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Action

I.

Information paper issued since the last meeting

Members noted that no information paper had been issued since the last
meeting.
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II.

Items for discussion at the next meeting
[Appendices I and II to LC Paper No. CB(2)1333/01-02]

2.
Members agreed to discuss the following items at the next regular meeting
scheduled for Monday, 15 April 2002 (a)

Research report on "Education Voucher System"; and

(b)

Data collected from the 2001 Population Census on education.

3.
Ms Emily LAU said that the Panel should schedule further meeting(s) to
discuss the report of the University Grants Committee (UGC) on Higher
Education in Hong Kong after receiving a briefing on the report at the special
meeting scheduled for 26 March 2002. The Chairman suggested and members
agreed that any dates for further meetings could be fixed at the special meeting on
26 March 2002.
4.
Ms Cyd HO expressed concern about the resources to be allocated to
education given the medium-term (from 2002 to 2006) economic prospects put
forward by the Financial Secretary. She suggested that the Panel should discuss
with the Education and Manpower Bureau the resources which would be required
to achieve the policy objectives in education for the next five years. The
Chairman instructed the Clerk to follow up the issue with the Administration.

III.

Capital Works projects of University Grants Committee-funded
institutions

5.
At the invitation of the Chairman, Principal Assistant Secretary for
Education and Manpower 1 (PAS(EM)1) briefed members on the proposal to
construct a Landmark Building in Kowloon Tong and a multi-media building in
Sham Shui Po for the City University of Hong Kong (CityU) [LC Paper No.
CB(2)1333/01-02(01)].
Members noted that the two projects would be
implemented in two stages at an estimated cost of $1,190 million. The
Administration intended to submit for the Public Works Subcommittee's
consideration for upgrading of Stage 1 of the two projects to Category A at a cost
of around $80 million by June 2002.
6.
Mr CHEUNG Man-kwong considered it acceptable to provide CityU with
the 27% shortfall in accommodation provision (equivalent to 35 400 square metres
of net operational floor area). However, he queried why the Administration had
given only the estimated total project costs but not the individual capital costs of
the projects. He suggested that the Administration should include a detailed
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breakdown of project costs in its submission to the Public Works Subcommittee
for members' consideration.
Mr CHEUNG also pointed out that the
Administration should take into account recent deflation in its cost estimates.
7.
PAS(EM)1 explained that Stage 1 of the two projects would cover the site
formation works and pre-contract consultancy for the preparation of the design
and tender documents, and other specialist areas including architectural,
engineering, environmental, lighting, etc. The Administration would provide a
breakdown of capital costs when submitting the Stage 2 proposal for the postcontract consultancy and construction of the two buildings. Chief Technical
Advisor/Subvented Projects of the Architectural Services Department (ASD)
supplemented that ASD had compared the CityU's proposal with similar projects
for other UGC-funded tertiary institutions and found the budget estimates
reasonable.
8.
Mr CHEUNG Man-kwong said that without having considered a detailed
breakdown of the capital costs of the projects, he could not simply accept the
Administration's assurance that the budget estimates were reasonable. Hence, he
could only support the funding for Stage 1 of the two projects and not the
estimated funding of $610 and $500 million respectively for Stage 2 of the
projects. PAS(EM)1 noted Mr CHEUNG's views and confirmed that the present
intention of the Administration was to seek funding for Stage 1 for the two
projects and a separate submission would be made to the Finance Committee for
Stage 2 with breakdown of the project costs.
9.
Mr Tommy CHEUNG noted that the 27% shortfall in accommodation
provision for CityU had been calculated on the basis of the study on space and
accommodation at UGC-funded institutions which was completed in February
2000. He asked whether the possible decrease in age participation rate in
university education (proportion of the 17-20 year old age group for whom first
year first degree places were available) from 18% to 16% had been considered in
the study.

