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PURPOSE

This paper reports on the deliberations of the Bills Committee on Mainland
Judgments (Reciprocal Enforcement) Bill.

BACKGROUND
The current situation

2. At present, there is no arrangement between the Hong Kong Special
Administrative Region (HKSAR) and the Mainland on reciprocal enforcement of
judgments. The Foreign Judgments (Reciprocal Enforcement) Ordinance (Cap. 319)
provides for foreign judgments to be enforced in Hong Kong summarily on a
reciprocal basis. The Mainland is not among the designated jurisdictions.

3. A Mainland judgment may be recognized and enforced by the HKSAR courts
under the common law. At common law, a foreign money judgment (including a
Mainland judgment) may be recognized and enforced by action as a debt, subject to
certain overriding principles, for instance, judgments obtained by fraud or which are
against public policy cannot be enforced. A judgment creditor of a Mainland
judgment who seeks to enforce the judgment under common law in the HKSAR
suffers certain disadvantages -

(@) he cannot use the simplified procedure of registration provided under
Cap. 319. The proceedings will take longer time to complete and
involve higher legal costs;

(b)  he will have to bear the burden of proof whereas in proceedings for
registration of a foreign judgment under Cap. 319, the burden of proof
falls on the judgment debtor to show why the judgment should not be
enforced; and

(c) the Mainland judgment may not be considered by the Hong Kong court
as final and conclusive for the purpose of seeking enforcement in Hong
Kong, in view of the system of civil procedures in the Mainland.



4. On the other hand, the Mainland laws have not clearly provided for the
recognition and enforcement of HKSAR judgments. The Mainland, being a civil law
jurisdiction, does not have rules that are similar to the common law rules on
recognition and enforcement of foreign judgments as those applied in Hong Kong.

5. Given the huge volume of activities, particularly commercial ones, between the
Mainland and the HKSAR, it is in the interest of the Hong Kong and the international
business communities that are doing business with the Mainland to have an
arrangement on reciprocal enforcement of judgments, so that an option is available for
the judgment creditors to seek summary enforcement of court judgments of one
jurisdiction in the other jurisdiction within the specified scope of the arrangement,
without going through the time-consuming and costly litigation proceedings.

6. Such an arrangement may also be conducive to the development of Hong Kong
as a centre for dispute resolution in commercial cases and provision of legal services to
the international communities. A simple and effective enforcement mechanism is
believed to be a key consideration for investors to select the forum for resolving
commercial disputes.

The Arrangement

7. The Administration consulted the Panel on Administration of Justice and Legal
Services (AJLS Panel), the legal professional bodies, chambers of commerce and trade
associations on the need for an arrangement on reciprocal enforcement of judgments
with the Mainland and on the broad framework of the arrangement in 2002.
According to the Administration, the majority of the respondents indicated support.
The Administration briefed the AJLS Panel periodically on the progress of the matter
since 2002. The Hong Kong Bar Association and the Law Society of Hong Kong
were briefed on the proposed arrangement in December 2005 and January 2006
respectively. Both bodies supported the proposed arrangement.

8. On 14 July 2006, the Arrangement on Reciprocal Recognition and Enforcement
of Judgments in Civil and Commercial Matters by the Courts of the Mainland and of
the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region Pursuant to Choice of Court
Agreements between Parties Concerned (the Arrangement) was signed between the
Mainland and the HKSAR. A Legislative Council Brief on the Arrangement was
issued to Members on 13 July 2006.

9. The Arrangement only covers judgments that -

(@  require payment of money in business-to-business contracts. That is,
employment contracts and contracts to which a natural person acting for
personal consumption, family, or other non-commercial purposes is a
party will be excluded;

(b) relate to disputes in which the parties concerned have agreed in written
form to either designate a people's court of the Mainland or a court of the
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HKSAR as the forum to have sole jurisdiction for resolving such
disputes; and

(c) are final and conclusive.

10. The Arrangement can only be implemented in the HKSAR by means of
legislation whereas, in the Mainland, the Supreme People's Court will promulgate a
judicial interpretation to set out the details of the procedures for implementing the
Arrangement.

