
metres respectively) made known to EPD and whether it had provided advice
on the remedy or mitigation measures to HAB (paragraphs 3.26(b) and 3.27(e)
refer); if yes, of the details and if no, reasons why not. Has EPD studied the
reasons for the unusual ground settlement problem? If yes, the findings and
if no, reasons why not;
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ExS
SM3 SM6 SM9
(#F2m4) | (RF2BP) | (RF2F)
2007 & A& 20.886 27582 17.002
2008 % A& 20.885 27573 17.000
2009 & & 20.876 27,564 16.997
2010 & A& 20.864 27553 16.987
2011 & A& 20.850 275542 16.977
AN 0.036 0.04 0.025
FAA G (gsrg) | (wa0Es | (v25E4)
EFEvEERY: 0.009 001 0.00625
(#18) | (rox4rz)| (vo0zqiE) | (w625 ALE)
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Q(h)

according to note 56 in paragraph 3.30, $15.1 million contract sum comprised
$1.7 million for construction of the adjacent car park, which was provided by
EPD. Please advise the final contract sum of the car park;
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Q(i)

referring to paragraph 3.37, lessons learnt and remedy to be taken to address
the ground settlement problem in the development of restored landfills in
future;
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Q)

progress of conducting a review on the ground settlement at Tseung Kwan O
Stage | Landfill and whether any unusual ground settlement has been observed
(paragraph 3.42 refers). Has unusual ground settlement problem been
observed at the other 12 landfills? If yes, please provide details.
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