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PURPOSE
This paper reports on the deliberations of the Bills Committee on
National Security (Legislative Provisions) Bill.

BACKGROUND
2.
Article 23 of the Basic Law (BL23) provides that the Hong Kong
Special Administrative Region (HKSAR) shall enact laws on its own to prohibit
any act of treason, secession, sedition, subversion against the Central People's
Government, or theft of state secrets, to prohibit foreign political organizations
or bodies from conducting political activities in HKSAR, and to prohibit
political organizations or bodies of HKSAR from establishing ties with foreign
political organizations or bodies.
3.
On 24 September 2002, the Administration issued a Consultation
Document on "Proposals to implement Article 23 of the Basic Law". Following
a three-month public consultation exercise on the Administration's proposals to
implement BL23 which ended on 24 December 2002, the Administration issued
a Compendium of Submissions on 28 January 2003. On 12 February 2003, the
Administration announced that it would introduce the National Security
(Legislative Provisions) Bill into the Legislative Council (LegCo) on 26
February 2003. The Bill was gazetted on 14 February 2003.
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The BILL
4.
for -

Introduced into LegCo on 26 February 2003, the Bill seeks to provide

(a) the offences of treason, subversion, secession and sedition;
(b) the prohibition of unauthorized disclosure of certain official
information;
(c) the proscription of certain organizations if it is necessary in the
interests of national security and is proportionate for such purpose;
(d) the power of entry, search, seizure, detention and removal by the
police without warrant for the investigation of treason, subversion,
secession, sedition and handling seditious publication;
(e) the election of trial by jury in respect of sedition by inciting violent
public disorder, handling seditious publication and any of the offences
of unlawful disclosure;
(f) the removal of existing time limits for prosecution of offences; and
(g) related, incidental and consequential amendments.

THE BILLS COMMITTEE
5.
At the House Committee meeting 28 February 2003, Members formed
a Bills Committee to study the Bill. The membership list of the Bills Committee
is in Appendix I.
6.
Under the chairmanship of Hon IP Kwok-him, the Bills Committee
has held a total of 29 meetings (i.e. 56 two-hour sessions). The Bills Committee
has met with 110 organizations/individuals, and has received written
submissions from 53 other organizations/individuals. The names of these
organizations/individuals are listed in Appendix II.

DELIBERATIONS OF THE BILLS COMMITTEE
7.
The subjects discussed by the Bills Committee are summarized in the
paragraphs below.
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Subject

Paragraph

Enforcement etc. to be consistent with the Basic Law

8 - 14

Issues relating to adaptation of laws

15 - 17

Amendments to the Crimes Ordinance
Treason

18 - 35

Subversion

36 - 48

Secession

49 - 53

Extra-territorial application of offences of treason,
subversion and secession

54 - 57

Sedition

58 - 76

Investigation power

77 - 83

Time limits for prosecutions

84 - 92

Amendments to the Officials Secrets Ordinance
Protection of information and unauthorized disclosure of
protected information

93 - 105

Amendments to the Societies Ordinance
Mechanism for proscription of local organizations
endangering national security

106 - 120

Prohibition of participating in the activities of proscribed
organization

121 - 123

Appeal against proscription and rules for appeals

124 - 133

Matters following proscription of organizations

134 - 144
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Commencement date of the Bill

Need for the Bill to be enacted within the current legislative
session

145

146 - 148

Enforcement to be consistent with the Basic Law
8.
The Bill proposes that Parts I, II and IIA of the Crimes Ordinance, Part
III of the Official Secrets Ordinance, and the whole of the Societies Ordinance
are to be interpreted, applied and enforced in a manner that is consistent with
Article 39 of the Basic Law (BL39).
9.
Some members consider the interpretation provisions unnecessary.
These members have pointed out that as provided in Article 11 of the Basic Law,
no law enacted by the legislature of HKSAR shall contravene the Basic Law.
Therefore, the Bill must be compatible with the Basic Law, and not BL39 only.
These members have queried the legal effect of such express provisions and the
implications of them on other parts of the Crimes Ordinance and the Official
Secrets Ordinance not covered by these provisions as well as other ordinances.
10.
Members have also pointed out that Chapter III of the Basic Law
relates to the fundamental rights and freedoms of Hong Kong people, and
queried why only BL39 is referred to. Some members have suggested that
Chapter III of the Basic Law should be referred to in these interpretation
provisions.
11.
The Administration has explained that in response to concerns
expressed during the consultation period that legislation implementing BL23
might override Article 27 of the Basic Law (BL 27) and BL39, Mr David
Pannick, QC, from the United Kingdom (UK) has advised, among others, that
for the avoidance of doubt, it may be desirable to state generally in the Bill that
nothing in it is intended to contravene BL27 or BL39. Only BL39 is referred to
in the Bill as it is the operative clause of the Basic Law which entrenches the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, and other international
labour conventions. The fact that those other Articles are not referred to does not
mean that the rights guaranteed by them are not protected. The rights guaranteed
by the Basic Law would prevail in the light of BL11.
12.
The Administration has further explained that one of the intended
effects of the interpretation provisions is to require the courts to interpret the
provisions in the legislation in a manner that is consistent with BL39, thereby
preserving its validity. In the absence of the interpretation provisions, the court
might refuse to give effect to any provision in the legislation if it were to
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consider such provision inconsistent with BL39. By interpreting the legislation
in a manner that is consistent with BL39, the court will give effect to the
legislative intent, ensure that fundamental human rights are protected, and
prevent any provision from being declared invalid. The Administration has also
advised that any provision that is not subject to the interpretation provisions
would, if found to be inconsistent with BL39, not be given effect to.
13.
In the light of members’ views, the Administration agrees to introduce
amendments to replace the reference to “Article 39 of the Basic Law” by
“Chapter III of the Basic Law” in the interpretation provisions, and to extend its
application to the whole of the Official Secrets Ordinance.
14.
Hon Albert HO has proposed amendments to the interpretation
provisions by adding the expression "for the avoidance of doubt", and by stating
that the provisions inconsistent with Chapter III of the Basic Law would be void.

Issues relating to adaptation of laws
15.
Members note that a number of terms in the Crimes Ordinance and the
Official Secrets Ordinance such as "Her Majesty's forces", "Governor", "British
national", "United Kingdom", "England", "Her Majesty's service" and
"Government of the United Kingdom" are not proposed for amendment by the
Bill in order that they may be adapted according to established principles.
Members have queried the reasons for not doing so and the legal effect of these
terms remaining in their present form.
16.
The Administration has responded that the "Decision of the Standing
Committee of the National People's Congress on Treatment of the Laws
Previously in Force in Hong Kong in accordance with Article 160 of the Basic
Law on the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of the People's Republic
of China" adopted by the Standing Committee of the National People's Congress
on 23 February 1997 sets out the principles on which the previous laws were
adopted as the laws of HKSAR and how various expressions in the legislation
which are inconsistent with the status of Hong Kong as a Special Administrative
Region of the People's Republic of China (PRC) are to be construed. These
principles have been enacted as part of the local law by the Hong Kong
Reunification Ordinance and are incorporated as section 2A and Schedule 8 of
the Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance (Cap. 1). In line with these
general principles, more detailed principles of interpretation have been added to
Cap. 1 by the amendments made under the Adaptation of Laws (Interpretative
Provisions) Ordinance. The relevant unadapted references in the Ordinances
being amended by the Bill are to be construed by following these guiding
principles. For instance, the reference to "British national" should be construed
as "Chinese national".
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17.
The Administration has also advised that all military references in the
Laws of Hong Kong, including those under sections 6 and 7 of the Crimes
Ordinance, will be adapted collectively in a separate exercise. The relevant
adaptation of laws bill will be introduced into LegCo before the end of this year.
At the request of members, the Administration has undertaken to make a
statement in this regard in the speech of Secretary for Security (S for S) to be
made at the Second Reading debate on the Bill.

Amendments to the Crimes Ordinance
Treason
Offence of treason
18.
The new section 2(1) of the Crimes Ordinance provides that a Chinese
national commits treason if he –
(a) with intent to –
(i)

overthrow the Central People’s Government (CPG);

(ii)

