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Purpose 
 
1. This paper provides background information on the discussions of Members of 
the Legislative Council (LegCo) on limited liability for professional practices. 
 
 
Background 
 
2. The issue of limited liability for professional practices was brought to the 
attention of the Panel on Administration of Justice and Legal Services (the AJLS Panel) 
by the Law Society of Hong Kong at a meeting on 14 June 2004, when the Law 
Society informed members that it was studying limited liability practices adopted in 
other jurisdictions, including the model of limited liability partnership (LLP) for 
solicitors in England and Wales of the United Kingdom (UK). 
 
 
Research report on “Limited Liability Partnership and Liability Capping 
Legislation for the Practice of Law in Selected Places” 
 
3. At the request of the Panel, the Research and Library Services Division of the 
LegCo Secretariat had prepared a research report on “Limited Liability and Liability 
Capping Legislation for the Practice of Law in Selected Places”, which was considered 
by the Panel at its meeting on 31 March 2005.  The report examined the basic 
concepts of business structures to limit liability for the practice of law in UK, the State 
of New York and New South Wales of Australia, with particular reference to LLP.  In 
the report, LLP is defined as a model for doing business which renders the privileges 
of limited liability to the innocent members/partners so as to insulate their personal 
assets from claims incurred by the faults of other members/partners. 
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Discussions of the AJLS Panel 
 
Panel meetings 
 
4. The AJLS Panel discussed the subject at its meetings on 31 March and 23 May 
2005.  Representatives of the Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
(HKICPA) and the Law Society attended both meetings.  Representatives from the 
Consumer Council also attended the meeting on 31 March 2005. 
 
The views of the HKICPA 
 
5. The HKICPA presented its submission to the Panel at the meeting on 31 March 
2005.  The HKICPA was of the view that the joint and several liability framework 
was no longer appropriate in the present commercial and business environment, as it 
resulted in liability wholly disproportionate to the contribution of any particular 
defendant to the overall loss.  In this regard, Hong Kong was trailing behind other 
jurisdictions in implementing professional liability reform, as jurisdictions elsewhere 
had introduced liability protection measures for professionals including LLPs, 
proportionate liability, statutory liability cap and ability of professionals to limit their 
liability contractually.  A reform on limiting professional liability was therefore 
urgently required to bring Hong Kong in line with what had already been adopted in 
other major financial centres, so as to enable Hong Kong to compete with them on a 
level playing field. 
 
6. The HKICPA had proposed a three-pronged approach, namely – 
 

(a) introduction of a system of proportionate liability under which the 
liability of a defendant was limited to that proportion of the damages 
suffered by a plaintiff which was directly referable to that defendant’s 
degree of fault; 

 
(b) repeal of the relevant provision in section 165 of the Companies 

Ordinance to allow auditors to agree contractually with their clients on 
limits for the auditors’ liability in respect of audit work; and 

 
(c) introduction of LLPs which would remove the risk for the innocent 

partners but leave the claimant with a remedy against the LLP and the 
individual partner or partners responsible for the alleged breach of duty. 

 
The executive summary of the submission from the HKICPA is in Appendix I. 
 
The views of the Law Society 
 
7. The Law Society presented the report of its Working Party on Limited Liability 
Partnership (Appendix II refers) at the meeting on 23 May 2005.  The views of the 
Law Society are summarised below – 
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(a) the aim of the Working Party’s proposal to permit Hong Kong solicitors 
to practise as LLPs was to introduce a more equitable system of limiting 
liability for legal practitioners.  The introduction of LLPs was one step 
in the professional liability reform.  A number of jurisdictions, 
including Canada, the United States, UK and some European Union 
States, had adopted measures or had legislation to implement LLP in 
different forms; 

 
(b) the existing legislation in Hong Kong only allowed law firms to limit 

their liability through incorporation albeit the implementing rules 
awaited enactment.  However, the profession found that solicitors 
corporation was not an attractive way of structuring solicitors practices 
and was not the right solution for Hong Kong law firms; 

