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Project 17/2006 – Wildlife habitat sustainability in Hong Kong under a scenario 

of climate change 
 

Project Number 17/2006 
 

Project Title 
 

Wildlife habitat sustainability in Hong Kong under a 
scenario of climate change 

 

Applicant Organization The Hong Kong Polytechnic University and the 
University of Hong Kong 
 

Project summary 
 

The project aims at production of detailed and 
geo-rectified maps of current wild life habitats of Hong 
Kong, classified by structural type at 10m resolution with 
stated accuracy levels and metadata.  The objective is to 
recommend modifications to the reserve system, and to its 
management, based on the projection of existing key 
species and ecological hotspots into the future, using 
models of future habitat availability. 

 

Project Duration 30 months 
 

Proposed Budget The total budget is $2,036,560, comprising the following 
items: 
 

1 Senior research assistant and 2 Research 
assistants 

$1,919,060 

Engaging student assistants $40,000 

Cost on local travelling $18,000 

Consumables including publicity and 
publication 

$25,000 

PC Raster software for modelling $30,000 

Air photos $4,500 

  

Assessments/Remarks The proposal has been studied by the Agriculture, 
Fisheries & Conservation Department (AFCD) and the 
Planning Department (PD) which are the major users of 
the deliverables claimed by the PIs.  AFCD has 
reservation in supporting the proposal in particular the 
practical need of the project and the usefulness of the 
recommendations.  The need for a separate and highly 
accurate habitat map for modeling was considered not 
fully substantiated, as the various assumptions used in the 
modeling would introduce wide margins of error to the 
modeling results.  The principal investigators (PIs) have 
proposed ecological modelling by overlaying habitat 
maps with the biodiversity hotspots identified by the 
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Hong Kong Biodiversity Study, which are mostly species 
based.  AFCD has doubted the appropriateness of using 
habitat modeling to project species-based biodiversity 
hotspots in future.   
 
PD supports the project and states that it would provide 
the much needed information on the implications of 
current climatic change predictions for the native flora 
and fauna.  According to PD, the consultancy projects 
conducted by the government departments focus on 
identifying the existing conditions, i.e. the existing land 
uses, current fauna and flora species and their 
distributions.   The information of these studies is 
usually used to ensure that no proposed development will 
degrade the existing condition.   Thus, these studies 
appear to have no build-in assumptions of climatic 
changes.   The proposed research will help fill the gap 
in providing such information and is of value to provide a 
response to the current outcry of global warning. 
 
The Sustainable Development Division (SDD) has also 
been consulted to assess possible duplication of work 
with the “Terrestrial Habitat Mapping and Ranking Based 
on Conservation Value Update Studies”.  SDD advises 
that the project objectives are different from the Studies 
conducted by SDD but comments that the shifting of the 
country park boundaries to accord with a projection in 
species/habitat change may be of limited use because of 
the mainly upland coverage of the country parks.  The 
shift in species distribution due to climate change with 
regard to altitude is likely to be upwards and much of that 
is already within country park boundaries. 
 
Both external assessors opine that the PIs should consider 
application to CERG for funding of this research project.  
Assessor 1 remarks that the PIs make use of existing 
techniques developed to further predict the distribution of 
habitat using GIS and remote sensing images.  Study of 
this nature is essential to establish a foundation for us to 
understand better what may occur under different 
scenarios.  The use of web to disseminate its result is 
good but it is difficult to prove whether the result is valid 
and meaningful.  Assessor 2 considers the proposed 
mapping work and methods are one-off operation and will 
have no repeatable implementation value and the 
proposed maps of key ecological corridor will still need 
convincing evidence to prove. 
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Members are invited to advise whether the application for 
ECF should be supported and if supported, the exact 
amount of fund to be recommended to the ECF 
Committee for approval. 
 

 

 
 
 
Secretariat, ECF Research Projects Vetting Subcommittee 
September 2007 
 