intimidate the CPG; or

(iii) compel the CPG to change its policies or measures,
joins or is a part of foreign armed forces at war with the PRC;
(b) instigates foreign armed forces to invade the PRC with force; or
(c) assists any public enemy at war with the PRC by doing any act with
intent to prejudice the position of the PRC in the war.
Under the new section 2(2), a Chinese national who commits treason
19.
is guilty of an offence and is liable on conviction on indictment to imprisonment
for life.
Offence under the proposed new section 2(1)(a)
20.
Some members have queried why it is necessary to include
“intimidate the CPG” and “compel the CPG to change its policies or measures”
in the proposed offence of treason. These expressions are vague and broad, and
in particular, it is unclear as to how to determine whether the CPG has been
intimidated. Members have also asked why the CPG is the object of the intended
overthrow, intimidation or compulsion in the new section 2(1)(a).
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21.
The Administration has pointed out that the proposed offence under
new section 2(1)(a) is based on the existing provisions in the Crimes Ordinance,
and the subject of protection is "Her Majesty" who used to be the sovereign of
Hong Kong when Hong Kong was a colony of the UK. In line with the
principles of interpretation provided under section 2A and Schedule 8 of Cap.1,
the CPG is the target of protection for the offence of treason after the
Reunification. The Administration has also pointed out that under the existing
section 2 of the Crimes Ordinance, a person commits treason if he levies war
against Her Majesty in order by force or constraint to compel Her Majesty to
change Her measures or counsels, or in order to put any force or constraint upon,
or to intimidate or overawe, Parliament or the legislature of any British territory.
The concept of compulsion or intimidation is therefore not new.
Offence under the proposed new section 2(1)(b)
22.
Regarding the formulation of the offence of instigating foreign armed
forces to invade PRC as proposed in new section 2(1)(b), some members have
expressed concern that such formulation suggests that the offence could be
committed by mere speech. These members have questioned why it is necessary
to include such element of instigation in the offence of treason, given that
incitement to treason would be an offence of sedition under the proposed section
9A(1)(a). These members have also sought clarification on (a) whether this proposed section when read with the proposed definition
of “foreign armed forces”, would exclude instigation of armed forces
of Taiwan to invade the Mainland; and
(b) whether requesting the territory of Taiwan to be protected under the
missile defence system of the United States or inviting foreign armed
forces to enter and protect Taiwan would amount to the offence of
treason.
23.
The Administration has pointed out that Taiwan is a part of the PRC,
armed forces of Taiwan are therefore armed forces based in the PRC. The
proposed offence under new section 2(1)(b) is not applicable to the situation
referred to in paragraph 22(a) above. As regards the situation referred to in
paragraph 22(b) above, the Administration has explained that the word "invade"
has an ordinary dictionary meaning of "making hostile inroad into (country, etc)",
and the target of instigation and the subject of invasion is limited to foreign
armed forces. Whether an act amounts to invasion would be decided by the court
taking into account all circumstances and facts. Mere expression of opinion
would be different from the act of instigating foreign armed forces since the
latter would in practice be directed at those in control of the foreign armed forces.
The Administration has also pointed out that the term "instigate" is found in a
number of provisions in the Laws of Hong Kong.
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24.
According to the Administration, in most situations, the offence of
instigating foreign armed forces to invade the PRC by force would not amount to
the offence of sedition. There is a need, therefore, for its inclusion under treason.
Offence under the proposed new section 2(1)(c)
25.
As to the offence of assisting public enemy at war in new section
2(1)(c), some members consider the meaning of "prejudice the position of the
PRC in the war" unclear. These members are concerned that expressing anti-war
views and providing humanitarian aid to a foreign country at war with the PRC
would amount to assisting public enemy. These members have suggested that
such acts should be excluded from the offence.
26.
The Administration has pointed out that for the offence of assisting
public enemy, it would not be sufficient merely to prove that a person
intentionally assisted an enemy. The prosecution would also need to prove that
the person's purpose in giving such assistance was to prejudice the position of the
PRC in the war, and the person knew that such prejudice was a virtually certain
consequence of his acts. Providing humanitarian aid to a foreign country at war
with the PRC would not be conducted with such an intent, and therefore would
not amount to the offence. It is not necessary to provide an express exclusion in
the Bill. The Administration has stressed that mere expression of opinion would
not amount to treason.
Application to Chinese nationals
27.
As the offence of treason will also apply to any Chinese national who
is a Hong Kong permanent resident for acts referred to in new section 2(1) done
by him outside Hong Kong, some members have queried whether the offence
will apply to such a person who has settled abroad and has acquired foreign
nationality. These members have also queried whether such a person would be
caught by the offence of treason, if he is enlisted to the army of that foreign
country at the time of war with the PRC.
28.
The Administration has responded that whether such acts outside
Hong Kong would amount to treason would depend on the circumstances of the
case, in particular, whether he is a Hong Kong permanent resident who is a
Chinese national, and whether such acts themselves would constitute the offence,
with the corresponding mental element satisfied. Therefore, a person enlisted in
the enemy army at times of war without the necessary intention element of
treason may not be caught.
29.
On the question of Chinese nationals, the Administration has advised
that the "Explanations of Some Questions by the Standing Committee of the
National People's Congress Concerning the Implementation of the Nationality
Law of the Peoples' Republic of China in the Hong Kong Special Administrative
Region" (Explanations) adopted in May 1996 provides for the implementation of
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the Nationality Law of the PRC in the HKSAR. The Nationality Law does not
recognize dual nationality. Whether a Hong Kong permanent resident of
Chinese nationality who has subsequently acquired foreign nationality may lose
his Chinese nationality would need to be considered in accordance with the
Nationality Law and the Explanations. Such a person would lose his Chinese
nationality only if his declaration of change of nationality made in accordance
with Paragraph 5 of the Explanations has been approved by the Director of
Immigration, or his application for renunciation of Chinese nationality made in
accordance with Article 11 of the Nationality Law has been approved by the
Director of Immigration.
30.
Some members have however pointed out that under Article 9 of the
Nationality Law, any Chinese national who has settled abroad and who has been
naturalized as a foreign national or has acquired foreign nationality of his own
free will shall automatically lose Chinese nationality. There appears to be no
requirement for one to apply for a change of nationality. These members have
expressed doubt as to whether the Nationality Law should prevail, if
inconsistency arises.
31.
In response, the Administration has provided the case of TSE Yiu-hon
Patrick v HKSAR Passports Appeal Board [2002] 3 HKG which affirmed the
understanding of the Administration set out in paragraph 29 above.
32.
Members have also discussed the legal basis for the extra-territorial
application of the offence of treason, as detailed in paragraphs 54 to 57 below.
Amendments proposed by Members
33.
Hon Margaret NG and Hon Audrey EU have proposed various
amendments to the proposed new section 2. These include (a) deleting the intent of intimidation of the CPG and compulsion of the
CPG to change its policies or measures;
(b) restricting the scope of instigation; and
(c) excluding certain acts from treason.
34.
Hon Albert HO has proposed various amendments to the proposed
new section 2, including (a) deleting the intent of intimidating the CPG and compelling the CPG to
change its policies or measures;
(b) deleting the instigation of foreign armed forces to invade the PRC
with force; and
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(c) excluding certain acts from treason. Hon Albert HO has also
proposed an avoidance of doubt provision to make clear that "foreign
armed forces" does not include armed forces of Taiwan.
35.
Hon James TO has also proposed amendments to exclude certain acts
from treason, and to expressly provide that "foreign armed forces" does not
include armed forces of Taiwan.
Subversion
36.
The proposed new section 2A(1) of the Crimes Ordinance provides
that a person commits subversion if he –
(a) disestablishes the basic system of the PRC as established by the
Constitution of the PRC;
(b) overthrows the CPG; or
(c) intimidates the CPG,
by using force or serious means that seriously endangers the stability of the PRC
or by engaging war. Under new section 2A(2), any person who commits
subversion is guilty of an offence and is liable on conviction on indictment to
imprisonment for life.
37.
Serious criminal means is defined in new section 2A(4)(b) as any act
which –
(i) endangers the life of a person other than the person who does the act;
(ii) causes seriously injury to a person other than the person who does the
act;
(iii) seriously endangers the health or safety of the public or a section of
the public;
(iv) causes seriously damage to property; or
(v) seriously interferes with or disrupts an electronic system or an
essential service, facility or system (whether public or private),
and –
(vi) is done in Hong Kong and is an offence under the law of Hong Kong;
or
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(vii) is done in any place outside Hong Kong, is an offence under the law of
that place, and would, if done in Hong Kong, be an offence under the
law of Hong Kong.
38.
Some members have expressed concern about the proposed offence of
subversion. These members have queried why it is necessary to protect the basic
system of the PRC and to protect the CPG from being intimidated.
These
members consider that the meaning of "disestablishes the basic system of the
PRC as established by the Constitution of the PRC " and "intimidate the CPG"
vague and broad, and that the Bill should provide a definition on the meaning of
"the basic system of the PRC as established by the Constitution of the PRC".
These members have also expressed doubt as to how and under what
circumstances the CPG can be intimidated.
39.
The Administration has explained that the CPG exists and operates
under and in accordance with the Constitution of the PRC. Under the
Constitution, the CPG is the executive body of the highest organ of state power
and is the highest organ of state administration. Its functions and powers include
adopting administrative measures, enacting administrative rules and regulations,
and issuing decisions and orders in accordance with the Constitution, etc. If the
basic system of the PRC were disestablished by force or serious criminal means
that seriously endangered the stability of the PRC, or by war, the nature and
functions of the CPG would have been fundamentally subverted. It could no
longer operate in the manner envisaged by the Constitution. It is therefore
necessary to protect the CPG from such subversion.
40.
The Administration has further explained that a number of
jurisdictions specifically protect the constitution or laws of their countries from
being overthrown by illegal means. For example, it is treachery in Australia to
overthrow the constitution of Australia by revolution or sabotage. Instead of
specifying the Constitution of the PRC as a broad target of protection, the
Administration proposes to narrow the scope of protection to the basic system of
the PRC. The basic system of PRC, as provided in Article 1 of the PRC
Constitution, is the socialist system. The PRC is a socialist state under the
people's democratic dictatorship led by the working class and based on the
alliance of the workers and farmers. Article 2 of the PRC Constitution states that
all power in the PRC belongs to the people, who exercise their State power
through the National People's Congress and local people's congress at various
levels. It is the Administration's view that Articles 1 and 2 of PRC Constitution
are important provisions on what constitutes the basic system of the PRC so far
as the Bill is concerned. The Preamble and other Articles would also assist in the
comprehension of that expression. The Administration considers it inappropriate
and unnecessary to define the expression in the Bill.
41.
On the question of intimidating the CPG, the Administration has
explained that in order to fully discharge its responsibilities under the PRC
Constitution, the CPG must be able to exercise its power at its free will. If
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policies or measures are forced onto it by those using force or serious criminal
means that seriously endangers the stability of the PRC, or by those engaging in
war, the functioning of the CPG in carrying out its responsibilities would have
been seriously hampered. Such means of intimidation could legitimately be
regarded as a form of subversion. It is therefore appropriate to include
"intimidate the CPG" in the offence of subversion.
42.
Some members consider that the meaning of the expression "by using
force" is unclear, and may create uncertainty if the Bill does not provide a
definition for "force" . In addition, the meaning of "serious criminal means" is so
broad that any act, even non-violent act would be caught. These members are
concerned that without a requirement of specific intent for committing the
offence, any industrial action or peaceful demonstration which turns into a riot
and results in affecting the stability of the PRC, or any act which resulted in the
CPG being intimidated inadvertently may be caught by the proposed offence of
subversion. These members have also asked whether the following acts would
amount to subversion –
(a) a person calling for the amendment of Article 1 of the PRC
Constitution by deleting the reference to the socialist system as the
basic system in the Constitution and spreading his message by a mass
e-mail campaign that disrupts the normal operation of the HKSAR
Government information website;
(b) a person calling for the overthrow of the CPG by painting slogans with
that message on Government property and causing criminal damage to
the property;
(c) a person kidnapping a delegate of the Standing Committee of the
National People's Congress and threatening to kill or maim him
unless the CPG pays him a ransom of certain amount;
(d) taking part in a demonstration in Hong Kong in support of the
Mainland movement, such as the one in Beijing in June 1989, and
bringing traffic to a halt; and
(e) providing financial support to the Mainland movement such as the one
in Beijing in June 1989.
43.
The Administration does not think that any of the above situations
would have amounted to the proposed offence of subversion. The explanations
given by the Administration are as follows (a) for a person to be guilty of the substantive offence of subversion, it
would have to be proved beyond reasonable doubt that the results
referred to in new section 2A(1) (a), (b) or (c) were achieved by the
use of force or serious criminal means that seriously endangers the
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stability of the PRC or by engaging in war;
(b) for a person to be guilty of conspiring or attempting to commit, or
inciting, an offence of subversion, it would have to be proved beyond
reasonable doubt that he intended to achieve such a result by the use of
force or serious criminal means that would seriously endanger the
stability of the PRC, or by engaging in war. None of the situations
referred to in paragraph 42 involve the engagement in war;
(c) for any conduct to amount to serious criminal means, it would have to
satisfy one of the criteria under the new section 2A(4)(b)(i) to (v), and
be committed in a way that amounts to an offence under Hong Kong
law. Even if these two conditions were satisfied, or if force were used,
it is almost inconceivable that any of those situations could seriously
endanger the stability of the PRC;
(d) even if it might be possible to prove an intention to use force or serious
criminal means, that would not be sufficient to secure a conviction for
an inchoate offence relating to subversion. The intentional use of
force or serious criminal means that seriously endangers the stability
of the PRC with the intention to overthrow the CPG etc. would need to
be proved. Painting slogans, sending e-mails, stopping traffic in Hong
Kong, kidnapping or even threatening to kill or maim a person would
not be sufficient to satisfy the threshold; and
(e) for a person to be guilty of being an accomplice to an offence of
subversion, it would have to be proved that an offence of subversion
was actually committed, and at the time the person acted, e.g.
provided financial support, he was aware of the essential matters that
constituted the offence of subversion.
44.
The Administration has also stressed that industrial actions and
peaceful demonstrations will not be prohibited.
45.
Hon Margaret NG and Hon Audrey EU have proposed various
amendments to the proposed new section 2A. These include (a) deleting the references to "disestablishes the basic system of the PRC
as established by the Constitution of the PRC" and "intimidates the
CPG"
(b) requiring an intent to overthrow the CPG;
(c) restricting "serious criminal means" to an intentional act of violence;
and