Adm

10.
Deputy Secretary General of UGC (DSG/UGC) responded that the study
on space and accommodation was conducted on the basis of the information
available in 2000. However, UGC would take into account the space requirement
of CityU when considering its future proposal for the construction of an academic
building and student activities centre. It would consider all relevant factors
including the latest student number projection for the institution. At the
Chairman's request, DSG/UGC undertook to provide relevant information
concerning the space and accommodation study undertaken in 2000.
11.
Ms Emily LAU asked whether the report on Higher Education in Hong
Kong to be published shortly would have any implications on the proposed
projects. DSG/UGC replied in the negative.
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12.
The Chairman referred to the shortfall in accommodation provision of
CityU and said that students of the Lingnan University had also objected to the
private developments in the vicinity of their university campus. In response to the
Chairman's enquiry about availability of space for the future development of the
Lingnan University, PAS(EM)1 said that the President of the Lingnan University
had expressed concern about availability of land sites for future developments of
the University. The Education and Manpower Bureau would liaise with the
Planning and Lands Bureau for reservation of appropriate sites to meet the future
development needs of the University.

IV.

Supervision of the administration of University Grants Committeefunded tertiary education institutions

13.
Members noted that the Association of Lecturers at the Hong Kong
Institute of Education had made a submission to the Panel in writing [LC Paper No.
CB(2)1333/01-02(05)].
14.
The Chairman welcomed representatives from the Administration and UGC
as well as the representatives of 10 deputations and two individuals to the meeting.
Meeting with deputations
15.
The Chairman reminded the representatives and individuals attending the
meeting that when addressing the Panel, they were not covered by the protection
and immunity provided under the Legislative Council (Power and Privileges)
Ordinance and their written submissions would also not be covered by the
Ordinance. He also stressed that the Panel should discuss policy issues and
individual staff complaints should not be discussed at the meeting.
16.
The Chairman then invited representatives of deputations and individuals to
give their views on the subject of supervision of the administration of UGCfunded tertiary institutions. A gist of their views is summarised in paragraphs 17 32.
Academic Staff Association, the University of Hong Kong (HKU)
[LC Paper No. CB(2)1333/01-02(02)]
17.
Dr C W CHAN of the HKU Academic Staff Association introduced the
submission. He highlighted that UGC-funded tertiary institutions should not be
exempted from public scrutiny and criticism in the name of institutional autonomy.
Since UGC-funded tertiary institutions were funded by public money, they should
be accountable to the public. He cautioned that institutional autonomy and
protection of academic freedom were two separate matters. Dr CHAN urged the
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Administration not to refrain from supervising the management of UGC-funded
tertiary institutions for the sake of upholding the principle of institutional
autonomy. He was concerned that without proper supervision, institutional
autonomy would mean centralisation of powers in the hands of the management
which ultimately would undermine academic freedom. He added that the
mechanism for appointment and dismissal of Vice-Chancellors/Presidents of
tertiary institutions should also be reviewed.
18.
Dr C W CHAN said that the Association was deeply concerned over the
allegations about maladministration, infringement of academic freedom and racial
discrimination at CityU and had written to the President of City U on 5 February
2002 to express its concerns. However, the Association had not received any
response from the University. With reference to the proposed modifications to
the staffing procedures for academic staff of CityU which would be implemented
from 1 July 2002, he considered that the fairness and transparency of the
mechanism for handling matters relating to non-renewal of contract at CityU
would be further undermined as cases not supported by a lower tier committee
would not be forwarded to the next tier committee.
Concern Group of the City University Law School (the Concern Group)
[LC Paper No. CB(2)1389/01-02(01)]
19.
Dr Andy CHIU of the Concern Group introduced the submission. He
stressed that the decision of the School Staffing Committee of the CityU's School
of Law on non-renewal of contract for 10 serving staff members upon expiry of
their current contract was not an isolated case but a manifestation of the problems
in administration of UGC-funded tertiary institutions. He pointed out that the
composition of the School Staffing Committee was questionable as it comprised a
member whose contract was also recommended for substantiation by the
Committee. Dr CHIU suggested that the assessment criteria for performance
should be set out in detail and the operation of the assessment system should be
made transparent. He considered that the School Staffing Committee should give
an explanation to staff members whose contract of employment would not be
renewed. He added that the interest of law students at CityU would be
undermined because of the dispute.
Non-Academic Staff Association, HKU
[LC Paper No. CB(2)1361/01-02(01)]
20.
Mr Stephen CHAN of the HKU Non-Academic Staff Association
introduced the submission. He expressed concern that some 2 200 non-academic
staff represented by his Association had no representative in Council of HKU. He
pointed out that unlike their counterparts appointed on substantiation terms, staff
members appointed on contract terms were not provided with a formal channel to
lodge appeals against maladministration. As a result, most contract staff would