 
(c) the fact that legislation was enacted to enable solicitors to limit their 

liability by means of solicitor corporations suggested that the community 
had accepted the concept of limiting professional liability and that 
limiting liability was not inconsistent with protection of consumer 
interests.  LLPs were merely a different type of vehicle which moved 
away from the corporate model to a partnership model; and 

 
(d) Hong Kong was a global financial and business centre taking on 

cross-border transactions.  Under an increasingly litigious business 
environment, in the case of large transactions, there was the risk of 
catastrophic claims against firms which could wipe out the firms.  A 
system of LLPs would remove the risk of innocent partners but leave the 
claimants with recourse to remedy against both the LLP itself and the 
individual partners which were held personally liable for their own 
negligence.  It would not only be good for the solicitors profession but 
also for Hong Kong, if Hong Kong was to maintain its position as a key 
centre for the provision of legal services in the region, bearing in mind 
that Singapore, a keen competitor of Hong Kong, was poised to bring in 
the system of LLPs. 

 
Response from the Administration 
 
8. The Administration provided its response to the HKICPA’s submission and the 
Law Society’s report as follows – 
 

(a) the Administration was aware of the concerns raised by many quarters 
about potentially huge liabilities and their call for limiting or capping 
liability.  They included, apart from the legal and accountancy 
professions, the medical profession, the insurance industry and even the 
taxi driver trade; 

 
(b) professional liability reform required careful and rational consideration 

as it involved a wide range of complicated matters affecting not just the 
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legal or accountancy professions.  It also had government-wide 
ramifications cutting across the policy responsibilities of a number of 
bureaux; 

 
(c) it would not be rational or fair to introduce, or even to consider 

introducing, LLPs for only the legal profession or the accountancy 
profession, or both.  Introduction of “proportionate liability” would 
have an even greater potential impact.  Under the proposal, the well 
known and well understood concept of joint and several liability of 
tort-feasors would be replaced.  This would be a fundamental change of 
the general law of tort.  The various proposals on limiting liability 
would shift the burden of risk from the professionals to their clients; and 

 
(d) the Government could not make any commitment to introduce any of the 

major forms of limiting liability without undertaking a comprehensive 
assessment of the overall impact and implications.  It might be 
necessary to prioritise the tasks.  A paper was under preparation for 
consideration by the Policy Committee to determine the way forward. 

 
The response from the Administration is detailed in Appendix III. 
 
9. The Administration had also advised that the Standing Committee on Company 
Law Reform (SCCLR) had undertaken a study of proportionate liability in the context 
of company law.  Given that the issue was of a wide scope and involved a 
fundamental change to the general law of tort, the SCCLR subsequently requested the 
Law Reform Commission (LRC) to look at the matter.  However, LRC was of the 
view that it would not be appropriate for it to study the issue in the context of a law 
reform. 
 
Issues raised by Panel members 
 
10. Hon Miriam LAU opined that adopting the LLP model was not a very drastic 
reform and the Administration might be over-concerned about its ramifications.  She 
shared the concern that Hong Kong was behind others in introducing LLPs, and 
considered that the Administration should draw on the experience in other jurisdictions 
such as UK and expedite the introduction of LLPs, while ensuring that members of the 
public would have full knowledge of the working of the system before actual 
implementation.  The Administration should then assess the need for further measures 
at some later stage. 
 
11. Regarding the impact of limiting professional liability on consumer protection, 
Ms LAU considered that a right balance between conflicting interests should be struck, 
as focusing attention solely on consumers’ interests might at the same time sacrifice 
other aspects which would benefit the economy at large.  She further pointed out that 
practical experience in other jurisdictions had shown that under LLPs, most of the 
claims could still be met in full. 
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12. Hon Albert HO, Hon TAM Heung-man and Hon Emily LAU expressed concern 
that the Administration had not provided a clear timeline on when and how to take 
concrete action to take forward a review on liability reform.  They urged the 
Administration to commence a study on the feasibility of the various proposals at an 
early stage, taking into consideration the concerns expressed.  Hon Martin LEE 
considered that the Administration should involve the participation of the Law Society 
and the HKICPA in the process of conducting the study. 
 
