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Purpose

This paper informs Members of the views of Non-Governmental
Organizations (NGOs) on the matching process for local adoption cases with
general consent, as collated from them during our consultation over the last
few months.

Background

2. In examining the paper on “Draft Committee Stage Amendments –
Revised Part I” (ref : LC Paper No. CB(2)2586/03-04(02)) at the meeting on
31 May 2004, Members asked for the views expressed by NGOs on the need
for all prospective adoptive parents to be pooled into a central pool for
matching with prospective adoptive children whose birth parent(s) have
given general consent.

Views of NGOs

First-Stage Consultation with NGOs on broad principles

3. In response to Member’s request for exploring how more choices
could be provided to birth parents and adoptive parents, we submitted a paper
to the Bills Committee titled “Local Adoption – Choice for Birth and
Prospective Adoptive parents and the Participation of NGOs” (ref : LC Paper
No. CB(2)1829/03-04(02)) for discussion at the meeting on 25 March 2004.
The paper set out three possible options :

(a) authorized NGOs and the Social Welfare Department (SWD) each
maintaining their own lists of adoptive parents and children;
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(b) authorized NGOs and SWD sharing their respective list of adoptive
parents for matching process while each maintaining their own lists
of adoptive children; or

(c) authorized NGOs and SWD jointly establishing two common lists of
adoptive parents and children respectively.

4. Before submission of that paper, we had already consulted the two
NGOs currently engaged in intercountry adoption arrangements1 on the three
options.  Both agreed that option (c) is worth pursuing because this would
give the widest agency choice to the birth and prospective adoptive parents as
they can approach either NGOs or SWD, and the widest prospective parent
choice for the children.  We set out in paragraph 7 of that paper that both
NGOs and SWD will be involved in the matching process for cases whereby
the birth parents have not designated homes in mind (i.e. no specific consent
has been given).  Specifically, NGOs will be involved in the matching
process when the adoptive parents from their lists are involved.

Second-Stage Consultation with NGOs on Details

5. At the Bills Committee meeting on 25 March 2004, Members
indicated support for option (c) above.  We proceeded to develop further
details of the framework for the proposed new arrangements and further
consulted five NGOs2 with a consultation  paper detailing these options.
We reiterated in the consultation document that both SWD and NGOs would
be involved in the matching process for cases without specific consent.

6. We reported the outcome of consultation to the Bills Committee vide
                                                
1 They are International Social Service Hong Kong Branch and Mother’s Choice.

2 The five NGOs consulted were :

(a) Mother’s Choice and International Social Service Hong Kong Branch which provide services
relating to intercountry adoptions and are members of the revamped Working Group on Review of
the Adoption Ordinance;

(b) Caritas Hong Kong which used to provide services relating to intercountry adoption and is a member
of the revamped Working Group on Review of the Adoption Ordinance;

(c) Hong Kong Family Welfare Society which has an interest in adoption matters and is a member of the
revamped Working Group on the Review of the Adoption Ordinance; and

(d) Po Leung Kuk which should have the capacity to provide adoption services as it provides nearly all
types of residential services for vulnerable children and women including place of refuge for children,
women shelter, small group homes, foster care, residential crèches and nurseries, and so on.
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the paper titled “Outcome of Consultation with Non-Governmental
Organizations on the Proposal to involve them in local adoption” (ref : LC
Paper No. CB(2)2315/03-04(01)) at the meeting on 13 May 2004.  As
indicated in paragraph 6 of that paper, the NGOs indicated clear general
support to the proposed arrangements and shared our view that it would give
more choices to the birth and prospective adoptive parents, which would
ultimately allow for more placements to be made.  This would be in the best
interest of the child.

7. Three NGOs have also put forward some specific comments on the
operational details of the matching process.  Their views and our responses
as extracted from the paper are as follows :

(a) Possible Expansion of Membership of the Matching Panel :
International Social Service Hong Kong Branch has suggested
(Annex A) that there might be a need for an/some independent
member(s) at the matching panel.  Mother’s Choice (MC) has
proposed (Annex B) that a representative from each NGO involved
in the case should be included in the matching panel so that the
needs and wishes of birth mothers, prospective adoptive parents and
adoptive children can be evaluated and advocated.  In particular,
MC may represent the interests of the birth mothers under their care.
This is different from our proposal that Accredited Bodies would
only be involved in the matching process when the adoptive parents
from their lists are involved.

The membership of the matching panel is an operational matter
outside the scope of the Amendment Bill.  This would have to be
further developed together with other administrative details of the
proposed system once the legislative framework is agreed.  We
stand ready to discuss further with them on the best composition of
the matching panel to address their concerns; and

(b) Need for Maintaining a Central Pool for Prospective Adoptive
Parents : Caritas has originally raised reservation (Annex C) on the
need for maintaining a central pool for prospective adoptive parents
as some may not feel comfortable with their information passed
around and this may also lead to duplication of efforts.

We had subsequently explained to Caritas the importance of
maintaining such a central list to avoid the prospective adoptive
parents “shopping around” with SWD/different Accredited Bodies.
Moreover, the essence of maintaining a central home pool is to
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match the children available for adoption to the most suitable home
in the shortest time without the homes competing with each other for
the same child.  Moreover, as only non-identifying personal
particulars will be shared in the matching panel, there should not be
a concern on the privacy of the cases.  Caritas has accepted our
views and raised no objection to the proposal, and a letter indicating
such position is at Annex D.

8. Apart from the views expressed by the three NGOs as mentioned
above, the Hong Kong Family Welfare Society and Po Leung Kuk raised no
objection to the proposed arrangement.

Conclusion

9. From the above, the NGOs are satisfied with our proposed
arrangement of maintaining a central pool of prospective adoptive parents
and children respectively for cases with general consent, with SWD and
NGOs’ involvement in the matching process.

Supplementary Information

10. Members may wish to note that according to SWD, there were only
3 to 7 private arranged unrelated adoption cases each year over the past 5
years.  These were all cases with specific consent.  In future, these cases
can be handled by an Accredited Body on its own if the prospective adoptive
parent chooses to approach it or these may be handled by the Director of
Social Welfare.  Regardless of the handling body, no matching with
prospective adoptive parents would be required.

Presentation

11. Members may wish to note the contents of this paper in going
through the revised Part I of draft CSAs.

Health, Welfare and Food Bureau
June 2004


















