
President’s ruling on Committee stage amendments 
proposed by 17 Members to the Appropriation Bill 2015 

 
 

 Seventeen Members have respectively given notice to move a total of 
3 904 Committee stage amendments (“CSAs”) to the Schedule to the 
Appropriation Bill 2015 (“the 2015 Bill”) at the Council meeting of 22 April 
2015 as follows: 
 

(a) Hon WU Chi-wai proposes one CSA to reduce the provision for 
one Head of Expenditure; 
 

(b) Dr Hon Helena WONG proposes two CSAs to reduce the 
provisions for two Heads of Expenditure; 

 
(c) Hon Albert HO proposes three CSAs to reduce the provisions for 

two Heads of Expenditure; 
 

(d) Hon Emily LAU and Hon CHEUNG Kwok-che each proposes 
three CSAs to reduce the provisions for three Heads of 
Expenditure; 

 
(e) Hon James TO proposes four CSAs to reduce the provisions for 

one Head of Expenditure; 
 

(f) Hon Claudia MO proposes four CSAs to reduce the provisions 
for three Heads of Expenditure; 

 
(g) Dr Hon Kenneth CHAN and Dr Hon Fernando CHEUNG each 

proposes four CSAs to reduce the provisions for four Heads of 
Expenditure;  

 
(h) Dr Hon KWOK Ka-ki proposes six CSAs to reduce the 

provisions for six Heads of Expenditure; 
 

(i) Hon LEE Cheuk-yan proposes nine CSAs to reduce the 
provisions for four Heads of Expenditure; 

 
(j) Hon Cyd HO proposes 10 CSAs to reduce the provisions for four 

Heads of Expenditure; 
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(k) Hon Gary FAN proposes 11 CSAs to reduce the provisions for 
10 Heads of Expenditure; 

 
(l) Hon WONG Yuk-man proposes 100 CSAs to reduce the 

provisions for 18 Heads of Expenditure; 
 

(m) Hon CHAN Chi-chuen proposes 191 CSAs to reduce the 
provisions for 35 Heads of Expenditure; 

 
(n) Hon Albert CHAN proposes 200 CSAs to reduce the provisions 

for 42 Heads of Expenditure; and 
 

(o) Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung proposes 3 349 CSAs to reduce the 
provisions for 80 Heads of Expenditure. 

 
2. In considering whether the CSAs proposed by the 17 Members to the 
2015 Bill are in order under the Rules of Procedure (“RoP”), I invited the 
Administration to comment on the CSAs and the Members to respond to the 
Administration’s comments on their CSAs.  The Administration’s written 
comments on the CSAs have been provided to the Members. 
 
 
The Administration’s comments 
 
3. The Administration’s views on the proposed 3 904 CSAs to the 2015 
Bill are in Appendix I.  In gist, the Administration is of the view that all the 
CSAs should not be admitted for the following reasons – 
 

(a) the CSAs, if admitted, would unduly prolong the legislative 
process and prevent the Legislative Council (“LegCo”) from 
properly exercising and discharging its function to examine and 
approve budgets introduced by the Government under Article 
73(2) of the Basic Law (“BL 73(2)”); 

 
(b) the contents of all the 3 740 CSAs proposed by Hon LEUNG 

Kwok-hung, Hon Albert CHAN and Hon CHAN Chi-chuen bear 
no relationship with their purported goals of filibustering, and 
none of their purported goals is relevant to the subject matter of 
the 2015 Bill and hence the proposed CSAs infringe Rule 57(4)(a) 
of the RoP; 
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(c) it would be wrong in principle if not wholly unconstitutional for 

LegCo to admit and consider 2 371 CSAs the effect of which will 
hinder the Government from meeting its obligations to 
implement laws passed by the Council under BL 64 or subject 
the Government to the potential risk of breaching its contractual 
obligations as an Employer; 

 
(d) it would be contradictory for LegCo to consider 28 CSAs which 

seek to withhold the funding for the relevant schemes that have 
been separately approved by LegCo or the Finance Committee;  

 
(e) 2 843 CSAs proposed by a single Member which seek to reduce 

a series of major expenditure provisions across 69 
bureaux/departments, if admitted and passed, would seriously 
disrupt the operation of the Government.  As these CSAs relate 
to the operation of the Government, they cannot be introduced 
under BL 74; and 

 
(f) 240 sets of CSAs proposed by different Members are identical 

and 68 CSAs are technically inaccurate. 
 