-

14 -

(d) providing certain acts to be excluded from the meaning of "serious
criminal means".
46.
Hon Albert HO has proposed various amendments to the proposed
new section 2A. These include (a) deleting the references to "disestablishes the basic system of the PRC
as established by the Constitution of the PRC" and "intimidates the
CPG";
(b) deleting reference to "serious criminal means" and replacing it with
causing serious injury to a person other than himself. In a separate
amendment, Hon Albert HO proposes different levels of penalty for
offences under new section 2A(1)(a), (b) and (c).
47.
Hon James TO has also proposed amendments to restrict the meaning
of "serious criminal means" to an intentional act of violence and to provide that
certain acts are to be excluded from that meaning.
48.
Hon Emily LAU opposes the creation of the offence of subversion as
formulated and has proposed to delete the new section 2A.
Secession
49.
The proposed new section 2B(1) of the Crimes Ordinance provides
that a person commits secession if he withdraws any part of the PRC from its
sovereignty by using force or serious criminal means that seriously endangers
the territorial integrity of the PRC, or by engaging in war. The meaning of
"serious criminal means" in the proposed section 2A(4)(b) would apply.
50.
According to the Administration, the offence involves a physical
withdrawal of a part of the PRC from its sovereignty. From an international law
perspective, such acts will involve changes in recognized state boundaries. The
target of protection is therefore the territorial integrity of the country. The
expression "seriously endangering the territorial integrity of the PRC" qualifies
the extent of the "force" or serious criminal means" that might be used to
constitute the offence of secession. It is intended that trivial or nominal force or
actions would be excluded, notwithstanding that such force or action might have
already constituted an offence in another context.
51.
Hon Margaret Ng and Hon Audrey EU have proposed various
amendments to the proposed new section 2C, including an amendment to the
effect that the proof of intention to commit the offence is required. They also
propose a provision to declare, for the avoidance of doubt, that anything done in
respect of a state of separation existing at the time of commencement does not
amount to secession.
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52.
Hon Albert HO has proposed various amendments to the proposed
new section 2C, including an amendment to the effect that the proof of intention
to commit the offence is required and deletion of the reference to "serious
criminal means".
53.
Hon Emily LAU opposes the creation of the offence of secession as
formulated and has proposed to delete the new section 2B.
Extra-territorial application of offences of treason, subversion and secession
54.
Under the Bill, the offence of treason will apply to acts done outside
Hong Kong by any Chinese national who is a Hong Kong permanent resident,
while the offences of subversion and secession will apply to acts done outside
Hong Kong by any Hong Kong permanent resident. These are provided in the
proposed new sections 2(3), 2A(3) and 2B(3) of the Crimes Ordinance
respectively.
55.
Some members have questioned the legal basis for the extra-territorial
application of these offences. These members have pointed out that nothing in
the Basic Law authorizes the HKSAR to enact laws having extra-territorial effect.
These members also consider it unreasonable to subject Hong Kong permanent
residents who are foreign nationals to the offences of subversion and secession
for acts done outside Hong Kong. These provisions, if enacted, would have
adverse impact on Hong Kong permanent residents residing abroad.
56.
The Administration is of the view that there are no provisions in the
Basic Law which expressly prohibit the legislature of the HKSAR from
legislating extra-territorially. Having regard to Articles 17, 73(1) and 19 of the
Basic Law and to the principle of continuity that underpins many aspects of the
Basic Law, the Administration considers that LegCo has the power to enact laws
having extra-territorial effect where those laws have a sufficient connection with
the HKSAR. In the case of the proposed offences of subversion and secession,
Hong Kong permanent residents have constitutional rights under the Basic Law,
including the right of abode. Hong Kong permanent residents retain those rights,
even when they are outside Hong Kong, and therefore continue to have a
constitutional connection with the HKSAR. In addition, any act of secession or
subversion against the CPG, wherever committed, would affect the HKSAR
which is a part of the PRC. It is appropriate to apply the proposed offences of
subversion and secession to the acts of permanent residents committed outside
Hong Kong. The Administration has pointed out that section 4 of the Prevention
of Bribery Ordinance (Cap. 201) and section 7(1A) of the Gambling Ordinance
(Cap. 148) respectively enacted before and after Reunification also have extraterritorial effect.
57.
Some members are opposed to the extra-territorial application of the
proposed offences of treason, subversion and secession. Hon Margaret NG and
Hon Audrey EU have proposed amendments to delete proposed new sections
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2(3), 2A(3) and 2B(3). Hon Albert HO has also proposed amendments to delete
these provisions.
Sedition
Offence of sedition
58.
Under the proposed new section 9A(1) of the Crimes Ordinance, a
person commits sedition if he –
(a) incites others to commit an offence of treason, subversion or secession;
or
(b) incites others to engage, in Hong Kong or elsewhere, in violent public
disorder that would seriously endanger the stability of the PRC.
The penalty for the offence of sedition referred to in new section 9A(1)(a) is life
imprisonment, and for that under new section 9A(1)(b) is a fine and
imprisonment for seven years. The proposed new section 9D expressly provides
for certain acts that are not incitement.
59.
Some members have queried why it is necessary to enact the offence
of sedition in new section 9A(1)(a). These members have also queried why it is
necessary to extend the application of the proposed offence of sedition in new
section 9A(1)(b) to acts done outside Hong Kong, and whether the common law
principles relating to incitement would apply to the proposed offence.
60.
Some members have expressed concern that the offence of sedition
criminalizes speech or writing. The offence, if enacted, would restrict the
freedom of expression and freedom of speech currently enjoyed by Hong Kong
people. These members share the view of some deputations that Principle 6 of
the Johannesburg Principles on National Security, Freedom of Expression and
Access to Information (Johannesburg Principles) should be incorporated for
better protection of human rights. These members consider that a requirement
for an intent to incite others should be included in the offence of sedition. These
members also consider that the requirement for a likelihood test and a direct and
immediate connection between the incitement and the commission of offence or
the violent public disorder (as the case may be) should be provided for.
61.
The Administration considers that Principle 6 of the Johannesburg
Principles is unnecessarily restrictive. It would often be too late if threats to
national security can only be dealt with when the danger to national security is
imminent. The concept of "imminence", if added, would also create uncertainty
in the law, as it would be difficult to determine what amounts to imminent
danger.
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62.
Regarding new section 9A(1)(a), the Administration has explained
that the provision merely reflects the common law offence of incitement to
commit an offence. The incitement of treason, subversion or secession is a
serious form of sedition, and therefore should be prohibited by an express
provision.
63.
As regards new section 9A(1)(b), the Administration has explained
that engagement in violent public disorder is not necessarily an offence under
Hong Kong law, particularly if it takes place outside Hong Kong. The
incitement of such conduct is therefore not the same as the incitement of an
offence, and would not be an offence at common law. The Administration
considers that such incitement should be prohibited as being a form of sedition.
It is also necessary to extend the application of this offence to the conduct incited
outside Hong Kong, as it could not rule out the possibility that violent public
disorder in places outside Hong Kong might seriously endanger the stability of
the PRC. For instance, an incitement done in Hong Kong to incite others to
engage in violent public disorder near the border of the PRC might seriously
endanger the stability of the PRC.
64.
The Administration has advised that even though the element of
"intent" is not provided explicitly in the proposed offence of sedition, the
prosecution still needs to prove the mental element. In view of members'
concern, the Administration has agreed to add the word "intentionally" in new
section 9A(1) so that only a person with an intention to incite others would be
caught by the offence of sedition.
65.
The Administration has also agreed to incorporate the element of
"likelihood" in the offence. Under the proposed amendments in new section
9A(1A), an incitement will not constitute an offence of sedition unless the nature
of the incitement and the circumstances in which the incitement is made are such
that one or more persons incited are likely to be induced, or an ordinary person, if
subjected to the incitement, would likely be induced to commit the offence
referred to in section 9A(1)(a) or to engage in violent public disorder referred to
in section 9A(1)(b).
66.
Some members object to the proposed new section 9A(1A) insofar as
a person would be caught by the offence of sedition if an ordinary person would
likely be incited by words spoken, although the person being addressed was not
incited.
Offence of handling seditious publications
67.

Under the proposed new section 9C, it will be an offence if a person –
(a) publishes, sells, offers for sale, distributes or displays any seditious
publication;
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(b) prints or reproduces any seditious publication; or
(c) imports or exports any seditious publication,
with intent to incite others, by means of the publication, to commit an offence of
treason, subversion or secession. A person who commits the offence is liable on
indictment to a fine of $500,000 and to imprisonment for seven years.
68.
Members are concerned that the proposed offence of handling
seditious publication could be committed easily as long as a publication is likely
to cause the commission of an offence of treason, subversion or secession. It is
also unclear as to how to assess whether a publication is seditious. Some
members consider that the offence of handling seditious publication is already
covered under the offence of sedition in new section 9A(1)(a), and therefore a
separate offence is not necessary. These members have pointed out the concern
of the media and publishers that the proposed offence, if enacted, would lead to
self-censorship; hence undermining the freedom of expression and of
publication.
69.
The Administration has pointed out that the offence is narrower than
the existing provisions on seditious publications. Seditious publication is
defined as one that is likely to cause the commission of serious offences, and it
provides a high threshold as to what constitutes such publications. To prove an
intention to incite others to commit an offence, the prosecution must prove,
beyond reasonable doubt, that the defendant has persuaded or encouraged others
to commit a crime, with the intention that commission of the offence would take
place. The provisions impose no burden on anyone handling publications to
assess whether it is seditious. The offence would not be committed without the
intent to incite a crime.
70.
Having taken into account members' view, the Administration will
introduce an amendment to the meaning of seditious publication to the effect that
in order to come within the definition of seditious publication, the publication is
likely to induce a person to commit (instead of "likely to cause the commission
of" as proposed in the Bill) an offence of treason, subversion or secession.
Amendments proposed by Members
71.
Some members still consider that the amendments proposed by the
Administration are not sufficient to safeguard the freedom of expression and of
speech. Hon Margaret NG and Hon Audrey EU have proposed various
amendments. These include adding the element of "imminence" to the offence
of sedition in new section 9A(1), reducing the level of penalties and deleting
section 9C on the offence of handling seditious publications.
72.