- 9 Action

refrain from expressing their views for fear of losing their jobs. He suggested that
a grievance committee should be set up at departmental or faculty level to
facilitate mediation between the management and the staff in an informal and
harmonious manner.
21.
Ms Emily LAU referred to Mr Stephen CHAN's remark that staff appointed
on contract terms would refrain from expressing their views for fear of losing their
jobs. She expressed concern whether appointment of academic staff on contract
terms would affect academic freedom. Mr Stephen CHAN responded that under
the prevailing economic climate, most contract staff members dared not express
their views about administration in the institution for fear that their employment
contracts would not be renewed. Ms Cyd HO said that it was acceptable for an
institution to appoint staff on contract terms so long as the assessment criteria for
renewal of contract were fair and transparent and no favouritism was practised.
Hong Kong Tertiary Education Action Group (the Action Group)
22.
Members noted that the Action Group had tabled its submission at the
meeting [LC Paper No. CB(2)1389/01-02]. Dr Priscilla LEUNG representing the
Action Group informed members that the Concern Group had written to the
Council Chairman and the President of CityU on 28 February 2002 but neither of
them had responded to its letter. Such a lack of response reflected that the
management of CityU did not respect the views of students and staff. Dr Priscilla
LEUNG said that as an active staff member of the School of Law at CityU for 12
years, she had never been consulted on the dispute about non-renewal of contract
in the School and had not met SG/UGC before. She suggested that SG/UGC
should discuss with front-line staff in the School of Law for a better understanding
of the dispute and adopt a more proactive approach in supervising the
administration in CityU. Dr LEUNG further said that the Appeal Committee set
up to consider the appeals of the staff members not offered re-appointment in the
School of Law was not empowered to deal with management malpractices. The
Action Group therefore suggested that an independent disciplinary committee
should be set up to examine whether there was any misuse of public fund or abuse
of power in the School of Law of CityU. It also suggested that the Chief
Executive as the Chancellor of CityU should set up a committee to investigate
whether there was maladministration or nonfeasance of the CityU's management.
23.
Responding to the concerns expressed about appointment of academic staff
on contract terms, Dr Priscilla LEUNG said that it was acceptable for an
institution to appoint academic staff on contract terms which was a common
practice in overseas tertiary institutions but appointment of the staff concerned
should be substantiated if their performance had been found satisfactory for a
certain period of time, says six years. However, appointment on contract terms
should not be used as a tool of applying differential treatment. Referring to the
new staffing procedures to be implemented in CityU on 1 July 2002, Dr LEUNG
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pointed out that if personnel matters relating to non-renewal of contract would be
decided at departmental or faculty level, it would inhibit contract staff from
expressing views and deprive the staff of the basic right to appeal. Consequently,
it would hamper academic development and accountability in CityU in the long
run.
Students' Union of CityU (the Students’ Union)
24.
Mr TSANG Ka-yin said that he was the vice-president (external) of the
Students' Union. He informed members that the Students' Union had tried to
approach the management of CityU since November 2001 to find out more about
the staff changes in the School of Law at CityU but all the efforts were in vain.
Mr TSANG expressed grave concern that the management of CityU had used
institutional autonomy as an excuse to avoid responding to students' concerns and
views even though students' interest was at stake in the staff changes. Mr TSANG
called on Legislative Council (LegCo) Members to assist students on the matter.
Mr Sunny WONG, president of the Students' Union, said that students were very
concerned that undergraduate programmes in the Law School would be disrupted
if the cases of non-renewal of contract could not be settled before the
commencement of the next academic year.
25.
Mr SZETO Wah asked why the Students' Union did not disclose the
President of CityU's reply letter to the invitation to attend a press conference
organised by the Union. Mr TSANG Ka-yin of the Students' Union explained that
there was nothing substantial in the letter. The President had merely stated that it
would be inappropriate for him to comment on the cases of non-renewal of
contract when the Appeal Committee was considering the appeals made by staff
members concerned. However, the Students' Union would consider disclosing the