4. The Administration also submits that the timely passage of the 2015 
Bill is critical as the interim funding secured through the Vote on Account 
resolution pending the passage of the 2015 Bill would only be sufficient to 
sustain public services for the months of April and May 2015.  The 
Administration therefore invites me to exercise my powers under BL 72(1) 
and the RoP to rule out all the CSAs in the wider public interest. 
 
 
Members’ responses  
 
5. Except Dr Hon Kenneth CHAN, Dr Hon KWOK Ka-ki and 
Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung, the other 14 Members either have no comments 
on or have not responded to the Administration’s views.   
 
Dr Hon Kenneth CHAN’s response 
 
6. Dr Hon Kenneth CHAN considers that the Administration’s views on 
Members’ proposed CSAs have shown its arrogance and complacency by 
asking LegCo to do what it says about the CSAs, and its intention to 
bulldoze the 2015 Bill through LegCo as fast as it can.  He urges me to 
remind the Administration that it has no role in how LegCo plans its 
proceedings on the 2015 Bill. 
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Dr Hon KWOK Ka-ki’s response 
 
7. Dr Hon KWOK Ka-ki expresses strong dissatisfaction with the 
Administration’s comments.  He hopes that I can safeguard Members’ right 
to monitor the Government’s governance, and allow Members to move their 
CSAs. 
 
Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung’s response 
 
8. Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung disagrees with the Administration’s views 
on the proposed CSAs for the following reasons – 
 

(a) each of his CSAs is relevant to the 2015 Bill with an objective 
of targeting at public officers who have performed poorly, 
unnecessary operating expenditures of Government 
departments, unnecessary posts or new posts, or unnecessary 
projects or activities; 

 
(b) the Administration has no grounds to judge whether the CSAs 

are meaningless until the proposers explain the CSAs in 
committee of the whole Council; 

 
(c) the Government is accountable to LegCo, even if the passage of 

a CSA will render it unable to implement laws passed by 
LegCo under BL 64; 

 
(d) the merits of CSAs and their impact on public services should 

not be relevant to the consideration of admissibility of the 
CSAs; 

 
(e) his CSAs are proposed in the light of my ruling on the CSAs to 

the Appropriation Bill 2014 (“the 2014 Bill”) to provide fair 
and genuine choices for Members; and 

 
(f) notwithstanding his proposing of a voluminous number of 

CSAs, I may control the time for debate in the exercise of my 
power under BL 72(1) to ensure that LegCo will not be 
prevented from its proper exercise and discharge of its 
constitutional functions. 

 
9. In gist, Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung submits that his proposed CSAs are 
not frivolous or meaningless.   
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My opinion 
 
10. Under BL 73(2), LegCo has the power and function to examine and 
approve budgets introduced by the Government.  Proposing amendments to 
and debate on an appropriation bill and the relevant estimates of expenditure 
which are subject to the Council’s examination are part and parcel of the 
legislative process for enacting the bill. 
 
11. The legislative process for the examination, deliberation and 
enactment of an appropriation bill is set out in Rules 67 to 70 of the RoP.  
Following the presentation of an appropriation bill and the estimates 
containing the details of expenditure for the relevant financial year by the 
Financial Secretary to the Council under Rule 52(2) of the RoP, the Second 
Reading debate on the bill is adjourned and the estimates of expenditure are 
referred by me to the Finance Committee for examination before 
consideration of the bill in committee of the whole Council pursuant to Rule 
71(11) of the RoP.  The Finance Committee holds a series of special 
meetings and Members raise written questions seeking information on 
details of public expenditure. 
 