Hon Albert HO has proposed to delete new section 9A(1)(b).
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73.
Hon FUNG Kin-kee has proposed to replace the reference to
"endangering the stability of the PRC" by "endangering the safety of the PRC",
as the term "stability" is vague. Mr FUNG is considering whether or not to
amend new section 9A(1A) proposed by the Administration (paragraph 65
refers).
74.
Hon James TO has proposed to amend new section 9D to better
safeguard the freedom of speech. Hon SIN Chung-kai has proposed to amend
new section 9D to add certain acts that are not incitement so as to better protect
the free flow of information.
75.
Hon Emily LAU has proposed to delete sections 9A and 9C on the
offence of sedition and offence of handling seditious publication.
76.
Hon Cyd HO is considering whether or not to amend new section
9A(1A) proposed by the Administration (paragraph 65 refers).
Investigation power
77.
The proposed new section 18B of the Crimes Ordinance confers entry,
search and seizure powers without a judicial warrant on the police, if a police
officer of or above the rank of chief superintendent of police reasonably believes
that –
(a) an offence of treason, subversion, secession, sedition or handling
seditious publication has been committed or is being committed;
(b) anything which is likely to be or likely to contain evidence of
substantial value to the investigation of the offence is in any premises,
place or conveyance; and
(c) unless immediate action is taken, such evidence would be lost and the
investigation of the offence would be seriously prejudiced as a result.
78.
Some members have expressed concern about the proposed provision.
These members have pointed out that the existing sections 8 and 13 have
provided for the issue of search warrant respectively by a judge and magistrate
for the investigation of an offence of incitement to disaffection and the
sedition-related offences, and queried the need for the additional power to the
police. These members are worried about the possible abuse of power by the
police and the proposal will have an impact on human rights protection.
79.
Some members have questioned the retention of section 13, which
was to be repealed by the Crimes (Amendment) (No. 2) Ordinance 1997 (1997
Ordinance) that was enacted but has not, to date, been brought into operation.
The Administration has responded by adding an amendment to repeal the 1997
Ordinance.
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80.
The Administration has explained that the proposed powers are
emergency powers which will only be exercised by a police officer of or above
the rank of chief superintendent of police and in tightly defined circumstances as
required in the new section. In non-emergency situations, the police is still
required to applied for a judicial warrant before entry, search and seizure powers
could be exercised. Under emergency situations, if immediate action is not taken,
evidence of substantial value to the investigation of the offence in question
would be lost and thus may seriously prejudice the investigation. In view of the
serious nature of offences undermining national security, the Administration
considers that such emergency powers necessary and justifiable. The
Administration has pointed out that such powers are not new. They are also
provided in other legislation such as the Firearms and Ammunition Ordinance
and the Gambling Ordinance.
81.
Some members are not convinced by the Administration’s
explanation. These members have pointed out that according to the information
provided by the Judiciary, under the existing arrangements, all magistrates are
available to consider urgent applications for warrants outside office hours. The
police can contact any of the magistrates who is available to consider an
application for a search warrant outside office hours. It usually takes not more
than 30 minutes for a magistrate to read the papers and consider an application.
Moreover, magistrates are prepared to consider applications for warrants during
odd hours, even after midnight. These members consider that it is necessary for
the police to first obtain a judicial warrant before entry, search and powers are
exercised. In the view of these members, this is the best safeguard against abuse.
82.
The Administration has responded that the 30 minutes are the time for
a magistrate to deal with an application for a search warrant. Based on past
experience, it generally takes two to four hours, which includes the time for
visiting the magistrate’s residence to obtain a judicial warrant. Nevertheless, in
view of the concern about the possible abuse of power, the Administration will
introduce an amendment so that the emergency powers will be exercised by a
police officer upon a direction given by a police officer at the rank of assistant
commissioner of police or above. The Administration has undertaken to consult
the Panel on Security on guidelines for the police in relation to the exercise of
authority under new section 18B of the Crimes Ordinance before they are
promulgated.
83.
Hon Margaret NG and Hon Audrey EU have proposed to delete the
new section 18B. Hon FUNG Kin-kee has also made the same proposal.
Time limits for prosecution
84.
At present, prosecution of treason must be brought within three years,
and that of sedition-related offences within six months after the offence is
committed. The Bill proposes to remove these time limits.
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85.
Some members consider that the existing time limit for prosecution of
treason should be retained, so as to ensure that the offence would not be a tool for
political persecution. These members also consider that the existing time limit
for prosecution of sedition-related offences should be retained. These members
have pointed out that whether a speech or publication creates a real danger to the
public peace, or for that matter, the stability of the PRC, depends very much on
the circumstances prevailing at the material time. If the speech or publication is
considered to be seditious, the offence would be prosecuted expeditiously.
These members are concerned that the time limit for prosecution against
sedition-related offence, if removed, would have a significant "chilling effect"
on the freedoms of speech and of expression.
86.
Some other members also consider that there should be a time limit for
prosecution against the offence of handling seditious publication. These
members have suggested that such a time limit be extended to, for instance, one
to two years.
87.
The Administration has pointed out that at common law, there is no
time limit imposed on the prosecution of indictable offences. Statutory time
limits for indictable offences in Hong Kong are also rare. The Administration
takes the view that as a matter of principle, a serious criminal offence should not
be "written off " because of the expiry of a time limit for prosecution. The
reprehensible nature of treason and sedition should not diminish with time.
Moreover, as time is needed for investigation of these offences, the retention of
the existing time limits, especially that in respect of sedition-related offences,
would create difficulties for the police. Since the proposed treason and
sedition-related offences have been narrowed down, the Administration
considers that the proposed removal of existing time limits justifiable.
88.
Despite the views held by the Administration and having considered
members' views, the Administration has agreed to introduce an amendment to
the effect that no prosecution for an offence of handling seditious publication
under new section 9C(2) will commence after three years from the date of
commission of the offence.
89.
Hon Selina CHOW has indicated that Members of the Liberal Party
consider that the three years' time limit should be shortened. Hon Miriam LAU
has asked the Administration to consider shortening the time limit to 18 months.
Amendments proposed by Members
90.
Some members are of the view that the existing time limits for
prosecution of treason and sedition offences should be retained. The existing
time limit for prosecution of treason should also apply to offences of subversion
and secession. Hon Margaret NG and Hon Audrey EU would move amendments
to that effect.
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91.
Hon Cyd HO has proposed amendments to the effect that the time
limit for prosecution of treason, subversion and secession be three years and that
for sedition, six months.
92.
Hon LAU Kong-wah has proposed an amendment to shorten the time
limit for prosecution of the offence of handling seditious publication under new
section 9C(2) to two years.

Amendments to the Officials Secrets Ordinance
Protection of information and unauthorized disclosure of protected information
93.
Under the proposed new section 16A of the Official Secrets Ordinance,
any information, document or other article that relates to affairs concerning the
HKSAR that are within the responsibility of the Central Authorities under the
Basic Law is to be protected. Any person who is or has been a public servant or
government contractor would commit an offence if he makes an unauthorized
disclosure of such information, document or article if the disclosure is damaging.
A disclosure is damaging if it endangers or would be likely to endanger national
security. The Bill also proposes to amend section 18 to provide that any person
who, knew or had reasonable cause to believe that protected information under
sections 13 to 17 had been acquired by means of illegal access, and knew or had
reasonable cause to believe that an unauthorized disclosure of such information
is damaging, will commit an offence. Under the Bill, "illegal access" means
criminal acts of unauthorized access to computer by telecommunications, access
to computer with criminal or dishonest intent, theft, robbery, burglary or bribery.
As clarified by the Administration, the policy intent of these provisions is to
apply them to public servant of the HKSAR. It is not intended to apply them to
Mainland officials.
94.
Some members have queried why it is necessary to create a new class
of protected information. These members have pointed out that under the Basic
Law, there are a number of areas that may fall under the category of affairs that
are within the responsibility of the Central Authorities, for instance, foreign
affairs (BL13), defence (BL14), the appointment of the Chief Executive and
principal officials (BL15), the reporting of laws (BL17), and the obtaining of
relevant of relevant certificates concerning defence and acts of state (BL19). It is
also unclear whether the disclosure of information which has commercial and
economic significance would be covered by the provision. These members have
suggested that the new class of protected information should be restricted to
foreign affairs and defence matters which relate to the HKSAR.
95.
Concerning the new offence of disclosure of protected information
acquired by illegal access, these members have pointed out that it is the media's
concern that journalists may receive information from anonymous sources
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without the knowledge of whether it is acquired by one of the prohibited means.
Unless information is disclosed through official channels, there is always a
possibility that it is acquired by someone by illegal means. These members have
also expressed concern about the test of damaging disclosure, as there is no
requirement for likelihood of specified harm or the test of clear and present
danger.
96.
In addition, these members are worried that the amendments to the
Official Secrets Ordinance, if enacted, would have a "chilling effect" on the
media, thus undermining the freedom of the press and free flow of information in
Hong Kong. These members strongly urge that public interest defence and prior
publication defence should be provided in the Bill.
97.
The Administration has explained that prior to Reunification,
information relating to the relationship between Hong Kong and the Mainland
was protected. Following the Reunification, it would not be appropriate to
protect such information under the rubric of "international relations". The Bill
proposes to narrow it to information related to Hong Kong affairs which are,
under the Basic Law, within the responsibility of the Central Authorities. While
agreeing that the matters under the Basic Law referred to in paragraph 94 above
are related to the category, the Administration considers that the reference to
"affairs concerning the HKSAR which are, under the Basic Law, within the
responsibility of the Central Authorities" should be construed within the
framework of the Basic Law. It is a matter for the courts to decide the
interpretation of the expression when adjudicating cases. As information
relating to defence and foreign affairs is covered by the existing sections 15 and
16 respectively, it would be inappropriate to specify these in the protected
information.
98.
The Administration has stressed that a person who makes an
unauthorized disclosure of protected information under section 18 would only
commit an offence if he knows, or has reasonable cause to believe that it is
protected information and that it has been acquired by means of illegal access. In
the case of information relating to Hong Kong affairs that is within the
responsibility of the Central Authorities under the proposed section 16A, a
disclosure is only damaging if it endangers national security, or the information,
document or article is of such a nature that its unauthorized disclosure would be
likely to endanger national security, i.e. the safeguarding of the territorial
integrity and the independence of the PRC.
99.
The Administration does not consider that it should be in the public
interest to make a disclosure that is damaging to national security. Regarding
prior publication defence, the Administration takes the view that the second
wider disclosure could sometimes be more damaging. As the offences are
narrowly defined, the Administration does not consider that the provision of
defence of public interest or prior publication is justified.

-

24 -

100.
Some members are not convinced. Hon Margaret Ng and Hon Audrey
EU have proposed various amendments. These include generally excluding
from the damaging test elements of public interest and prior publication, and
adding the requirement for causing "real and substantial damage" to national
security in determining whether a disclosure of information relating to Hong
Kong affairs within the responsibility of the Central Authorities is damaging.
101.
Hon Albert HO has proposed various amendments to new section 16A,
including restricting information related to Hong Kong affairs within the
responsibility of the Central Authorities to defence and foreign affairs under the
Basic Law.
102.
Hon Emily LAU has proposed to delete the proposed section 16A and
the proposed amendments to section 18.
103.
Hon James TO has proposed various amendments to existing sections
13, 14, 15, 16 and 17 of the Officials Secrets Ordinance, and to add a defence of
public interest for disclosure of information referred to in sections 13 to 20.
104.
Hon Martin Lee has proposed to include a defence of public interest
for disclosure of information referred to in sections 13 to 20.
105.
Hon Cyd HO has proposed to provide for a defence of prior
publication for disclosure of information referred to in sections 13 to 20, and to
limit the prosecution of unauthorized disclosure of information referred to in
sections 13 to 20 to within six months after the offence is committed.