letter, if necessary.
Hong Kong Polytechnic University (PolyU) Staff Association
[LC Paper No. CB(2)1347/01-02(01)]
26.
Dr CHAN Chun-wah representing the Association introduced the
submission. He briefly outlined the staff appeals and grievance procedures for
staff on both substantiation and contract terms of PolyU and explained the
deficiencies to members. Dr CHAN added that the Association noted with deep
regret about disputes arising from non-renewal of contract of a number of staff in
the School of Law of CityU. The Association held the view that disputes could
have been avoided if an open and transparent appeal mechanism was in place.
Chinese University of Hong Kong Staff Association
27.
Mr Aaron W Y LI representing the Association said that UGC should
reinforce supervision on the use of funds by UGC-funded institutions. It also
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suggested that institutions should let their staff know the criteria and standards for
internal distribution of resources. He pointed out that as a result of budget cuts in
recent years, contract staff were worried about non-renewal of contract,
particularly when the authority for renewal of contract rest with the department or
faculty heads. He suggested that UGC-funded institutions should review their
appeals and grievance mechanism with a view to enhancing transparency and
impartiality on an on-going basis.
Hong Kong Professional Teachers' Union
[LC Paper No. CB(2)1361/01-02(02)]
28.
Professor CHAN King-ming, Executive Councillor of the Union, briefed
members on the submission of the Union. Members noted that the Union strongly
recommended that a statutory and independent appeal and arbitration mechanism
should be established to handle staff grievances and complaints on matters relating
to termination and non-renewal of contracts in the tertiary education sector.
Student representatives of School of Law, CityU
[LC Paper No. CB(2)1362/01-02(03)]
29.
Members noted the submission of the student representatives of the CityU's
School of Law. Miss YU Wing-yee, as a student representative of the CityU's
School of Law, expressed strong dissatisfaction that the management of CityU had
not disclosed the assessment criteria for considering an application for reappointment of an academic staff in the CityU's School of Law and students'
evaluation carried no weight in the assessment process. She said that she was very
disappointed that students as a major stakeholder in the School of Law had no say
in the selection and appointment of their teachers and the management of CityU
had all along refused to respond to students' enquiries on the ground of
confidentiality. Miss YU queried why the management of City U seemed to be
free from public scrutiny and have absolute powers in running the University even
though the University was publicly-funded.
Federation of Hong Kong Higher Education Staff Associations
[LC Paper No.CB(2)1333/01-02(03)]
30.
Mr Rajesh SHARMAN of the Federation said that there was an absence of
an open, fair and transparent mechanism in determining contract renewals of the
staff in the School of Law at CityU because the School Staffing Committee had
not set out the assessment criteria for re-appointment. Moreover, the Committee
comprised of four members, one of them also sought renewal of contract and was
subsequently recommended for substantiation. This apparently constituted a
conflict of interest in the deliberation process of the School Staffing Committee.
Mr SHARMAN considered that the School Staffing Committee had not assessed
his performance and contributions in a fair and objective manner. He briefly
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described a number of his past and current contributions to CityU, the School of
Law, students of the School and local community.
Dr John MO Shijian
Associate Professor of School of Law of the CityU
31.
Dr John MO briefed members on his submission [LC Paper
No.CB(2)1362/01-02(01)]. He stressed that the School Staffing Committee had
not conducted a fair and transparent performance assessment of the contract staff
in the School of Law. Dr MO considered his academic qualifications and
achievements comparable with the staff member whose appointment was
recommended for substantiation.
He suspected that the School Staffing
Committee, comprising three non-Asian staff and one staff of Indian origin who
had no right to vote, had discrimination against staff of Asian origin as it failed to
give any reasons for non-renewal of his contract. Dr MO suggested that LegCo
should consider establishing an open, fair and transparent mechanism to
investigate into the matter.
Mr GU Minkang
Assistant Professor of School of Law of the CityU
32.
Mr GU Minkang briefed members on his submission [LC Paper
No.CB(2)1362/01-02(02)]. He said that there were many irregularities in the
staffing procedures of City U regarding renewal of contract. Mr GU informed