THE BILL

11.  The Bill is modeled on Cap. 319 which provides for the enforcement of foreign
judgments in Hong Kong. The Bill will make provisions for -

(@) the enforcement in Hong Kong of judgments in civil or commercial
matters that are given in the Mainland;

(b) facilitating the enforcement in the Mainland of judgments in civil or
commercial matters that are given in Hong Kong; and

(c) matters connected therewith.

12. A copy of the Arrangement signed on 14 July 2006 and attached to the
Legislative Council Brief on the Bill is in Appendix I (in Chinese only). In response
to the request of the Bills Committee, the Administration has provided a comparison of
the provisions of the Bill with those of the Arrangement which is in Appendix I1.

THE BILLS COMMITTEE

13. At the House Committee meeting on 9 March 2007, Members formed a Bills
Committee to study the Bill. Hon Margaret NG and Hon Miriam LAU were elected
Chairman and Deputy Chairman of the Bills Committee respectively. The
membership list of the Bills Committee is in Appendix I11.

14.  The Bills Committee has held 13 meetings with the Administration. The Bills

Committee has received views on the Bill from 11 deputations, a list of which is in
Appendix IV.

DELIBERATIONS OF THE BILLS COMMITTEE
Views of deputations
15.  Some deputations welcome the introduction of the Bill for the implementation

of the Arrangement which will promote Hong Kong as a regional centre for
commercial dispute resolution. Some deputations are concerned with the difficulties
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in enforcing judgments in the Mainland and the competency of some Mainland courts.
Some deputations have made comments on various provisions of the Arrangement or
the Bill. The Bills Committee has taken note of the deputations' views and comments
and the Administration's composite response in the course of scrutinizing the Bill.
Long title of the Bill

Reference to the Arrangement

16.  Members have requested the Administration to consider including a reference to
the Arrangement in the long title of the Bill and setting out the Arrangement in a
schedule to the Bill, taking into account the manner in which international agreements
are given effect in local legislation.

17.  The Administration has undertaken a research on the methods adopted in local
legislation to give effect to international agreements applicable to Hong Kong. The
research has suggested that there is no uniform way to do so. Broadly speaking, some
implementing legislation contain references to the relevant international agreement(s)
in the long title with the relevant provisions of the agreement(s) attached in the
schedule, some make reference to the relevant international agreement(s) in the long
title without incorporating the text of the agreement(s) in the body of the ordinance,
and some do not refer to any international agreement(s) in the long title or the main
body, but provide a mechanism for subsidiary legislation to be made to give effect to
international agreements subsequently made in relation to the same subject matter.

18.  The Administration points out that in ordinances which seek to implement
various agreements with other jurisdictions in rendering judicial assistance, such as
Cap. 319, the Arbitration Ordinance (Cap. 341) and the Maintenance Orders
(Reciprocal Enforcement) Ordinance (Cap. 188), none in their respective long titles
refer to the agreements on reciprocal enforcement of judgments, arbitral awards or
maintenance orders (as the case may be) between Hong Kong and other jurisdictions.
Neither do they incorporate or refer to the text of any such agreements in the body of
the legislation. The Administration considers that the drafting approach of the Bill
should be modelled on these ordinances, all of which have a primary purpose similar to
the Bill.

19.  The Administration has advised that as the drafting of the Arrangement is more
akin to the Mainland drafting style, it has adopted the principle that the Bill should be
self-contained so that there would be no need for users to refer to the Arrangement.
In addition, agreements and arrangements between the Government and other
Governments do not take legal effect directly under the existing common law system.
The Arrangement requires the enactment of local legislation for implementation. In
order to avoid any confusion as to the status of the Arrangement, the Administration
does not consider it necessary to refer to the Arrangement in the long title of the Bill.

20.  Given that the Bill seeks to give effect to the Arrangement and contains special
provisions which are different from Cap. 319, e.g. the special procedures to address the
common law requirements of finality, the Chairman maintains that it is logical for the



long title of the Bill to contain a reference to the Arrangement. Members agree that
the Chairman should move an amendment on behalf of the Bills Committee in this
respect. After reconsideration, the Administration has indicated that it will take on
board the amendment.