Amendments to the Societies Ordinance
Mechanism for proscription of local organizations endangering national security
Proposals in the Bill
106.
The proposed new section 8A(1) of the Societies Ordinance
empowers S for S to proscribe any local organization if he reasonably believes
that the proscription is necessary in the interests of national security and is
proportionate for such purpose. As provided under the proposed new section
8A(2), the power to proscribe will apply to any local organization (a) the objective, or one of the objectives, of which is to engage in treason,
subversion, secession or sedition or commit an offence of spying;
(b) which has committed or is attempting to commit treason, subversion,
secession or sedition or an offence of spying; or
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(c) which is subordinate to a Mainland organization the operation of
which has been prohibited on the ground of protecting the security of
the PRC, as officially proclaimed by means of an open decree, by the
Central Authorities under the law of the PRC.
Under new section 8A(3), a certificate given by or on behalf of the CPG stating
that the operation of the Mainland organization referred to in new section
8A(2)(c) has been prohibited in the Mainland by the Central Authorities will be
conclusive evidence of such a prohibition in the Mainland.
Basis for proscription of local organization
107.
Some members have expressed strong objection to the proposed
proscription mechanism.
These members consider that the proposed
proscription of local organization subordinate to Mainland organizations is
beyond the requirement of BL23, which requires laws to be enacted, among
other things, to prohibit foreign political organization from conducting activities
in Hong Kong or local organizations from establishing ties with foreign political
bodies. There is no mention of proscription of local organizations. Under
section 8 of the Societies Ordinance, S for S can prohibit the operation of a
society for reason of national security. These members have queried why S for S
should be given an additional proscription power and the choice of using
different provisions to proscribe local organizations. These members are also
concerned about the scope of application, as proscription will apply to any
organization in Hong Kong, even statutory bodies such as the Hospital Authority
and the Airport Authority.
108.
These members are gravely concerned that the provisions in new
section 8A(2)(c), if enacted, would introduce Mainland laws or concept of
national security into Hong Kong. In addition, since Hong Kong courts are
required to accept certificates issued by or on behalf of the CPG as conclusive
evidence of the prohibition of Mainland organizations it would undermine the
principle of "one country, two systems". These members have also pointed out
that the conditions for defining the relationship of a local organization between
its parent organization on the Mainland are vague and unreasonable because,
according to the new section 8A(5)(h), whether a local organization is
subordinate to a Mainland organization depends on whether the local
organization solicits or accepts substantial funding from the Mainland
organization, or whether the local organization is directly or indirectly under the
direction or control of the Mainland organization, or whether the local
organization has its policies determined directly or indirectly by the Mainland
organization. In their view, the meaning of "substantial" is unclear, and it is also
difficult to ascertain what degree of indirect influence will amount to control.
These members have also queried the basis for empowering S for S to proscribe
any local organization without a requirement for the organization to have
committed an offence, and the need for new section 8A(2)(c) in addition to new
section 8A(2)(a) and (b).
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109.
Some other members have however asked the Administration to
consider the need to also cover the proscription of a local organization where its
subordinate organization in the Mainland is prohibited in the Mainland.
110.
The Administration takes the view that due to the highly serious and
reprehensible nature of organized crimes that endangers national security,
specific and focused measures are necessary to deal such activities. It is possible
for there to be activities that threaten national security but not necessarily
amounting to criminal offences. It is, therefore, necessary for S for S to be given
the power to proscribe a local organization if he reasonably believes that this is
necessary in the interests of national security, in accordance with the standards of
international human rights conventions.
111.
Concerning the need for the new section 8A(2)(c) as an addition to the
new section 8A(2)(a) and (b), the Administration has explained that an
organization which poses threats to national security may not be attempting or
aiming to commit the narrowly defined offences specified in the proposed new
section 8A(2)(a) or (b). For example, a local organization which is controlled by
a prohibited organization in the Mainland may be involved in activities in
preparation for terrorist attacks, or may aim at purchasing chemical weapons for
its parent organization. The undertaking of such activities may not constitute the
specified offences referred to in section 8A(2)(a) and (b). Nevertheless, it is in
the public interest to prohibit the continued operation of such organizations
where such prohibition is a necessary and proportionate measure.
112.
The Administration has further advised that the proposed section
8A(2)(b) requires an attempt to commit the specified offences. At common law
and also under section 159 of the Crimes Ordinance, this requires an act more
than merely preparatory to the commission of the offences. Organizations
involved in acts that fall short of such criteria, such as recruitment to form an
army for a prohibited organization in the Mainland to commit secession by
engaging in war, or raising funds for subverting the CPG by force, would not be
covered by the proposed section 8A(2)(b). Furthermore, the aim of such an
organization, even if it can be proven, may not satisfy all the essential elements
of the criminal offences in the proposed section 8A(2)(a). For example, the
organization may not be aware of the entire plan of its parent organization. The
Administration considers that the prohibition of the continued operation of such
organizations would be in the public interest.
113.
The Administration has stressed that the provisions in section 8(2) are
the pre-conditions for proscription. There is no automatic proscription of an
organization subordinate to a prohibited Mainland organization. S for S is
required to consider whether the proscription is necessary in the interests of
national security and is proportionate for that purpose. The enactment of new
section 8(2)(c) will not lead to any introduction of Mainland law or concept of
national security into Hong Kong.
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114.
Regarding the certificate referred to in new section 8A(3), the
Administration has pointed out that under the "one country, two systems"
principle, the procedures taken by the Mainland authorities in accordance with
Mainland laws would be a matter entirely under the jurisdiction of the Mainland.
It is not appropriate for the HKSAR to review such procedures or decisions as
they are entirely matters for the Mainland authorities. The Administration
therefore proposes that a certificate from the CPG stating the fact that a
Mainland organization has been prohibited in the Mainland would be conclusive
evidence of this fact.
115.
Regarding the meaning of "substantial" used for defining the
relationship between a local organization and its parent organization on the
Mainland, the Administration has advised that judicial authorities indicate that
the term is a relative one. The dictionary meaning of "substantial" is "of real
importance, of value, of considerable amount". Whether or not an amount of
contribution, sponsorship, etc. would be regarded as substantial would depend
on the circumstances of each case.
116.
Having regard to the concern of the overlap of existing section 8 and
new section 8A in terms of proscription of local organizations on national
security grounds, the Administration will introduce an amendment to repeal the
reference to "national security" in section 8. The effect of the amendment is that
proscription of local organizations on national security grounds will only be
dealt with under new section 8A.
Prohibition of Mainland organizations
117.
The Administration has proposed an amendment to the English text of
new 8A(2)(c). The purpose of the proposed amendment is to make it clear that
although the prohibition of operation of Mainland organizations by the Central
Authorities on the ground of protecting the security of the PRC has to be made
under the law of the PRC, the fact of that prohibition need only be officially
announced by means of an open proclamation by the Central Authorities in order
to satisfy the pre-condition for S for S to exercise her power to order a
proscription under new section 8A(1). The Administration has explained that
the reference to "an open decree" in the English text of the Bill may suggest a
requirement for legal formality which is not intended, and that there is no such
implications in the Chinese text.
118.
Some members have asked for details of the law of the PRC under
which the Central Authorities can prohibit the operation of a Mainland
organization on the ground of protecting the security of the PRC and make an
official announcement, and how such an announcement would be made. These
members consider that the Bill should clearly spell out those laws of the PRC.
These members have also expressed concern about the interpretation of the term
"Central Authorities", and asked which Mainland authorities will be covered by
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the term. These members consider that a definition for the term should be
provided in the Bill.
119.
The Administration has advised that under Article 4 of the National
Security Regulation of the People's Republic of China, any organization or
person doing any act that endangers national security shall have legal
consequence. Article 34 of the Regulations on Registration Administration of
Associations and Article 26 of the Interim Regulations on Registration
Administration of Private Non-enterprise Units provide that where the activities
of an association violate other laws and regulations, they should be dealt with by
the relevant State organs according to law. In addition, under Article 9 of the
Interim Measures on Banning Illegal Private Organizations, the registration
administration organ should make an announcement in accordance with the law
after declaring an organization illegal. The announcement would be make
publicly in a manner the Mainland authorities see fit. The Administration does
not consider there is a need to specify in the Bill the relevant laws under which
the operation of a Mainland organization is prohibited.
120.
As regards the term "Central Authorities", the Administration has
advised that the term is intended to bear the same meaning as in the Basic Law.
The Administration has pointed out that the term appears in the title of Chapter II
of the Basic Law. There are also references to the term "Central Authorities" in
the existing legislation of Hong Kong, for instance, in section 3 of Cap. 1 and
Paragraph 1 of Schedule 8 to Cap. 1. It is clear from these provisions that the
term "Central Authorities" includes, but is not limited to the CPG. The reference
to "Central Authorities" would exclude other Mainland institutions at or below
the provincial level. In the context of prohibition of Mainland organizations, the
term would refer to the Central Authorities in Beijing. The Administration
considers that it is not appropriate nor is there a need to define the term in the
Bill.
Prohibition of participating in the activities of proscribed organization
121.
Under the proposed new section 8C(1) of the Societies Ordinance,
any person who, among others things, acts as an office-bearer or a member of a
proscribed organization, or pays money to or gives any other form of aid to a
proscribed organization is guilty of an offence. The offence is subject to a fine at
level 6 (currently $100,000) and to imprisonment for three years.
122.
To reflect its policy intent that participating in legal proceedings and
seeking, providing or receiving any legal services would not be an offence, and
to address members' concern that a proscribed organization could not make
payment to discharge its legal liability after a proscription order takes effect, the
Administration will introduce amendments to provide that the following acts
shall not constitute an offence under new section 8C(1) -
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(a) participating in any legal proceedings (whether in one's own right or
as the representative of an organization which is a party to such
proceedings);
(b) seeking, providing or receiving any legal services or making or
receiving any payment in respect of such services;
(c) with the prior written approval of S for S, making payment to
discharge any legal liability; or
(d) doing any act which is incidental to an act referred to in paragraph (a),
(b) or (c) above.
123.
The Administration will also introduce an amendment to clearly
reflect its policy intent that the activities referred to in new section 8C(1) would
be prohibited after an organization has been proscribed. The Administration also
proposes to amend new section 8C(1)(e) to provide that paying money or giving
aid to a proscribed local organization without the prior written approval of S for
S will be an offence.
Appeal against proscription and rules for appeals
Appeal mechanism
124.
The proposed new section 8D provides a right of appeal for an
office-bearer or member of an organization proscribed by S for S to appeal to the
Court of First Instance against the proscription within 30 days after the
proscription takes effect. Under the proposed new section 8E, the Chief Justice
(CJ) may make rules for the appeals against proscription to enable proceedings
to take place without the appellant being given full particulars of the reasons for
proscription, to enable the Court of First Instance to hold proceedings in the
absence of the appellant and his legal representative appointed by him, and to
enable the Court to give the appellant a summary of any evidence taken in his
absence. Where rules made to exclude the appellant and his legal representative
in the proceedings, CJ shall make rules to provide for a power to appoint a legal
practitioner (special advocate) to act in the interests of the appellant.
Concerns and views of members
125.
Some members have expressed grave concern about the proposed
provisions. These members have pointed out that although the nature of a
proscription order made under proposed new section 8A(1) is regarded as an
administrative decision by the Administration, a proscription order will bring
about direct criminal consequences. If a person is not allowed to know in full
the evidence against him, he cannot conduct the appeal properly. This runs
contrary to the principles of natural justice. These members have also pointed
out that, Hong Kong residents' rights to confidential legal advice, access to the
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courts, choice of lawyers for timely protection of their lawful rights and interests
or for representation in the courts, and to judicial remedies that are protected
under Article 35 of the Basic Law (BL35) will be undermined by such
procedural rules which may provide for the exclusion of the appellant and his
legal representative from attending the hearing of the appeal. Moreover, the
provisions, if enacted, would deprive appellants of the right to a fair hearing as
guaranteed by Article 14 of the ICCPR and protected by BL39.
126.
Concerning the appointment of a special advocate, these members
have queried what such a special advocate could and could not do, how such a
special advocate would be selected, and whether an appellant could appoint a
special advocate of his choice. These members have also expressed doubt as to
whether the provision would violate BL35, which provides for, among other
things, the right to choose lawyers.
Administration's response
127.
The Administration takes the view that the decision of S for S to
proscribe a local organization under the proposed new section 8A is an
administrative decision. Under the common law, a proscribed organization
would have no right to appeal to the court, and could only seek to challenge a
proscription by way of judicial review. The proposed right of appeal under the
Bill will improve the position of proscribed organizations. It will require the
court to conduct an overall review of the decision reached by the executive, in a
manner which would not be available in the judicial review process. The court
will test the sufficiency of evidence in a way that would not be available by way
of judicial review. Both the appellant and S for S would be entitled to adduce
evidence. The court is unlikely to be satisfied by evidence merely that national
security had been considered and accepted as the basis by S for S for his decision.
It is likely that the court would demand the sight of sensitive security documents
to assess the sufficiency of the evidence. If such evidence is disclosed to the
appellant and his legal representatives, national security might be endangered.
In the view of the Administration, the purpose of safeguarding national security
might not be achieved without the special procedures proposed in the Bill. The
Administration has also pointed out the rule-making power similar to that in the
proposed section 8E is found in legislation of Canada and the UK.
128.
Regarding the appointment of a special advocate, the Administration
has explained that the functions of such a special advocate would be modelled on
the Special Immigration Appeals Commission (Procedure) Rules 1998 of the
UK. It is proposed that a special advocate could represent the interests of the
appellant by (a) making submissions to the court in any proceedings from which the
appellant and his legal representative were excluded;
(b) cross-examining witnesses at any such proceedings; and
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(c) making written submissions to the court.
A special advocate is under a statutory duty to represent the interests of an
appellant. However, the special advocate will not be responsible to the person
whose interests he is appointed to represent, i.e. there is not the usual clientlawyer relationship between the appellant and the special advocate. It is
intended that an appellant will select a special advocate from a panel of
experienced and independent lawyers that have been approved by the Secretary
for Justice.
129.
The Administration considers that the restrictions imposed by the
special procedures are minimum and necessary for the purpose of protecting
national security, and would not deprive the appellant of a fair hearing. As
regards the choice of lawyers, the Administration has advised that the appellant
would continue to be entitled to choose his own legal representative. It is not
considered that BL35 confers a right of such an absolute nature that no material
information could be withheld from a legal representative. Such a right would be
inconsistent with public interest immunity. In addition, if the appellant and his
legal representative were excluded from the hearing, his interests would be
adequately protected by the appointment of a special advocate. In the view of
the Administration, the special procedures to exclude an appellant and its legal
representative, and the appointment of a special advocate would comply with
ICCPR and BL35.
Amendments proposed by the Administration
130.
In order to address the concerns of some members and some
deputations that CJ should be empowered to make such rules, especially when
the rules might be subject to legal challenge in proceedings on appeal against
proscription, the Administration has proposed to amend the mechanism for
making rules of court as follows. First, S for S will be empowered to make
regulations providing for the special appeal arrangements including the
appointment of the special advocates. Such regulations will be subject to the
approval of LegCo, i.e. under the positive vetting procedure Secondly, the Rules
Committee constituted under section 55 of the High Court Ordinance, instead of
CJ, may, subject to the regulations, make rules of the court in respect of
procedural matters.
131.
The Administration has also proposed amendments to the proposed
new section 8D in order to add to the Bill procedural matters of a more
significant nature for endorsement by LegCo. These matters are (a) to allow the Court of First Instance to admit any evidence that would
not otherwise be admissible in a court of law;
(b)