members that the School Staffing Committee had not given any reason to justify
its recommendations on non-renewal of contract. The Dean of the School of Law
who sat on the School Staffing Committee was the only person from the legal field
sitting on the University's Approving Committee, the task of which was to
consider appeal against the decision of the School Staffing Committee itself. The
management of CityU had also refused to explain the powers and procedures of
the Appeal Committee to concerned staff. He added that it was not satisfactory
that the Appeal Committee only comprised independent members from legal field
but no law professor from other tertiary institution. Mr GU strongly requested that
an independent committee should be set up to investigate into the matter.
Meeting with the Administration
Institutional autonomy and academic freedom
33.
At the invitation of the Chairman, Deputy Secretary for Education and
Manpower (2) (DS(EM)2) gave an overall response to the concerns expressed by
deputations about institutional autonomy and academic freedom. She quoted
paragraph 5.2 of the report on Higher Education in Hong Kong published by UGC
in October 1996 as follows for members' reference -
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"Institutional autonomy has many and complex components, not all
of which require absolute autonomy, but the essential point is that
our institutions are legally entitled to freedom of action in managing
their affairs within the restraints of the laws of Hong Kong. The
claim for autonomy does not rest upon any assumption of special
privileges, but upon the argument (based on long experience) that
the institutions can properly undertake the work expected of them by
the community which supports them only if they have freedom of
choice and of action. This does not exempt them from public
interest and criticism, nor does it mean that their policies should not
be under review by themselves, and by others"
34.
DS(EM)2 further explained that a two-pronged mechanism had been
established to achieve a balance between institutional autonomy and public
accountability. Firstly, UGC-funded institutions were statutory autonomous
bodies governed by respective ordinances. In all cases, an institution had its own
structure of governance which included a governing body (usually known as the
Council), and a body to regulate academic affairs (usually known as the Senate).
Various stakeholders such as staff and students were represented on the Council
and the Senate. Staff and students also would not be inhibited from conveying
their views to these governing bodies directly. Secondly, UGC served an
intermediary role between the Administration and the institutions to protect the
institutions from political interference into their internal administration.
35.
Secretary General of UGC (SG/UGC) said that institutional autonomy and
academic freedom were closely related. It was the majority view of the higher
education sector that academic freedom could hardly survive and flourish in the
absence of institutional autonomy. He explained that an institution should have
the autonomy to make decision in respect of selection of staff and students,
determination of curricula and setting of standards, selection of research topics and
areas and deployment of resources, etc. Referring to the concerns about
appointment of academic staff on contract terms, SG/UGC said that while staff on
contract terms might feel less secure in appointment than those on substantiation,
it was a matter of staffing policies which should be determined by individual
institutions. He stressed that it would be wrong to seek to intervene in academic
decisions of institutions or to substitute our judgement for theirs. Rather, the
important task was to ensure fair procedures and equitable treatment of staff.
36.
SG/UGC further said that the principles of institutional autonomy and
academic freedom had all along been upheld as the administration of institutions
was in the hands of academic staff and institutions had enjoyed stable funding
because of the triennium allocation. SG/UGC stressed that public criticism
remained an effective and indispensable tool to balance institutional autonomy,
and staff, students and concern groups should also play a role in holding the
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institutions accountable. However, there should not be any interference with the
internal administration of the institutions.
37.
Mr CHEUNG Man-kwong and Mr SZETO Wah remarked that the scope of
institutional autonomy should not be narrowly interpreted as the power and
authority of the management of an institution to manage their affairs. Other
stakeholders of the institution including staff and students should also have their
say in the administration. Mr CHEUNG pointed out that under the spirit of
school-based management, teachers and parents in schools were now represented