13. Hon Margaret NG, Panel Chairman, requested the Administration to consider 
making the following recommendations in its paper to the Policy Committee –  
 

(a) to study the proposal on LLPs separately from the issue of proportionate 
liability, as the latter had previously been referred to the SCCLR for 
consideration; and 

 
(b) to consider introducing LLPs for a number of professions, including 

solicitors, accountants and medical practitioners. 
 
14. The Administration indicated that it could revert to the Panel on further 
development in about six months’ time. 
 
15. The Consumer Council provided its views on LLP to the Panel in June 2005.  
The Consumer Council did not object to the adoption of LLP provided that there 
would be sufficient safeguards for consumers.  The letter dated 24 June 2005 from 
the Consumer Council (Appendix IV refers) was circulated to members on 7 July 
2005. 
 
 
Council question 
 
16. At the Council meeting on 4 May 2005, Hon TAM Heung-man raised an oral 
question concerning the Administration’s position on the HKICPA’s proposals.  Some 
other Members also raised supplementary questions relating to the introduction of 
proportionate liability and LLPs in Hong Kong. 
 
 
Relevant papers 
 
17. A list of the relevant papers which are available on the LegCo website is in 
Appendix V. 
 
 
 
Council Business Division 2 
Legislative Council Secretariat 
22 March 2006 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

1. The work of the Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants (Institute) 

(formerly the Hong Kong Society of Accountants) in relation to Professional 

Liability Reform in Hong Kong includes the introduction of corporate practices 

for CPAs (which became effective since 2 August 1996) and advocating the 

introduction of proportionate liability, the repeal of section 165 of the 

Companies Ordinance and the introduction of Limited Liability Partnerships 

(LLPs). 

 

2. The case for Proportionate Liability and Repeal of section 165 of the 
Companies Ordinance 

 
a. The Institute made a submission “Proposal for an Equitable System of 

Liability” to the Government on 16 April 2002 (Annex I) which advocates a 

system of proportionate liability to address concerns over the joint & several 

liability framework. The principles behind joint & several liability framework 

and proportionate liability framework can be briefly explained as follows: 

 

(i) Joint & several liability framework  

The effect of the principle of the joint and several liability is that where 

two or more parties are negligent in performing their role in a 

transaction which causes loss to a plaintiff, the plaintiff can recover his 

loss in full from any one defendant without reference to the actual share 

of the fault of each defendant. 

 

(ii) Proportionate liability framework 

Under a system of proportionate liability, the liability of a defendant is 

limited to that proportion of the damages suffered by a plaintiff which is 

directly referable to that person’s degree of fault. Courts would then 

decide on the respective responsibility of various defendants with just 

and fair regard to all the relevant circumstances. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

附錄I
Appendix I
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b. A follow-up submission was made by the Institute on 17 October 2003 

(Annex II) in response to the Government’s Standing Committee on 

Company Law Reform’s (SCCLR) Consultation Paper of its Corporate 

Governance Review on “Auditors’ Liability”. The SCCLR has considered the 

Institute’s submission and concluded that the issue of proportionate liability 

had wide implications which were beyond its remit.  The SCCLR therefore 

stated in its twentieth annual report that the matter should be referred to the 

Law Reform Commission for further study and consideration in the context 

of civil liability reform.  The Institute has recently written to the Secretary for 

Justice and the Chief Justice requesting them to make an “official” referral to 

the Law Reform Commission to undertake a study on proportionate liability. 

 

c. Furthermore, indications are strong in the United Kingdom that proportionate 

liability by contract will appear in a companies bill, hinging on the profession 

providing certain guarantees. 