to provide for further appeals to the Court of Appeal on grounds
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involving a question of law; and
(c) an appeal to the Court of Appeal may be lodged with leave granted by
the Court of Fist Instance or the Court of Appeal, if the Court of First
Instance refuses to grant leave.
132.
The Administration has confirmed that before the regulations and
rules are in place, an appeal against proscription would be handled in
accordance with the Rules of the High Court (Cap. 4, subsidiary legislation A).
The Administration has assured members that consultation on the draft
regulations will be carried out.
133.
Some members have raised the following issues and concerns on the
Administration's proposed amendments (a) the regulation-making power of S for S governing the conduct of
special procedures might involve a conflict of interest, as S for S has
the power to proscribe local organizations;
(b) the idea of a panel of special advocates might have far-reaching
implications on the legal sector;
(c) the principles and criteria for the selection of special advocate are not
set out in the Bill and S for S has wide power to make regulations;
(d) the court may be accepting evidence which would normally not be
admissible, such as hearsay evidence, and information or intelligence
provided by Mainland public security authorities, thus making
unnecessary inroads into the well established rules of evidence which
apply in Hong Kong courts; and
(e) since an appellant may only appeal against a Court of First Instance's
decision to the Court of Appeal on points of law, the appellant will be
deprived of his right to appeal on points of fact.
Matters following proscription of organizations
Winding up of proscribed organizations
134.
After an organization has been proscribed under new section 8A, the
operation of the organization will cease. Members have queried how the assets
of a proscribed organization will be dealt with. In response, the Administration
has proposed amendments to provide for the dissolution and winding up of
proscribed organizations under three categories, i.e. for companies registered
under the Companies Ordinance, unregistered companies under the Companies
Ordinance and other types of organization.
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135.
Some members consider that there are serious problems with the
amendments proposed by the Administration. These members have pointed out
that under the amendments, for instance, if a company registered under the
Companies Ordinance is proscribed under section 8A of the Societies Ordinance,
the Registrar shall strike the name of such company off the register of companies,
publish a notice of the striking off in the Gazette, and upon publication of the
notice, such company shall be dissolved. On an application of the Registrar to
the Court of First Instance, a company struck off the register shall be wound up.
Although the Registrar has the discretion to defer taking action to strike off such
a company if he is satisfied that the right to take legal action against the
proscription has not been exhausted, the Registrar is not obliged to do so. If the
dissolution of a registered company takes place immediately after its
proscription by S for S, but not after the appeal is determined, these members
have queried whether there is any useful purpose for the provision of appeal
avenues. These members have also raised the following issues and concerns (a) why and how unregistered companies are treated differently;
(b) how the proposed amendments would impact on the statutory regimes
for registration of organizations concerning cancellation of
registration and appeals;
(c) the implications of the proposed amendments on innocent third parties
who have had dealings with the proscribed organization and whose
rights may be affected;
(d) whether the employees of a proscribed organization could receive
wages before the organization is wound up;
(e) how assets of an proscribed organization would be dealt with pending
appeal;
(f) why provision is not made to set aside certain funds for legitimate uses,
such as paying staff wages and legal expenses, similar to that provided
in the United Nations (Anti-Terrorism Measures) Ordinance;
(g) why dissolution should precede winding up, contrary to the usual
dissolution procedures.
136.
Some members have suggested imposing an obligation to defer action
on the part of the Registrar in section 1(2) and 3(3) of Schedule 2 proposed to be
added to the Societies Ordinance before an appeal against proscription has been
concluded; and if not, to devise a mechanism whereby operation of the
proscribed organization would be prohibited, but dissolution of the organization
and winding up procedure would not take place before the appeal has been
concluded or before the 30-day period referred to in new section 8D(1) expires.
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137.
The Administration considers that the discretion given to the Registrar
is appropriate because proscription is made on national security grounds. The
Administration has explained that the Registrar has the discretion to defer taking
action to strike off a registered company if he is satisfied that the right to take
legal action against the proscription has not been exhausted. The Registrar
would have regard to whether an appeal is pending. The existing sections 360D
to 360M of the Companies Ordinance relating to winding up of registered
companies shall apply to such a proscribed company. Disposal of assets and
payment of debts owed would be dealt with in accordance with the provisions
under existing legislation.
138.
Regarding the winding up of a partnership or an association being
proscribed, the Administration has explained that as they fall within the meaning
of unregistered company under section 326 of the Companies Ordinance, the
winding up provisions in Part X of the Companies Ordinance will apply.
139.
As regards a proscribed organization which is registered under an
ordinance other than the Companies Ordinance, the Administration has
explained that the relevant authority will cancel the registration of the
organization and publish a notice of cancellation in the Gazette. Upon the
publication of such notice, that organization will be dissolved and the winding up
of the organization concerned will follow that provided in the relevant ordinance
or, if that ordinance does not contain winding up provisions, Part X of the
Companies Ordinance will apply.
140.
The Administration has stressed that an organization will have to
cease operation when the order of proscription takes effect. The effect of the
proposed amendments is to apply existing rules of winding up to proscribed
organizations. Nevertheless, in view of members' concern about the discharge of
legal liability of a proscribed organization, the Administration will introduce
amendments to the effect that if an organization is dissolved pursuant to
proposed section 1(1) or 3(1) in new Schedule 2 of the Societies Ordinance, or is
regarded as having been dissolved pursuant to proposed section 2(1) in the same
new Schedule, the liability, if any, of every director, officer and member of the
organization shall continue and may be enforced as if the organization had not
been dissolved.
141.
On the use of funds of the proscribed organization, the Administration
has explained that under new section 8B(4)(b), a proscription order may take
effect on a later date as may be specified in it. S for S could defer the effective
date of the order if there is no absolute necessity in terms of national security for
immediate cessation of operation of the organization. With the amendments to
new section 8C referred to in paragraph 122 above, a proscribed organization
could make payment to discharge its legal liability with the prior written
approval of S for S. The Administration does not consider the suggestion of
imposing an obligation on the Registrar to defer action necessary.
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Compensation for wrongly proscribed organizations
142.
Some members have expressed concern that there is no provision for
appellants who succeeded in their appeals against proscription to claim damages
from the Government. The Administration has responded that the common law
already provides clear principles on the issue of compensation in respect of
administrative decisions. As proscription is an administrative decision, the
Administration does not consider there is a need to deviate from the common law
in this area, nor the need to re-state the common law position in the Bill.
Amendments proposed by Members
143.
Some members remain opposed to providing a mechanism for the
proscription of local organizations, which, they consider, is beyond the
requirement of BL23. They are of the view that the provisions, if enacted, would
have adverse impact on the right to association and human rights protection.
Hon Margaret NG, Hon Audrey EU and Hon Martin LEE have proposed
amendments to delete the proposed new sections 8A to 8E and related provisions
in the Bill.
144.
Hon Miriam LAU has proposed amendments to new Schedule 2 of the
Societies Ordinance to the effect that the Registrar or the appropriate authority
shall defer taking action under new section 1(2) and 3(3) as the case may be if he
is satisfied that the right to take legal action against the proscription has not been
exhausted. As for unregistered companies under the Companies Ordinance, no
application shall be made under new section 2(2) if the right to take legal action
against proscription has not been exhausted.

Commencement date of the Bill
145.
Clause 2 of the Bill provides that the Bill shall come into operation on
a day to be appointed by S for S by notice published in the Gazette. Hon Emily
LAU has proposed an amendment to the effect that such notice should only be
published when the ultimate aim for the election of the Chief Executive and the
election of all the members of LegCo by universal suffrage referred to in Articles
45 and 68 of the Basic Law has been achieved.

