Hong Kong Golf Club’s Comments on Additional Information Prepared for the EIA report on
“Technical Study on Partial Development of Fanling Golf Course Site -Feasibility Study” to
Make Up “Insufficient Information *” Previously Provided by CEDD to Facilitate
Consideration of Advisory Council on the Environment and Director of Environmental
Protection
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Inadequacy and unacceptability of the Original EIA Report: The quality of the original CEDD EIA
Report and every technical section does not meet EIA Ordinance Technical Memorandum and Study
Brief. The ACE debate on it was protracted to 3 meetings lasting for ~ 22 hours in total. ACE and EPD
required additional 7 months to conduct extra study and survey.
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Unscientific bird survey: ACE demanded additional Bird Survey but the overall CEDD’s results, which
supported the EIA’s survey validity, are based on an erroneous direct comparison between an ‘Early
Morning’ 4-5 hour period with a 12-hour Daytime period without any adjustment for time/effort,
which is deeply, scientifically, flawed.
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Massive difference between CEDD and HKGC moth surveys: ACE demanded additional Moth
Survey. However, CEDD's additional moth survey identified only 28 species whereas HKGC's found
323 species during the same additional time period, including 4 new species to Hong Kong. The HKGC
additional survey adds 109 moths species to those recorded at Fanling to a total number of species
documented at 729, including an increase in number of species of conservation concern to 107 spp,
including at least 12 only found in HK, making the site of international conservation significance for
moth fauna, and a key lowland moth site in Hong Kong.
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1 Para 90 & 91, Discussion at the ACE Meeting on 19 August 2022.
https://www.eeb.gov.hk/sites/default/files/en/node5840/ACE_Paper_7_2023_Background_Note_by_Secretariat.pdf
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Inadequate bat research: EPD suggested the significant disparities between the EIA and HKGC's bat
counts were due to different survey methodologies, but HKGC in the last 7 months used the same
methodologies as the EIA to prove the EIA’s bat surveys were grossly flawed and underreported bat
numbers and ecological value of the CEDD’s development site. Data from HKGC’s study (combined
with historical data they collected between 2018-2022) indicates that FGC is a rich resource for bats
in Hong Kong (68% of bats on the Hong Kong list) and, from the publicly available literature reviewed,
Fanling Golf Course (Sub-Area 1-4) is the best site for bats in Hong Kong, this is not reflected in the
EIA. Furthermore, additional information on methodology for roosting bats has been provided. This
makes it clear that surveys for roosts were only conducted along the transects and no bat roosts
were recorded in the EIA. This approach covers only a small percentage of roost locations. During
HKGC’s recent study, comprehensive roost surveys identified 12 bat roost locations for four bat
species, two of which are highlighted in the EIA Study Brief.
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Unprofessional, substandard EIA tree survey. A detailed audit of the EIA tree survey by HKGC
consultants reveals the survey missed 460 trees (approx. one quarter of trees on site) including 26
rare and/or protected species and 5 large Trees of Particular Interest (TPIs); misidentified 57 tree
species; plotted over 60 trees in wrong locations; and recorded most tree dimensions incorrectly at
averages of only 86% of actual tree trunk diameters (DBH), 76% of actual tree heights and 66% (in
woodland areas) and 60% (in open areas) of actual tree canopy spreads.
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Grossly inadequate tree evaluation. Furthermore, the EIA tree survey fails to identify that 25 of the
29 large TPIs in Sub Area 1 are directly comparable in size and quality with existing Old and Valuable
Trees (OVTs) on Government’s OVT Register, meaning these trees are likely to be registered as OVTs
if Government resumes the land and, therefore, they should not be touched. The only other sites in
Hong Kong with comparable OVT numbers are Kowloon Park (28) and Victoria Park (14).
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7. Grossly inadequate assessment of tree impacts and proposed tree compensation. The major
failures of the tree survey are material and mean the EIA grossly underestimates tree impacts. The
EIA claims 998 trees will be felled whereas the actual number will be more than 1400 trees, including
16 large TPIs (potential OVTs). Consequently, the proposed tree compensation is grossly inadequate
and falls a long way short of the claimed 1:1 compensation, and ACE’s demanded 1:1.5
compensation. Furthermore, removal of a single living OVT is prohibited under DEVB TC(W)5/2020
Registration of Old and Valuable Trees.
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8. Failure to meet ACE/EPD's additional requirements: ACE members clearly required "a tree
compensation plan which should include details of planting numbers with a compensation ratio of
at least 1:1.5 having regard to the number of trees affected, locations and tree species to be
compensated as well as a management plan " However, the CEDD refused to provide the detailed
plan and insisted the compensation ratio should remain at 1:1.
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9. 0.39 ha of secondary woodland destroyed. The ACE/EPD requested "a detailed layout plan of the
proposed housing development which shall illustrate the preservation of an additional 0.39 ha of
secondary woodland in Sub-Area 1... with a view to minimising adverse ecological impact". Yet the
CEDD refused to provide the ACE'S requested detailed layout plan, and CEDD's supplementary
materials stated that "the scale of proposed public housing and range of commercial and public
facilities to be provided under the development will be affected if the woodland in concern is to be
preserved."