in School Management Committees and participated in school administration.
38.
With reference to the response given by DS(EM)2 about institutional
autonomy in paragraph 33, Mr SZETO Wah queried why the Administration
considered that the Panel's decision to set up a Subcommittee to follow up on the
Management-Initiated Retirement Scheme (MIRS) of the Hong Kong Institute of
Education (HKIEd) was an interference of institutional autonomy. Mr LEUNG
Yiu-chung raised a similar query. Miss Cyd HO considered that providing a
venue for exchange of views between the staff and the management by way of a
Panel or Subcommittee meeting should not be interpreted as interfering with the
internal administration of the institution.
39.
SG/UGC responded that holding institutions to public accountability should
not amount to interference. In answer to a point raised by Mr LEUNG Yiu-chung,
he pointed out that what he had objected to was the motion moved at the Panel
meeting on 22 October 2001 urging HKIEd to suspend its MIRS.
Appeal and monitoring mechanism
40.
Mr CHEUNG Man-kwong recalled that the Panel had met deputations
complaining about the administration of UGC-funded institutions on various
occasions. He considered the phenomenon unsatisfactory. Mr CHEUNG said that
institutional autonomy did not mean that the management of an institution could
act freely without any monitoring. If each institution had an effective appeal and
monitoring mechanism, the Panel would not have received so many complaints
from the staff of tertiary institutions. He was of the view that each institution
should have an independent and effective mechanism to deal with staff appeals.
Mr CHEUNG asked how the Administration and UGC would help UGC-funded
institutions resolve the disputes between the management and the staff. He
considered that UGC should in its report on Higher Education in Hong Kong (the
Report) provide a feasible mechanism for handling staff grievances and appeals
within the higher education sector. Ms Emily LAU pointed out that the
mechanism must be accepted by all stakeholders in the higher education sector.
41.
In response to members' views about the need to provide an appeal
mechanism for staff of UGC-funded institutions, SG(UGC) confirmed that the
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Report to be released next week would cover areas such as the internal governance
of institutions and macro governance of the higher education sector as a whole.
He added that the report would incorporate recommendations on regulation of
institutional autonomy as well as the provision of grievances and appeals
mechanisms in higher education. SG/UGC suggested that members might wish to
follow up discussion on the issue at the special meeting scheduled for Tuesday, 26
March 2002.
Review and appeal mechanism of non-renewal of contract at CityU
42.
Members present at the meeting noted with grave concern about the
allegations made by some deputations about the irregularities in the review and
appeal mechanism of non-renewal of contract at CityU. They considered that the
governance mechanism to be recommended in the Report would not be able to
address the imminent problems arising from the dispute in the School of Law of
CityU.
43.
Ms Emily LAU expressed support for the principle of institutional
autonomy. She said that LegCo should refrain from interfering with the internal
administration of tertiary institutions as far as possible. Ms LAU suggested that
CityU should take the initiative to set up an independent committee comprising
members of good credibility to investigate into the matter.
44.
SG/UGC responded that CityU had established an Appeal Committee to
consider the appeals lodged by the affected staff members. As he had been
informed, the Appeal Committee would submit its report to the President of CityU
within the week. He undertook to relay Ms Emily LAU's suggestion to the
Council of CityU for consideration. However, he would like to point out that nonrenewal of contract was different from dismissal in nature. In response to the
Chairman's enquiry, SG/UGC confirmed that the Appeal Committee was chaired
by Professor Edmond KO, who was the current Vice-President for Education and
Dean of Students of CityU. The Committee comprised five members, namely, the
Chairman, two staff of CityU and two lay members. He undertook to provide the
membership list of the Committee after the meeting.
(Post-meeting note : The membership of the Appeal Committee set
up by CityU to consider the appeals of the staff members not offered
re-appointment in the School of Law has been issued by fax to
members vide LC Paper No. CB(2)1399/01-02 on 19 March 2002.)
45.
Ms Audrey EU was of the view that inviting the management of CityU to
discuss its internal administration with the Panel at a meeting should be the last
resort. Ms EU pointed out that the Administration had agreed that institutions