Reference to "civil or commercial" in the long title and the interpretation clause

21. Some members consider that the expression "civil or commercial matters"
appearing in the long title of the Bill and in the definition of "Mainland judgment"
under clause 2(1) of the Bill may not be appropriate as only judgments arising from
commercial matters will be covered by the Bill.

22.  The Administration has explained that although the expression "civil and
commercial matters" (EEpH5E) is rather commonly used in the Mainland law, there is
no legal definition of its meaning. The General Principles of Civil Law of the
People's Republic of China (PRC) ( #73# A FALLA/2 A4 ) and the Contract
Law of the PRC ( 47#£ A AALEA]/E] 5 /a]7% ) make no distinction regarding contracts
for "civil" or "commercial” matters. However, it seems to be common practice that in
the Mainland, certain laws and regulations will be grouped together under the headings
of "civil and commercial laws". In addition, the term "civil and commercial matters"
can be found in various judicial interpretations promulgated by the Supreme People’s
Court concerning "foreign-related™" matters.

23.  The Administration has further explained that the purpose of the Bill is to give
effect to the Arrangement. Article 1 of the Arrangement which sets out its purpose
refers to judgments in a "civil and commercial case" (EEpgEZ<{f) pursuant to a
choice of court agreement. The long title of the Bill and the definition of "Mainland
judgment™ as appears in clause 2 reflect the intent of the Arrangement.

24.  Taking into account the usage of the expression of "civil and commercial
matters"” under various Mainland laws and the purpose of the Bill, the Administration
considers it proper to adopt similar expression in the Bill, where appropriate, for
consistency sake. The expression will not in any way have any impact on the scope
of the Bill.

Registration of Mainland judgments in Hong Kong

Provisions in the Bill

25.  Under clause 5(2) of the Bill, a Mainland judgment will be registered by the
Court of First Instance if the judgment creditor has proved to the satisfaction of the
court that -

(@ the judgment is given by a designated court on or after the
commencement of the future legislation;

(b)  the judgment is given pursuant to a choice of Mainland court agreement
made on or after the commencement of the future legislation;



(©)

(d)
(€)

the judgment is final and conclusive as between the parties to the
judgment;

the judgment is enforceable in the Mainland; and
the judgment orders the payment of a sum of money (not being a sum

payable in respect of taxes or other charges of a like nature or in respect
of a fine or the penalty).

26.  In considering the relevant provisions, the Bills Committee has taken note of the
following definitions in the Bill -

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

(f)

"Mainland" means any part of China other than Hong Kong, Macau and
Taiwan (clause 2(1));

"Mainland judgment” means a judgment, ruling, conciliatory statement

or order of payment in civil or commercial matters that is given by a

designated court (clause 2(1));

"choice of Hong Kong court agreement™ and "choice of Mainland court

agreement” mean "an agreement concluded by the parties to a specified

contract and designating a court in Hong Kong (or the Mainland, as the

case may be) to determine a dispute which has arisen or may arise in

connection with the specified contract to the exclusion of courts of other

jurisdictions™ (clause 3(1) and (2));

"specified contract™ means a contract other than -

(1)  an employment contract; and

(i) a contract to which a natural person acting for personal
consumption, family or other non-commercial purposes is a party
(clause 2(1));

"designated court” means a court in the Mainland which is specified in
Schedule 1 to the Bill as follows -

() the Supreme People's Court;

(i)  aHigher People's Court;

(iti)  an Intermediate People's Court; and

(iv) arecognized Basic People's Court (clause 2(1)); and

"recognized Basic People's Court” means any Basic People's Court
which is specified in a list provided from time to time for the purposes of



this definition to the Government by the Supreme People's Court (clause

2(1)).

Choice of court

27.  The Chairman has pointed out that the initial proposal in respect of the choice of
court put forward by the Administration to the AJLS Panel in 2002 is different from
the revised proposal which is reflected in the Bill as follows -

(@)  the 2002 proposal - the proposed arrangement would apply to judgments
of the HKSAR or Mainland courts where the parties to a commercial
contract have agreed that a court of either place or the courts of both
places would have jurisdiction; and

(b)  the Arrangement as reflected in the Bill - the Arrangement would apply
If the parties concerned express agreement in writing to designate a court
of the Mainland or the HKSAR to have exclusive jurisdiction for
resolving any dispute.