0.39 NERAMGEZBIR - FE S ROREEOR T B R H AV S E - Ko s
HIPRE 77 1 HYARST 0.39 AT, . ISR B AR E - | AR TIEREEER
IR RE - BT R FRoR - UEREARIMI - BEE AL R AR AR
RN AR AT SRR R o

10. Destruction of Qing Dynasty grave: CEDD reported that the ancient Qing dynasty grave will be in
conflict with the housing block and the carpark building. The existing grave is proposed to be
removed by CEDD as the impact of retaining the grave to the proposed housing development is
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considered to be not practical. ACE's earnest request regarding saving the historic grave could not
be accommodated by CEDD.
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Hydrogeology and lowering of Water Table: Additional CEDD studies showed no adverse
hydrological impact to rare, water table sensitive, tree species, as CEDD’s Green-Ampt infiltration
method cannot provide any information on the water table change due to CEDD’s housing
development and water loss from CEDD compensatory tree planting. However, HKGC’'s own
additional hydrogeology survey and modelling concludes that the combination of CEDD’s dense high
rise housing development and foundations in Sub Area 1 and more than 4 ha of compensatory tree
planting in Sub Areas 2 and 3 can lead to about 0.7 m decrease of water table level in Sub Areas 2-4,
which can adversely impact the survival of rare and water table sensitive, nationally and
internationally protected and critically endangered, Chinese Swamp Cypress.
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Ignoring Cultural Landscape value: CEDD’s EIA referenced HKGC as a cultural landscape, but did not
factor it into the assessment. Independent overseas heritage experts have recently and objectively
appraised the cultural landscape of HKGC and given it the highest international ratings (outstanding
and high) and recommended it as UNESCO conservation award status.
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Ignoring Antiquities Advisory Board request: ACE asked CEDD to request the Antiquities Advisory
Board to speed up the review of the grading assessment on the FGC, and yet no update has been
provided by CEDD in its recent submittal to ACE, over 7 months after this request.
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14. ACE has the prerogative to visit FGC to better understand the affected areas. HKGC has sent an

invitation to CEDD, EPD and ACE Secretariat on 17 April 2023 to offer a visit to Fanling Golf Course
at any time. Visiting FGC is a key way for the ACE member to be familiar with FGC's environment and
a vital element in their decision-making process. CEDD has not made any arrangements, thus far,
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but invited the previous ACE to Fanling on 12 July 2022.
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To conclude, the original EIA Report contained serious and material flaws and errors in every
technical section but ACE/EPD’s demanded additional work, does not fix the EIA Ordinance non-
compliances and gross inadequacy and unacceptability of the EIA report which is still ostensibly
legally not approvable.
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