 

d. The key aspects of the two Institute’s submissions are: 

 
The case for Proportionate Liability 

 

(i) Joint and several liability is no longer appropriate in the recent and 

current commercial and business environment, as it results in liability 

wholly disproportionate to the contribution of any particular defendant 

to the overall loss, although it is still appropriate where a defendant 

seeking to restrict liability has been found by the Court to have caused 

the damage or loss as a result of fraud, dishonesty or wilful default and 

for personal injury actions. 

 

(ii) The consequence of joint and several liability is that a plaintiff will 

target defendants with “deep pockets” rather than pursue those 

primarily to blame for the loss suffered. 

• Professionals should take responsibility for their breaches of duty. 

The concern is to avoid the unfairness of professionals having to 
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pay more than their fair share of loss suffered when they only have 

partial responsibility for that loss.  

• Professionals will be accountable for their conduct and will be 

responsible for the financial consequences. They should not, 

however, bear the financial consequences of others’ shortcomings. 

 

(iii) For auditors in particular, the amount of damages claimed against 

them in some cases is so huge that neither the professionals nor their 

insurers could cover them.  

 

(iv) The profession needs talented people at a time when the financial 

complexity of business is increasing. Experienced qualified 

accountants must be encouraged to stay in the profession to make a 

career. They should not be scared away by the potential catastrophic 

claims against their employers or own practices. 

 

The case for a repeal of section 165 of the Companies Ordinance 
 

(i) To implement liability reform to repeal that part of section 165 of the 

Companies Ordinance which prohibits auditors from contractually 

limiting liability with clients in respect of audit work.   

 

(ii) This is already standard practice for a number of other professions 

and businesses, including accountancy firms in their non-audit 

business activities. 

 

(iii) The position of the company and its shareholders will not be 

prejudiced as a result provided that it is a condition that the limit on 

liability is approved by the company at its Annual General Meeting. 

 

(iv) The repeal of the relevant part of section 165 of the Companies 

Ordinance will be beneficial but cannot be the total answer as it will not 

address an auditor’s liability in respect of claims by third parties. 
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3. The case for Limited Liability Partnerships (LLPs) 
 

a. The Institute also made a submission to the Government on 25 November 

2004 (Annex III) advocating the introduction of LLPs in Hong Kong, in 

addition to incorporation, to address the issue of joint and several liability 

faced by general partnerships. The Institute has worked closely with the Law 

Society of Hong Kong in this regard and the Institute’s submission is 

intended to supplement the Law Society Working Party Report on LLPs 

submitted to the Registrar of Companies and the Solicitor General in August 

2004. 

 

b. Furthermore, it should be noted that in Singapore, after extensive public 

consultation, the Government has decided to accept the private sector-led 

Company Legislative and Regulatory Framework Committee’s 

recommendation to introduce LLPs in Singapore. 

 

c. The key aspects of the Institute’s submission are: 

 

(i) LLPs remove the risk for the innocent partners but leave the claimant 

with a remedy against the LLP and the individual partner or partners 

responsible for the alleged breach of duty. 

 

(ii) This results in a fairer distribution of the risks inherent in the current 

business climate. 

 

(iii) Professionals play a vital role in the operation of capital markets and in 

helping to promote confidence in good corporate governance generally 

in Hong Kong. It is not in the interests of anyone involved in the capital 

markets for professionals to conduct their duties in a defensive way.  
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(iv) The introduction of LLPs will at least reduce some concerns of the 

bigger accounting firms which consider that incorporation is not 

appropriate for them. 

 

(v) If Hong Kong is to maintain its position as a global financial centre, it 

needs to have a sufficient pool of high quality professionals including, 

auditors. It is not in the public interest where the risk stakes are 

disproportionately high which will discourage “the best and the 

brightest” from entering and remaining in the accounting profession. 