28.  The Administration has explained that adopting an exclusive choice of court
agreement in the Arrangement would minimize the risk of parallel proceedings being
instituted in the courts of both places. It is difficult, if not impossible, to agree on a
common set of principles to resolve problems brought by parallel litigation, as each
jurisdiction has its own laws, litigation rules and procedures on enforcement of
judgments which are quite different from the other. In addition, the Administration
has also made reference to the Hague Convention on Choice of Court Agreements (the
Hague Convention) which is predicated on an exclusive choice of court agreement.
The Hague Convention provides for uniform rules on jurisdiction and on recognition
and enforcement of foreign judgments in civil or commercial matters among member
states.

Recognized Basic People's Courts

29.  Members note that the designated courts in Schedule 1 to the Bill cover, inter
alia, recognized Basic People's Courts. However, a list of 47 recognized Basic
People's Courts is not included in the Bill, but annexed to the Arrangement, and it is
provided at the end of the Annex that —

"The Supreme People's Court may, in light of the requirements of judicial work,
add to or delete from the list of Basic People's Courts authorized to exercise
jurisdiction of the first instance in civil and commercial cases involving foreign,
Hong Kong, Macao and Taiwan parties, and incorporate such changes into the
Annex after notifying the Government of the HKSAR."

Under clause 24, the Chief Executive may, by order published in the Gazette, amend
the list of designated courts in Schedule 1. Under clause 25, the Secretary for Justice
shall from time to time publish in the Gazette a list of the recognized Basic People's
Courts.



30. Some members point out that once an exclusive choice of Mainland court
agreement is made, any dispute arising from the contract could be determined by any
Mainland court stipulated in Schedule 1 to the Bill, including any recognized Basic
People's Court, and the judgment could be enforced in Hong Kong. They have
expressed serious concern about designating Basic People's Courts for resolving
disputes under the Arrangement as the quality of justice and the propriety of the
judicial officers of some Basic People's Courts, especially the ones in remote area, are
questionable.

31. The Administration has explained that paragraph 1.2 of Article 2 of the
Arrangement provides that "a legally enforceable final judgment" shall carry the
meaning of, inter alia, any judgment of a designated Basic People's Court authorized to
exercise jurisdiction on foreign-related civil and commercial cases. Any suggestion
to exclude Basic People's Courts in the Bill would contravene the Arrangement. It is
a matter for the Supreme People's Court to decide on the competency of the relevant
Basic People's Courts in dealing with foreign-related civil and commercial matters, and
the need to authorize such courts.

32. The Administration has advised that the arrangement for the Secretary for
Justice to publish in the Gazette a list of recognized Basic People's Courts under clause
25 follows the arrangement adopted for the list of Mainland arbitration bodies under
the Arrangement Concerning Mutual Enforcement of Arbitral Awards between the
Mainland and the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region signed on 21 June 1999.
If any amendment to the list of Basic People's Courts is made in the future, the
Administration will ensure that the revised list will be widely published, in addition to
the Gazette. In response to the request of the Bills Committee, the Administration
agrees that for clarity purpose, it will move an amendment to make a reference to
clause 25 in the definition of "recognized Basic People's Court™ under clause 2(1).

33.  The Bills Committee has also expressed concern that the list of recognized
Basic People's Courts published under clause 25 is subject to addition or deletion by
the Supreme People's Court without prior consultation with the Government of the
HKSAR. It has discussed the possible effect that may be caused by such addition or
deletion.

34.  The Administration agrees that parties' autonomy should be respected and any
amendment to the list of recognized Basic People's Courts should not affect the
enforceability or otherwise of a judgment under the Arrangement where (in the case of
an addition to the list) the choice of court agreement was concluded prior to the
amendment, and (in the case of a deletion from the list) the Mainland judgment was
given before the amendment to the list. The Administration has proposed to introduce
a new clause in the Bill to this effect (new proposed clause 25A).

35.  The legal adviser to the Bills Committee has suggested that the list of Basic
People's Courts to be published under clause 25 of the Bill should take effect on the
day following its publication in the Gazette. The Administration agrees to explore
with the Supreme People's Court regarding the handling of any subsequent changes to
the list of Basic People's Courts annexed to the Arrangement so that the time gap



between the promulgation of the list in the Mainland and the publication of the same in
the Gazette could be minimized. The Administration will consider the best way of
effecting such changes.