12. Under Rule 69 of the RoP, Members may move amendments to any 
head of expenditure contained in the appropriation bill to reduce the sums 
allotted thereto in respect of any subhead/item therein, provided that the 
amendments comply with the prescribed form.  The proposer of an 
amendment to reduce the appropriation to a particular head of expenditure is 
not required by the RoP to set out the objective to be achieved by reducing 
the proposed amount.  Over the years, however, the Council has established 
the practice for the proposer to expressly state the objective of his/her 
amendment in giving notice, to facilitate Members to focus their 
deliberation on the proposed amendment in committee of the whole Council.  
This notwithstanding, the passage of a proposed amendment has the effect 
of only reducing the amount of appropriation to the specified head of 
expenditure, and the Administration is not mandated to implement the 
objective of the amendment as intended by the proposer.   
 
13. This is the third successive year in which a large number of CSAs are 
proposed by a few Members to an appropriation bill.  The total number of 
CSAs proposed to such a bill has risen from 762 in 2013 to 1 917 in 2014 
and further to 3 904 this year.  Before deciding on the admissibility of the 
voluminous number of CSAs to the 2015 Bill, it is incumbent upon me to 
first review the Council’s experience in the disposal of the proposed 
amendments in the past two years. 
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14. In 2013, I ruled admissible a total of 220 sequential CSAs to the 
Appropriation Bill 2013 (“the 2013 Bill”), each of which sought to reduce 
the appropriation to a particular Head of Expenditure for a specific purpose 
by a sequentially varying amount.  I did not consider them to be frivolous or 
meaningless under Rule 57(4)(d) of the RoP.  In my view then, the passage 
of any one of such amendments in a series would serve a substantive 
purpose and the passage of one such amendment vis-a-vis another in the 
same series would make a material difference1.  I categorically stated in my 
ruling that I should not deprive Members’ right to propose certain 
amendments unless the admission of those amendments would have the 
demonstrable effect of prolonging the legislative process to the extent of 
preventing LegCo from properly exercising and discharging its powers and 
functions under BL2. 

 
15. The Council’s experience, however, convinced me that the moving of 
sequential CSAs achieved no purpose other than taking up the Council’s 
time in completing the necessary proceedings.  In the long debates lasting 
67 hours on the proposed amendments to the 2013 Bill in committee of the 
whole Council, the proposers hardly explained the difference between the 
successive amendments in the sequential CSAs, and there was no exchange 
of views among Members on those CSAs.  All the sequential CSAs were 
voted down by an overwhelming majority of Members.   
 
16. In the light of the Council’s experience in the disposal of the 
sequential CSAs to the 2013 Bill, I considered that the Member proposing 
the sequential CSAs was not inviting committee of the whole Council to 
examine any fair and genuine choices of proposed reductions to the 
respective Heads of Expenditure.  The moving of such CSAs was not 
reasonably connected with the functions of committee of the whole Council 
to discuss the details of a bill under Rule 56 of the RoP.  I also formed the 
view that the admission of the sequential CSAs would give rise to a situation 
where LegCo would be prevented from its proper exercise and discharge of 
its constitutional powers and functions under BL.  Therefore, I ruled all the 
909 sequential CSAs to the 2014 Bill proposed by Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung 
to be infringing Rule 57(4)(d) of the RoP for being frivolous or 
meaningless3.   
 
 

                                           
1 Paragraph 15 of the President’s ruling on Committee stage amendments proposed by six Members to the 

Appropriation Bill 2013 dated 22 April 2013. 
2 Ibid, paragraph 17. 
3 Paragraphs 13 and 14 of the President’s ruling on Committee stage amendments proposed by 

14 Members to the Appropriation Bill 2014 dated 17 April 2014. 
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17. I noted then that Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung also proposed 26 pairs of 
CSAs each of which sought to reduce the appropriation to a Head of 
Expenditure for a specific purpose with the amounts representing the 
expenditure for one and six months, or one and 12 months.  I allowed such 
CSAs to be moved on the assumption that they might be considered as 
providing fair and genuine choices for Members4.  Given my decision to 
rule inadmissible all the 909 sequential CSAs, I waived the notice 
requirement and allowed Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung to select two CSAs out 
of each sequence, totaling 232 CSAs, which I subsequently admitted.  
 