 

(vi) The world has also grown more litigious. Whilst Hong Kong may 

consider itself lucky to date, there is no room for any complacency.  

 

(vii) Over the past 10 years, Hong Kong accounting firms have been taking 

on an increasing amount of work which has an extraterritorial element 

to it, such as cross border listings of companies on the Hong Kong 

Stock Exchange as well as the stock exchanges in US, UK or 

Singapore. Such work carries additional risks, such as class action law 

suits by shareholders in the US.  

 

(viii) Litigation as a common way for plaintiffs to obtain redress reflects the 

growing sophistication of the community and is becoming an 

acceptable part of how business is conducted in many jurisdictions.  

 

(ix) Auditors, as an important part of the business fabric of Hong Kong, 

have to accept this new business reality, but seek the alternative 

business structure of a LLP so that they can participate on a level 

playing field compared with other jurisdictions. LLPs exist in many 

jurisdictions, including those in which major financial centres are 

situated. 
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4. Developments in major overseas jurisdictions  
 

Other jurisdictions have made or are making considerable progress on liability 

reform while Hong Kong stands still. 

 

a. Australia 

Based on our findings, Australia has: 

• Proportionate liability 

• Ability to limit liability contractually 

• Corporate practices 

• Statutory liability cap 

 

b. Canada 

Based on our findings, Canada has: 

• Proportionate liability 

• LLPs 

 

c. UK 

Based on our findings, UK has/will have: 

• Proportionate liability by contract 

• LLPs  

• Corporate practices 

 

d. Other European Union countries 

Based on our findings, a number of the European Union countries have: 

• Proportionate liability 

• Ability to limit liability contractually 

• LLPs  

• Corporate practices 

• Statutory liability cap 
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e. USA 

Based on our findings, the USA has: 

• Proportionate liability 

• Ability to limit liability contractually 

• LLPs 

 

In contrast, Hong Kong currently only allows corporate practices. 
 
5. Consumer interests 
  

 The Institute has considered whether its liability reform proposals are in the 

interests of consumers. 

 

a. The Institute’s proposal for proportionate liability does not entail the 

wholesale displacement or exclusion of the principle of joint and several 

liability. To protect consumer interests, the Institute is proposing that 

proportionate liability should be introduced with exceptions. These 

exceptions would recognize that there are areas in which the principle of 

joint and several liability should continue to operate with normal 

consequences such as: 

• Where the defendant  seeking to restrict liability has been found by the 

Court to have caused the damage or loss as a result of his fraud, 

dishonesty or wilful default; and 

• Personal injury actions. 

 

b. The repeal of that part of section 165 of the Companies Ordinance which 

prohibits auditors from contractually limiting liability in respect of audit work 

would allow auditors to agree with the company on contractual limits for the 

auditor’s liability to it. To protect investors’ interests, such reform should 

have a condition such that the limit on liability should be approved by the 

company at its Annual General Meeting and disclosed in the company’s 

annual report and accounts. 
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c. In relation to the introduction of LLPs, the fact that accounting firms are 

allowed to practise through corporate practices suggests that Hong Kong 

has satisfied itself that a limitation on liability of auditors via LLPs is not 

inconsistent with consumer interests. 

 

6. The Public Interest 
 

 The Institute is Hong Kong’s only statutory licensing body for accountants. It 

has more than 24,000 members and close to 10,000 registered students. The 

Institute operates under the Professional Accountants Ordinance and  in the 

public interest. It has wide ranging responsibilities that include maintenance of 

the quality of entry to the profession through its postgraduate Qualification 

Programme, promulgation of first class financial reporting, auditing and ethical 

standards in Hong Kong and development of the accounting and auditing 

professions. It has responsibility for regulating and promoting high quality and 

efficient accounting practices to safeguard Hong Kong’s role as a global 

financial centre. 