should be entitled to freedom of action in managing their affairs within the
restraints of the laws of Hong Kong. Since the Concern Group had made so many
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allegations about racial discrimination, conflict of interest and black-box operation
of the School Staffing Committee of the School of Law of CityU, she considered
that UGC should follow up the matter with CityU and revert to the Panel as soon
as possible.
46.
Mr LEUNG Yiu-chung expressed dissatisfaction that it seemed that UGC
had not taken any role in the dispute of non-renewal of contract in the School of
Law at CityU. He pointed out that CityU should not be free from any supervision
in the name of institutional autonomy. Mr LAU Kong-wah considered that the
complaint lodged by the Concern Group was very serious as it involved allegation
of racial discrimination and public interest was at stake. Mr LEUNG and Mr LAU
urged UGC to take an active role to supervise the administration of institutions.
Mr LAU also requested UGC to liaise with CityU and provide the Panel with a
written response to the submission of the Concern Group. He added that CityU
should co-ordinate with UGC for a meeting with the Panel as soon as practicable.
47.
In response to the queries about the role of UGC raised by Mr LEUNG
Yiu-chung and Mr LAU Kong-wah, SG/UGC said that UGC had all along played
an active role to ensure improvements of the administration and management of
the institutions. UGC had conducted a management review on the institutions in
1999 and recommendations had been made to the institutions. Each institution
was requested to follow up on the recommendations and report to UGC
accordingly. As regards the dispute of non-renewal of contract at the School of
Law of CityU, SG/UGC pointed out that he had kept in close contact with CityU
on the matter. He assured members that UGC would take follow-up actions, if
necessary, when the report of the Appeal Committee was available.
48.
DS(EM)2 supplemented that the Administration and UGC would continue
to discuss with CityU as and when appropriate. She added that UGC had
communicated with frontline teaching staff and students of UGC-funded
institutions on various occasions and she expected that more communication
would be conducted in the future.
49.
Miss Cyd HO considered that the four monitoring mechanism as
highlighted in paragraph 5 of the Administration's paper [LC Paper No.
CB(2)1333/01-02(06)] could not help resolve the dispute between staff members
concerned and the management in the School of Law of CityU. She suggested
that the management of CityU should be invited to give response to the views of
deputations and staff expressed at the meeting. Miss HO also held the view that
CityU should withhold its decision on non-renewal of contract of the staff
concerned until the community as a whole was satisfied with its explanation on the
relevant review and appeal procedures.
50.
Mr MA Fung-kwok said that while he agreed that the management of
CityU should be given the opportunity to respond to the allegations made by the
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deputations about the irregularities of its review and appeal mechanism, he
wondered whether these deputations had exhausted other channels before resorting
to LegCo for assistance. He pointed out that the governing bodies of UGCfunded institutions which had the duty to supervise the administration of the
institutions comprised lay members and some of them were LegCo Members. Mr
MA was of the view that the Panel should focus its discussion on the long-term
solution to address the issue such as the governance of UGC-funded institutions
when the Report was released.
51. After discussion, members agreed that the Panel should follow up the
discussion on the review and appeal mechanism for non-renewal of contract at
CityU with the Administration, UGC, CityU and all interested parties at a special
meeting. Members further agreed that subject to the availability of the report of
the Appeal Committee, the special meeting would be held on 2 April 2002 at 9:00
am.
52.
SG/UGC responded that the Appeal Committee set up by CityU was
considering the appeal lodged by seven teaching staff in its School of Law. He
undertook to liaise with CityU for a meeting with the Panel after the Appeal
Committee had made its decision. He would also relay members' views and
concerns, as well as the joint submission of the Concern Group, to CityU for a
written response. Referring to the allegations that the management of CityU had
repeatedly refused to respond to the enquiries raised by its staff and students, Ms
Emily LAU remarked that CityU should be requested to have a dialogue with its
staff and students before attending the special meeting.

V.

Any other business

53.

There being no other business, the meeting ended at 7:40 pm.
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