18. However, the subsequent experience during the protracted debates on 
the proposed amendments to the 2014 Bill, which lasted 83 hours in 
committee of the whole Council, convinced me that the moving of the CSAs 
in pair, same as the sequential CSAs, also achieved no purpose other than 
taking up the Council’s time in completing the necessary proceedings.  
During this time, I observed little exchange of views among Members on 
those CSAs in pair.  While providing broad-brush reasons for proposing 
reduced appropriation to a particular Head of Expenditure for a specific 
purpose, the proposer of such CSAs rarely articulated the reasons for 
proposing two amendments with the same objective and only with a 
difference in the amount to be reduced.  The few Members who participated 
in the debates on the proposed amendments also did not articulate how the 
CSAs in pair had provided fair and genuine choices for Members.  Like the 
sequential CSAs to the 2013 Bill, all the CSAs in pair to the 2014 Bill were 
voted down by an overwhelming majority of Members.   
 
19. This year, out of the 3 904 proposed CSAs, Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung 
proposed a total of 3 349 CSAs.  Five CSAs proposed by Hon LEUNG 
Kwok-hung refer to sums not included in the 2015 Bill or the Heads of 
Expenditure or refer to purposes not specified in the Estimates for the year 
ending 31 March 2016 (Appendix II).  As the accuracy of such information 
is fundamental to the integrity of the proposed CSAs, these CSAs cannot be 
moved.  Another two CSAs proposed by Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung have no 
material difference, and the one slightly lesser in the proposed reduced 
amount should not be moved. 
 
20. Among the remaining 3 342 CSAs proposed by Hon LEUNG Kwok-
hung, 3 280 fall into 1 640 pairs, each of which seeks to reduce the 
appropriation to a Head of Expenditure for a specific purpose with the 
amounts representing respectively the expenditure for six and 12 months, or 
three and six months (Appendix II).  Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung has 

                                           
4 Ibid, paragraph 15.  
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evidently taken advantage of my admission of his proposed CSAs in pair to 
the 2014 Bill and proposes CSAs of the same form in a voluminous number 
to the 2015 Bill.  His avowed intent is to force the Administration to accede 
to his demands with a filibuster. 
 
21. While the motive of Members proposing the CSAs is not relevant to 
my consideration of admissibility of the CSAs, the impact of the admission 
of certain CSAs on LegCo in its efficient conduct as a law making 
institution is definitely relevant.  As President, one of the constitutional 
powers and functions that I should exercise and discharge under BL 72 is to 
preside over meetings to ensure the orderly, efficient and fair disposition of 
LegCo’s business5.  It is incumbent upon me to ensure that the admission of 
CSAs is in accordance with BL and the RoP.  In the exercise of my powers 
and functions under BL and the RoP, I fully respect Members’ right to 
participate in the legislative process, and this right, as affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal6, must be read with, and subject to, the power of the President to 
preside over meetings under BL 72(1). 
 
22. It is incumbent upon LegCo to complete examining and voting on an 
appropriation bill within a reasonable time at the start of the financial year in 
order to discharge its power and function under BL 73(2), given that a Vote 
on Account resolution moved by the Administration under the Public 
Finance Ordinance (Cap. 2) and passed by this Council would roughly be 
sufficient to meet about two months’ Government recurrent expenditure.  
 
23.  My assessment is that were the above-mentioned 3 280 CSAs 
proposed to the 2015 Bill allowed to be moved, they would take up 
considerable time of the Council for completing the necessary proceedings.  
In addition to the time required for debate on these CSAs, considerable time 
will be spent by the Council to vote on these CSAs. 
 

                                           
5 Paragraph 22 of the judgment of the Court of Final Appeal on LEUNG Kwok-hung v The President of 

the Legislative Council FACV 1/2014 (on appeal from CACV 123/2012).  In paragraph 52 of the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal on LEUNG Kwok-hung v The President of the Legislative Council 
(CACV 123 of 2012), the Court held that the “orderly, fair and proper conduct of proceedings must be 
within the province of the President.” 