 

However, the Institute adamantly believes that Hong Kong’s liability framework 

has not evolved in step with developments in the economic, financial and 

litigious environment in which its members are currently practising and is no 

longer appropriate to the nature of work performed by professionals in Hong 

Kong. The imperatives which have driven the need for change are: 

• Hong Kong has transformed itself over the last ten years from a local 

financial centre to a global financial centre. 

• Globalization results in the need for an appropriate liability framework for 

the business and other risks arising from cross border transactions. 

• The increased internationalization of commerce has resulted in the 

development of an increasingly litigious environment while Hong Kong 

does not provide the legal protections available in other similar jurisdictions. 

•  Hong Kong is the focus of fund raising for mainland enterprises, creating 

an increase in the volume and scale of assurance work whilst the liability 

framework remains unchanged. 
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• Adequate insurance cover is becoming increasingly scarce and the 

collapse of one or more of the major accounting firms, which 

Enron/Andersen graphically demonstrated can happen, would have an 

extremely damaging effect on everyone with an interest in a healthy 

financial market. 

• Most sophisticated jurisdictions have or are introducing liability reforms. If 

Hong Kong is left behind, Hong Kong will be less attractive to talented 

individuals which will inevitably reduce its competitiveness as a global 

financial centre. 

• Uncertainties regarding the future of the profession will make recruitment 

and retention of the best people more difficult. 

 

PROFESSIONAL LIABILITY REFORM IS NOW VITAL FOR HONG KONG 



附錄 II
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For Information 
 
 
 

LegCo Panel on Administration of Justice and Legal Services 

Limiting Liability of Professional Practices 

 

Purpose 

 This paper gives the administration’s response to the paper 

prepared by the Law Society’s Working Party on Limited Liability 

Partnership. 

 

Background 

2. At its meeting on 31 March 2005 the panel discussed the 

submission by the Hong Kong Institute of Certified Public Accountants for 

Liability Reform.  The Institute recommended three proposals – 

 

 (a) The introduction of proportionate liability; 

 (b) The repeal of that part of section 165 of the Companies 

Ordinance which prohibits auditors from contractually 

limiting liability; and 

 (c) The introduction of Limited Liability Partnerships. 

 

The paper prepared by the Law Society’s Working Group was annexed and 

referred to in the Institute’s submission. 

 

The Administration’s Response 

3.  The submissions reflect the genuine concerns of the legal and 

accounting professions.  Government is aware of the concerns raised.   

The importance and complexity of the issues is reflected by the amount of 

research and analysis put in from many quarters. 

Appendix III
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4. Although the possibility of limiting liability was raised last year 

by the legal profession, other proposals for limiting liability have been 

raised by other sectors.  They all share a common concern of potentially 

huge liabilities. 

 

5. Following a submission to FSB in 2002 the issue of 

“proportionate liability” was referred to the Standing Committee on 

Company Law Reform.  This has since been deliberated at length. In 

particular, SCCLR looked at developments and studies in other 

jurisdictions concerning proportionate liability. 

 

6. In August 2004 the Law Society produced a paper on Limited 

Liability Partnerships, and met with the Department of Justice to explain 

their proposals. 

 

7. A related issue is the capping of compensation that may be 

awarded.  The following suggestions have been put forward – 

 

(1) the insurance industry has suggested to FSTB that personal 

injury awards and employee compensation awards should be 

capped; 

 

(2) the medical profession has suggested to HWFB that medical 

negligence awards should be capped; and 

 

(3) the taxi driver trade has suggested to ETWB that claims 

under third party insurance should be capped. 
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8. The issues raised in the submissions go beyond the professional 

practice of the legal profession or that of accountants.  They have 

government-wide ramifications cutting across the policy responsibilities of 

a number of bureaux. 

 

9. “Partnership” as a business model is not limited to the legal sector.  

The partnership (or unlimited company) has been the basic model for small 

and medium size businesses across the board for many many years.  It 

would not be rational or fair to introduce, or even to consider introducing, 

Limited Liability Partnerships for only the legal profession or the 

accountancy profession, or both.  No other jurisdiction has done this. 