Need for the Bill to be enacted within the current legislative session
146.
Some members are strongly opposed to the enactment of the Bill
within the current legislative session. These members consider that the Bill
should not be enacted in haste, given its complexity, controversy, and serious
implications on human rights, freedom of expression, freedom of the press, free
flow of information and freedom of association. These members have also
expressed dissatisfaction that not enough time is given for their study of the
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papers provided by the Administration nor detailed scrutiny of the Bill.
147.
Some other members hold different views. These members consider
that as the Bill Committee has thoroughly deliberated the principles and policy
aspects of the Bill and has examined the Bill clause by clause as well as the
amendments proposed by the Administration, there is no reason why the Bill
could not be enacted within the current session.
148.
As the Administration has informed the Bills Committee of its
intention to resume the Second Reading debate on the Bill at the Council
meeting on 9 July 2003, a vote was taken at the meeting on 17 June 2003 on
whether the Bills Committee should support the resumption date. The Bills
Committee decided by a vote of 21 to 10 that the date of resumption be
supported.

COMMITTEE STAGE AMENDMENTS
149.
The major Committee Stage amendments (CSAs) to be moved by the
Administration are mentioned in paragraphs 13, 64, 65, 70, 79, 82, 88, 116, 117,
122, 123, 130, 131, 134 and 140 above. A full set of the draft CSAs to be moved
by the Administration is in Appendix III.
150.
A copy of the draft amendments proposed by Hon Margaret NG and
Hon Audrey EU (as at 24 June 2003) is in Appendix IV.
151.
A copy of the draft amendments proposed by Hon Cyd HO, Hon
Albert HO, Hon Martin LEE, Hon James TO, Hon SIN Chung-kai, Hon Emily
LAU and Hon FUNG Kin-kee respectively (as at 24 June 2003) is in Appendix
V.
152.
A copy of the draft amendments proposed by Hon Miriam LAU (as at
26 June 2003) is in Appendix VI.
153.
A copy of the draft amendments proposed by Hon LAU Kong-wah (as
at 26 June 2003) is in Appendix VII.

FOLLOW-UP ACTION BY THE ADMINISTRATION
154.
The Administration has undertaken to consult the Panel on Security
on guidelines for the police in relation to the exercise of authority under new
section 18B of the Crimes Ordinance before they are promulgated (paragraph 82
above refers).
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RECOMMENDATION
155.
The Bills Committee made a verbal report to the House Committee on
20 June 2003, recommending that the Administration's proposal to resume the
Second Reading debate on the Bill on 9 July 2003 be supported. The House
Committee decided that the Bills Committee's recommendation be supported.
156.
The Bills Committee supports the resumption of the Second Reading
debate on the Bill at the Council meeting on 9 July 2003, subject to the CSAs to
be moved by the Administration.

ADVICE SOUGHT
157.
Members are invited to note the deliberations of the Bills Committee
and the recommendation of the Bills Committee in paragraphs 155 and 156
above.

Council Business Division 2
Legislative Council Secretariat
27 June 2003
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Appendix II
Bills Committee on National Security (Legislative Provisions) Bill

A.

Organizations and individuals which/who have given oral representations
to the Bills Committee
1.

Professor Albert H Y CHEN, Faculty of Law, University of Hong
Kong

2.

Joint Committee of Hong Kong Fishermen's Organizations

3.

Hong Kong Fishermen's Association

4.

Hong Kong Youth Association

5.

New Century Forum

6.

Federation of Hong Kong Guangdong Community Organizations
Ltd

7.

The Association of Hong Kong Health Care Professionals

8.

Hong Kong Polytechnic Alumni Association

9.

Federation of Hong Kong Kowloon New Territories Hawker
Associations

10.

Tai Po Tertiary Student Association

11.

The Hong Kong Island Federation

12.

The Association of the Hong Kong Central and Western District
Limited

13.

The Hong Kong Southern District Alliance

14.

Kowloon City, Kwun Tong and Wong Tai Sin Resident's Association
Company Limited

15.

The Chinese Muslim Cultural & Fraternal Association and Hong
Kong Chinese Islamic Federation Ltd

16.

Miss WONG Wai-yee
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17.

New Century Society Ltd

18.

Yau Tsim Mong Federation of Association

19.

Hong Kong Federation of Fujian Association

20.

Jin Jiang Clans Association (H.K.) Limited

21.

Puning Clansmen's Association Limited

22.

Mr NG Wai-tat, Jacky

23.

Mr LAM Fan-i

24.

Mr Harvey S K PONG

25.

Mr K K LIU

26.

Hong Kong Federation of Education Workers

27.

Mr WONG Chun-kong

28.

Mr CHAN Ping-woon

29.

The King Chung Association

30.

Hong Kong Bar Association

31.

Hong Kong Chinese Reform Association Ltd

32.

New Territories Association of Societies

33.

Hong Kong Journalists Association

34.

Hong Kong Political Science Association

35.

Hong Kong Association of Falun Dafa

36.

Sham Shui Po Community Association Limited

37.

Kowloon Federation of Associations

38.

Hong Kong Federation of Trade Unions Social Policy Committee

39.

Mr LOK Kung-nam, Peter

40.

The Hong Kong Wan Chai District Association Ltd
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41.

China Universities Alumni (H.K.) Association

42.

Miss Alice MAK, member of Kwai Tsing District Council

43.

The Chinese Manufacturers' Association of Hong Kong

44.

Hong Kong Political, Economic and Cultural Society

45.

Shaoguan Friendship Liaison Association Limited

46.

Zhongshan University Law
Association Limited

47.

Miss PANG Melissa Kaye

48.

The Unified Association of Kowloon West Limited

49.

Hong Kong Senior Education Workers Association Limited

50.

Fukien Chamber of Commerce

51.

Hong Kong New Generation Pulse

52.

Titron Industries Limited

53.

Mr WONG Chat-chor, Samuel

54.

Miss Sylvia SIU

55.

Mr Michael C. BLANCHFLOWER

56.

The Hong Kong Buddhist Association

57.

Hong Kong Culture Association Limited

58.

Hong Kong Christian Institute

59.

The Association for the Advancement of Feminism

60.

Hong Kong Confederation of Trade Unions

61.

Mr WONG Man-cheung

62.

Hong Kong Alliance in Support of Patriotic Democratic Movements
of China

Faculty Hong

Kong

Students
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63.

Hong Kong Alliance Youth Group

64.

April Fifth Action

65.

Amnesty International Hong Kong Section

66.

Hong Kong Youth & Tertiary Students Association

67.

Justice & Peace Commission of the Hong Kong Catholic Diocese

68.

Democratic Party

69.

Hong Kong Human Rights Monitor

70.

Civil Human Rights Front

71.

Hong Kong Voice of Democracy

72.

Mr TSANG Kin-shing

73.

Hong Kong Professional Teachers' Union

74.

The Chinese University of Hong Kong Student Union

75.

Mr CHAU Chun-yam

76.

New Youth Forum

77.

Kowloon City District Resident Association

78.

Kwun Tong Resident Association

79.

Choi Shek Resident Service Centre

80.

China Democratic Party

81.

Mr CHUI Pak-tai, member of Wong Tai Sin District Council

82.

Hong Kong Catholic Social Communications Office

83.

The Frontier

84.

The Hong Kong Overseas Chinese General Association

85.

Hong Kong Federation of Students

86.

Article 23 Concern Group
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87.

Law Association, Hong Kong University Student Union

88.

Hong Kong Polytechnic University Student Union

89.

Union of Hong Kong Catholic Organizations in Support of the
Patriotic & Democratic Movement in China

90.

The Law Society of Hong Kong

91.

The Hong Kong Executive, Administrative & Clerical Staff
Association

92.

Hong Kong Federation of Women

93.

Tseung Kwan O Fujianese Association

94.

The Hong Kong Eastern District Community Association

95.

The Foochow Association Limited

96.

The University of Hong Kong Students Union

97.

The Joint Committee of Hong Kong Free Societies concerning the
Legislation of Article 23 of the Basic Law

98.

Asian Human Rights Commission

99.

Hong Kong Federation of Employees in Public Utilities

100. Hong Kong Construction Industry Employees General Union
101. The Student Union of the Hong Kong Shue Yan College
102. Hong Kong Federation of Journalists
103. Neighbourhood and Worker's Service Centre
104. Hong Kong News Executives' Association
105. Mr LO Wai-ming
106. The Society of Publishers in Asia
107. Mr Benjamin Tsz-ming LIU
108. Mr GU Minkang, School of Law, City University of Hong Kong
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109. China Labour Bulletin
110. Hong Kong Federation of Catholic Students

B.

Organizations and individuals which/who have provided written
submissions only
1.

Ms Anne HAKOSALO

2.

Mr TC Billy LEUNG

3.

Mr BAHRUNANEE

4.

Committee to Protect Journalists

5.

International Publishers' Association

6.

C & J Associates Ltd

7.

愛國營商小組

8.

Heung Yee Kuk New Territories

9.

Sha Tin District Council

10.

Mr FAN Kwok-wai, member of Sai Kung District Council

11.

Mr WONG Hing-wah, member of Sai Kung District Council

12.

Dr Clement K M LEUNG

13.

Ms 費斐

14.

Mr 溫嘉旋

15.

Mr YEUNG Wai-sing, member of Eastern District Council

16.

Hong Kong Liner & Gillnetting Fisherman Association

17.

Hong Kong & Kowloon Fishermen Association Limited

18.

葵涌南居民聯會主席 Mr Peter CHEUNG

19.

New Territories Fishermen Fraternity Association
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20.

Mr NGAI Shiu-kit

21.

Hong Kong General Chamber of Commerce

22.

Eating Establishment Employees General Union

23.

Mr Gerard MCCOY, SC

24.

Motor Transport Workers General Union

25.

Mr Wilfred LEE

26.

Mr Thomas CHOO

27.

Mr 李精良

28.

Mr Mark COLQUHOUN

29.

Mr David AKERS-JONES

30.

Mr 曾憲緯

31.

Mr WONG Ying-ho, Kennedy

32.

Hong Kong Baptist University Students Union

33.

The Association of the Bar of the City of New York and Joseph R
Crowley Program in International Human Rights at Fordham School
of Law

34.

香港㆗文大學學生會學生福音團契

35.

Mr P M TISMAN

36.

Centre for Human Rights and Democratic Studies

37.

Professor Johannes CHAN, Faculty of Law, University of Hong
Kong

38.

Human Rights Watch

39.

Mr Robert RUTKOWSKI

40.

Mr FUNG Hong-tai
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41.

The Hong Kong Institution of Engineers

42.

Centre for Comparative and Public Law, Faculty of Law, The
University of Hong Kong

43.

The Society for Truth and Light

44.

Mr Simon YUNG

45.

Legal Aid Services Council

46.

Mr 于心雲

47.

Mr Moses MOK Wai-hung, member of Shatin District Council

48.

Mr CHOW Ka-kong, member of Shatin District Council

49.

Mr CHENG Tsuk-man, member of Shatin District Council

50.

Mr Winston POON, QC

51.

International Chamber of Commerce - Hong Kong, China Business
Council

52.

The Bar of England and Wales

53.

Mr WU Ming-shi

Appendix III
NATIONAL SECURITY (LEGISLATIVE PROVISIONS) BILL

COMMITTEE STAGE

Amendments to be moved by the Secretary for Security

Clause
4

Amendment Proposed
In the proposed section 2(1)(c), by deleting
“，藉

作出任何作為而” and substituting “而作出任何作

為，藉此”.

5

By adding “的” after “安全”.

6

(a)

In the proposed section 9A(1)(a), by adding
“intentionally” before “incites”.

(b)

In the proposed section 9A(1)(b), by adding
“intentionally” before “incites”.