6 Paragraph 45 of the judgment of the Court of Appeal on LEUNG Kwok-hung v The President of the 
Legislative Council (CACV 123 of 2012).  In paragraph 25 of the judgment of the Court of Final Appeal 
on LEUNG Kwok-hung v The President of the Legislative Council, the Court held that “art. 73(1) does 
not confer on a member of LegCo a constitutional right to participate in its legislative processes by 
speaking.  We agree with the conclusion reached by the Court of Appeal on this point and with 
Hartmann J in Leung Kwok Hung v President of Legislative Council who said: ‘The powers and 
functions described in art. 73 are not given to members of LegCo as individuals but to LegCo itself 
sitting as a legislative body.’”   
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24. As borne out by the Council’s experience, the moving of the CSAs in 
pair does not connect with the function of the committee of the whole 
Council under Rule 56 of the RoP.  These CSAs do not provide any fair and 
genuine choices of proposed reductions to the respective Heads of 
Expenditure for examination by Members in committee of the whole 
Council.  In my opinion, the 3 280 CSAs to the 2015 Bill infringe Rule 
57(4)(d) of the RoP for being frivolous or meaningless.  The admission of 
such CSAs would have the demonstrable effect of prolonging the legislative 
process to the extent of preventing LegCo from properly exercising and 
discharging its powers and functions under BL.  I could not allow these 
CSAs to be moved.  
 
25. In making the decision, I have duly considered the constitutional 
powers and functions of LegCo to examine and approve budgets under BL, 
the time-critical nature of an appropriation bill, the right of Members to 
participate in the legislative process and the Council’s experience in the 
disposal of the CSAs to the 2013 Bill and the 2014 Bill.  I have struck a 
proper balance between respecting the right of individual Members to 
propose amendments and ensuring the efficient conduct of the Council as a 
law making institution. 
 
26. I note the Administration’s concerns about the possible impact of 
some CSAs, if passed, on Government operation or Government’s 
fulfillment of certain legal or contractual obligations, or ongoing 
programmes or schemes previously approved by the Legislature.  The 2015 
Bill in its entirety is subject to approval by the Council.  I do not accept that 
it would be “wrong in principle if not wholly unconstitutional” as suggested 
by the Administration for the Council to deal with CSAs that, if passed, 
would have the effect of hindering the Government from meeting its 
obligations under BL 64 to implement laws passed by the Council.  Nor 
would I accept that it would be inappropriate for the Council to deliberate 
CSAs that, if passed, would subject the Government to the potential risk of 
breaching its statutory or contractual obligations as an Employer.  The 
merits of CSAs are not relevant to my consideration of admissibility of 
CSAs.   
 
27. Moreover, I could not agree with the Administration’s understanding 
of Rule 57(4)(a) of the RoP.  This rule requires a proposed amendment to be 
relevant to the subject matter of the bill and the subject matter of the clause 
to which it relates.  It does not concern the relevancy of the purported goal 
of the proposer of an amendment to the subject matter of the bill.   
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28. I note that there is disagreement between the Legislature and the 
Executive Authority on the interpretation of BL 74.  It is incumbent upon 
me as President to apply the Council’s view that BL 74 does not apply to my 
consideration of admissibility of proposed CSAs to bills in accordance with 
the RoP.  I have made my decision on the admissibility of the CSAs to the 
2015 Bill in the exercise of my powers and functions in accordance with 
BL 72 and the RoP.   
 
 
My ruling  
 
29. I rule that:  
 

(a) the 3 286 CSAs in Appendix II (not attached), proposed by 
Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung, are inadmissible; and  

 
(b) the remaining 63 CSAs proposed by Hon LEUNG Kwok-hung 

and the 555 CSAs proposed by the other 16 Members are 
admissible. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 (Jasper TSANG Yok-sing) 
 President 
 Legislative Council 
 
20 April 2015 
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