 

10. Introduction of “proportionate liability” would have an even 

greater potential impact.  Under this proposition the well known and 

understood concept of joint and several liability of tort-feasors would be 

replaced by proportionate liability.  This would be a fundamental change 

of our general law of tort. 

 

11. The public interest must not be lost sight of and must be taken 

account of before any change is made.  The various proposals concern 

not just the individual professionals and their firms.  They affect the 

people and businesses who are their clients.  What is proposed would shift 

the burden of risk from the professionals to their clients. These are not 

matters to be rushed.  They require careful and rational consideration.    

 

12.   The government is not against change.  It recognises that 

professions require the best business model which is consistent with the 

greater public interest.  In 1997 the government introduced legislation to 

enable solicitors to limit their liability by means of solicitor corporations.  
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(Legal Services Legislation (Miscellaneous Amendments) Ordinance 1997, 

94 of 97) 

 

13. The government cannot make any commitment to introduce any 

of the major forms of limiting liability without undertaking an assessment 

of the impact on the professions and businesses and on the public; an 

assessment of the legal and legislative implications; and research and 

analysis of overseas practice and experience. 

 

14. This is a major task.  It may be necessary to prioritise.  A 

government wide approach is required.  A paper is under preparation for 

consideration by the Policy Committee to determine the way forward. 
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Appendix V 
 

Limited liability for professional practices 
 

Relevant papers/documents 
 

 
LC Paper No. 
 

 Papers/Documents 

Research Report 
 
RP04/04-05 
 

-- Research Report on "Limited Liability 
Partnership and Liability Capping Legislation 
for the Practice of Law in Selected Places" 
prepared by the Research and Library Services 
of the LegCo Secretariat 
 

Submissions 
 
CB(2)1099/04-05(01) 
(English version only) 
 

-- Submission from the Hong Kong Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants  
 

CB(2)1613/04-05(02) 
(English version only) 

-- Report of the Working Party on Limited 
Liability Partnership of the Law Society of 
Hong Kong 
 

CB(2)2210/04-05(01) 
(English version only) 
 

-- Letter dated 24 June 2005 from the Consumer 
Council on “Limited Liability Partnership” 
 

Paper provided by the Administration 
 
CB(2)1613/04-05(03) 
 

-- Paper on ‘Limiting liability of professional 
practices” 
 

Paper prepared by the LegCo Secretariat 
 
CB(2)1613/04-05(01) 
 

-- Background brief on ‘Limited liability for 
professional practices” 
 

Minutes of meetings of the Panel on Administration of Justice and Legal Services 
 
CB(2)245/04-05 
 

-- Minutes of meeting on 9 November 2004 
 

CB(2)1590/04-05 
 

-- Minutes of meeting on 31 March 2005 
 

CB(2)2232/04-05 
 
 

-- Minutes of meeting on 23 May 2005 
 

http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/sec/library/0405rp04e.pdf
http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/panels/ajls/papers/aj0331cb2-1099-1e.pdf
http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/panels/ajls/papers/aj0523cb2-1613-2e-scan.pdf
http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/panels/ajls/papers/aj0712cb2-2210-1e-scan.pdf
http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/panels/ajls/papers/aj0523cb2-1613-3e.pdf
http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/panels/ajls/papers/aj0523cb2-1613-1e.pdf
http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/panels/ajls/minutes/aj041109.pdf
http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/panels/ajls/minutes/aj050331.pdf
http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/panels/ajls/minutes/aj050523.pdf
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Question raised at Council meeting 
 
Oral question raised by Hon 
TAM Heung-man on "Reform 
in Professional Liability" 
 

-- Hansard of Council meeting on 4 May 2005 
 

 

http://www.legco.gov.hk/yr04-05/english/counmtg/hansard/cm0504ti-translate-e.pdf