(c)

In the proposed section 9A, by adding –
“(1A) An incitement shall not
constitute an offence under
subsection (1) unless the nature of
the incitement and the circumstances
in which the incitement is made are
such that –

Page 2

(a)

one or more persons
incited are likely to
be induced; or

(b)

an ordinary person
would, if subjected to
the incitement, likely
be induced,

to (where subsection (1)(a) applies)
commit the offence or to (where
subsection (1)(b) applies) engage in
violent public disorder.”.
(d)

In the proposed section 9C(1), by deleting
“cause the commission of” and substituting
“induce a person to commit”.

(e)

In the proposed section 9C, by adding “(3)

No prosecution for an

offence under subsection (2) shall be
commenced after 3 years from the date
of commission of the offence.”.
(f)

In the proposed section 9D(3)(d), by
deleting “組別” and substituting “階層”.

7

(a)

In the proposed section 18A, by deleting
“Article 39” and substituting “Chapter
III”.

Page 3

(b)

In the proposed section 18B(1), by deleting
“chief superintendent” and substituting
“assistant commissioner”.

New

By adding immediately before clause 8 –
“7A.

Section added
The Official Secrets Ordinance (Cap.

521) is amended by adding in Part I “1A.

Enforcement, etc.
of this Ordinance
to be consistent
with Basic Law
The provisions of this Ordinance

are to be interpreted, applied and
enforced in a manner that is
consistent with Chapter III of the
Basic Law.”.”.

8(1)

By deleting “of the Official Secrets Ordinance
(Cap. 521)”.

9

By deleting the clause.

14

In the proposed section 2A, by deleting “Article
39” and substituting “Chapter III”.

New

By adding “14A. Prohibition of
operation of
societies
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Section 8(1)(a) is amended by
repealing “national security or”.”.

15

(a)

In the proposed section 8A(1), by deleting
“國家安全利益” and substituting “維護國家安全”.

(b)

In the proposed section 8A(2)(c), by
deleting “, as officially proclaimed by
means of an open decree,” and substituting
“(as officially announced by means of an
open proclamation)”.

(c)

In the proposed section 8A(3)(b), by
deleting “, as officially proclaimed by
means of an open decree,” and substituting
“(as officially announced by means of an
open proclamation)”.

(d)

In the proposed section 8A(5)(f)(ii), by
deleting “the Schedule” and substituting
“Schedule 1”.

(e)

In the proposed section 8C(1)(e), by adding
“without the prior written approval of the
Secretary for Security,” before “pays”.

(f)

In the proposed section 8C(1), by deleting
“a proscribed organization” and
substituting “a local organization after it
has been proscribed under section 8A”.

(g)

In the proposed section 8C, by adding –
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“(1A) The following acts shall
not constitute an offence under
subsection (1) –
(a)

participating in any
legal proceedings
(whether in one’s own
right or as the
representative of an
organization which is
a party to such
proceedings);

(b)

seeking, providing or
receiving any legal
services or making or
receiving any payment
in respect of such
services;

(c)

with the prior written
approval of the
Secretary for
Security, making
payment to discharge
any liability; or

(d)

doing any act which is
incidental to an act
referred to in
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paragraph (a), (b) or
(c).”.
(h)

By deleting the proposed section 8D(2).

(i)

In the proposed section 8D(3)(a), by adding
“not” before “satisfied”.

(j)

In the proposed section 8D(3)(a)(i), by
deleting “not”.

(k)

In the proposed section 8D(3)(a)(ii) –
(i)

by deleting “insufficient” and
substituting “sufficient”;

(ii)

by deleting “; or” and
substituting “; and”.

(l)

In the proposed section 8D(3)(a)(iii), by
deleting “insufficient” and substituting
“sufficient”.

(m)

In the proposed section 8D(3)(a)(iii)(A),
by deleting “國家安全利益” and substituting
“維護國家安全”.

(n)

In the proposed section 8D(3)(b), by
deleting “not”.

(o)

In the proposed section 8D(4), by deleting
“under subsection (3)” and substituting “on
an appeal under this section”.

(p)

In the proposed section 8D(6), by deleting
everything after “admit” and substituting
“any evidence that would, but for this
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subsection, not be admissible in a court of
law.”.
(q)

In the proposed section 8D, by adding “(7)

A party to an appeal lodged

under subsection (1) may appeal to
the Court of Appeal against the
decision of the Court of First
Instance on any ground involving a
question of law.
(8)

An appeal may only be

lodged under subsection (7) with
leave to appeal granted by the Court
of First Instance or, where the Court
of First Instance refuses to grant
such leave, by the Court of Appeal.”.
(r)

In the proposed section 8E, in the heading,
by deleting “Chief Justice may make rules”
and substituting “Secretary for Security
may make regulations”.

(s)

By deleting the proposed section 8E(1) and
substituting –
“(1)

The Secretary for Security

may, subject to the approval of the
Legislative Council, make regulations
to provide for the handling of
appeals under section 8D including
matters which are incidental to or
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arise out of the hearing of such
appeals.”.
(t)

In the proposed section 8E(2), by deleting
“rules under this section, the Chief
Justice” and substituting “regulations
under this section, the Secretary for
Security”.

(u)

In the proposed section 8E(3), by deleting
“Rules” and substituting “Regulations”.

(v)

In the proposed section 8E(4), by deleting
“rules” where it twice appears and
substituting “regulations”.

(w)

By adding –
“8F.

Rules Committee
may make rules
for appeals
The Rules Committee constituted

under section 55 of the High Court
Ordinance (Cap. 4) may, subject to
the regulations made under section
8E, make rules of court to provide
for –
(a)

the lodgement, hearing
and withdrawal of
appeals under section
8D;

(b)

costs in respect of
such appeals;
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(c)

the practice and
procedure concerning
the hearing of such
appeals; and

(d)

such other procedural
matters which are
incidental to or arise
out of the hearing of
such appeals.

8G.

Matters following
proscription
Schedule 2 has effect in

relation to the proscription of an
organization under section 8A.”.

Schedule

By deleting the subheading immediately before
section 2.

Schedule

By deleting section 2.

Schedule,
section 8

In the proposed section 14A(4), by deleting
“under section 8D(3)” and substituting “on an
appeal under section 8D”.

Schedule

By adding –
“11A. “Schedule 1” substituted for
“the Schedule”
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Sections 2(2), (2B) and (3), 9(1)(c)
and 14A(2) are amended by repealing “the
Schedule” and substituting “Schedule 1”.”.

Schedule,
section 12

By deleting paragraph (a) and substituting –
“(a)

by repealing “SCHEDULE

[s. 2]”

and substituting –
“SCHEDULE 1

Schedule

[ss. 2, 8A,
9 & 14A]”;”.

By adding immediately after section 12 –
“12A. Schedule 2 added
The following is added –
“SCHEDULE 2

[s. 8G]

MATTERS FOLLOWING PROSCRIPTION
OF AN ORGANIZATION UNDER
SECTION 8A OF THIS
ORDINANCE
1.

Companies registered
under Companies
Ordinance
(1)

If a company registered

under the Companies Ordinance (Cap.
32) is proscribed under section 8A of
this Ordinance, the Registrar of
Companies shall –
(a)

strike the name of
such company off the
register of companies
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kept by the Registrar;
and
(b)

publish a notice of
the striking off in
the Gazette,

and upon the publication of the
notice such company shall be
dissolved.
(2)

The Registrar of Companies

may defer taking action under
subsection (1) if he is satisfied
that the right to take legal action
against the proscription has not been
exhausted.
(3)

On an application of the

Registrar of Companies to the Court
of First Instance, a company struck
off the register under subsection (1)
shall be wound up and sections 360D,
360E, 360F, 360G, 360H, 360I, 360J,
360K, 360L and 360M of the Companies
Ordinance (Cap. 32) shall apply to
such company as if such company were
a company struck off the register and
dissolved under section 360C of that
Ordinance.
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2.

Unregistered companies
under Companies
Ordinance
(1)

An unregistered company

within the meaning of section 326 of
the Companies Ordinance (Cap. 32)
which is proscribed under section 8A
of this Ordinance shall for the
purpose of section 327(3) of the
Companies Ordinance (Cap. 32) be
regarded as having been dissolved.
(2)

On an application of the

Registrar of Companies to the Court
of First Instance, the company
referred to in subsection (1) shall
be wound up and Part X of the
Companies Ordinance (Cap. 32) shall
apply to such company.

3.

Other types of
organizations
(1)

If an organization that is

proscribed under section 8A of this
Ordinance is not registered under the
Companies Ordinance (Cap. 32) but is
registered under any other Ordinance,
the appropriate authority shall –
(a)

cancel the
registration of that
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organization and (if
applicable under that
other Ordinance)
remove or strike its
name off the relevant
register or any other
similar record; and
(b)

publish a notice of
the cancellation in
the Gazette,

and upon the publication of the
notice –
(c)

that organization
shall be dissolved for
the purposes of that
other Ordinance and
all other purposes;
and

(d)

the provisions (if
any) of that other
Ordinance applicable
to –
(i)

the
dissolution
of that
organization
shall apply
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as if it
were
dissolved
under that
other
Ordinance;
(ii)

the winding
up of
organizations
shall apply
to that
organization.

(2)

Subject to subsection

(1)(d), an organization referred to
in subsection (1) shall, on an
application of the appropriate
authority to the Court of First
Instance, be wound up and Part X of
the Companies Ordinance (Cap. 32)
shall apply as if such organization
were an unregistered company within
the meaning of section 326 of that
Ordinance.
(3)

The appropriate authority

may defer taking action under
subsection (1) if he is satisfied
that the right to take legal action
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against the proscription has not been
exhausted.
(4)

In this section,

“appropriate authority” means –
(a)

where a person has
authority under the
relevant Ordinance to
cancel the
registration of the
relevant organization
under that Ordinance,
that person; or

(b)

in any other case, the
Registrar of
Companies.

4.

Liabilities of members,
etc. shall continue
notwithstanding
dissolution
If an organization –
(a)

is dissolved pursuant
to section 1(1) or
3(1); or

(b)

is regarded as having
been dissolved
pursuant to section
2(1),
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the liability, if any, of every
director, officer and member of the
organization shall continue and may
be enforced as if the organization
had not been dissolved.”.

Schedule,
section 13

By adding “7(6),” after “5,”.

Schedule

By adding immediately before section 29 –
“28A. Interpretation
Section 2(1) of the Organized and
Serious Crimes Ordinance (Cap. 455) is
amended –
(a)

in the definition of
“Schedule 1 offence”, by
repealing “of any of those
offences;” and
substituting –
“of any of
those
offences,
but an act that is not
itself an offence
shall not be a
Schedule 1 offence by
virtue of paragraph
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(b), (c), (d) or
(e);”;
(b)

in the definition of
“specified offence”, by
repealing “of any of those
offences;” and
substituting –
“of any of
those
offences,
but an act that is not
itself an offence
shall not be a
specified offence by
virtue of paragraph
(b), (c), (d) or
(e);”.”.

Schedule,
section 29

(a)

By deleting “of the Organized and Serious
Crimes Ordinance (Cap. 455)”.

(b)

In the proposed section 5(9)(a), by adding
“or” at the end.

(c)

In the proposed section 5(9)(b), by
deleting “; or” at the end and
substituting a comma.

(d)

By deleting the proposed section 5(9)(c).
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Schedule

By adding immediately after section 34 –
“Crimes (Amendment)(No. 2)
Ordinance 1997

34A. Repeal
The Crimes (Amendment)(No. 2)
Ordinance 1997 (89 of 1997) is repealed.”.