Scope of "choice of court agreement”

36.  According to the Administration, the expression "designating a court” in the
definition of "choice of court agreement"” (paragraph 26(c) above refers) should mean
"a court" or "courts" so designated, following the interpretation rule prescribed in
section 7(2) of the Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance (Cap. 1). Members
consider that the expression reflects neither the Administration's intention nor Article 3
of the Arrangement. Paragraph 1 of Article 3 of the Arrangement requires the parties
to agree in writing to designate any people's court in the Mainland or any court in
Hong Kong to have exclusive jurisdiction over the subject matter of dispute.

37. In respect of the requirement that the choice of court agreement should
designate a court to the exclusion of courts of other jurisdictions, members have
requested the Administration to clarify how the exclusivity requirement can be
satisfied. The Administration considers that the question of whether a choice of court
agreement has specified the courts of Hong Kong (or the Mainland, as the case may be)
or any of them as the court to determine a dispute to the exclusion of the courts of
other jurisdictions is a question of law to be determined by the relevant court. It is
inappropriate to specify in the Bill any rules for interpretation of the terms of choice of
court agreement.

38.  Members have expressed concern about the scope of "choice of Mainland court
agreement” and discussed at length different scenarios, for example -

(@) where a judgment is given by a Mainland court which has not been
chosen by the parties but is seized with the case either of its own accord
or by application from either or both of the parties; and

(b)  where, in reaching a choice of court agreement, the parties have
mistakenly designated a wrong Mainland court to deal with their dispute.

The issue raised is whether the judgment given by such a Mainland court (which is a
designated court under the Bill) would satisfy clause 5 of the Bill, notwithstanding that
it is not the particular court chosen by the parties under a choice of court agreement.
Some members have indicated that the Bill should only apply to the judgment given by
the court designated in a choice of Mainland court agreement.

39. The Administration has advised that in the case of the Mainland, the
Arrangement is intended to cover judgments given by the designated courts (listed in
Schedule 1 of the Bill) where the contracts contain an exclusive choice of court
agreement selecting either the courts of the Mainland or a specific court of the
Mainland. The Arrangement (Articles 1 and 3) however does not require parties to a
choice of Mainland court agreement to limit their choice to a specified designated
court.



40.  The Administration has provided the relevant provisions of the Civil Procedure
Law of the PRC and the Opinions of the Supreme People's Court on Several Issues
Concerning the Application of the Civil Procedure Law of the PRC concerning
jurisdiction of the Mainland courts for reference of the Bills Committee. The said
Law and Opinions have specifically provided for the determination of jurisdiction by
the people's courts, including the rules on transfer of cases within the people's courts in
the Mainland. Under Article 25 of the Civil Procedure Law, "[t]he parties to a
contract may agree to choose in their written contract the people's court of the place
where the defendant has his domicile, where the contract is performed, where the
contract is signed, where the plaintiff has his domicile or where the object of the action
Is located to exercise jurisdiction over the case, provided that the provisions of this
Law regarding jurisdiction by forum level and exclusive jurisdiction are not violated".
Article 36 of the Civil Procedure Law provides that "[i]f a people's court finds that a
case it has entertained is not under its jurisdiction, it shall refer the case to the people's
court that has jurisdiction over the case. The people's court to which a case has been
referred...considers that... the case referred to it is not under its jurisdiction, it shall
report to a superior people's court for the designation of jurisdiction and shall not
independently refer the case again to another people's court.”

41.  Regarding the scenarios mentioned in paragraph 38 above, the Administration
has advised that -

(@) if the judgment in question is given by a people's Court which has
properly exercised its jurisdiction following the transfer of the case from
the court chosen in a choice of Mainland court agreement in accordance
with the Mainland law, then it should be recognized and enforced
according to the provisions of the Bill; and

(b)  on the other hand, if a party or parties choose to submit the dispute to a
court other than the court chosen under a choice of Mainland court
agreement, the judgment should not be regarded as a judgment for the
purpose of clause 5 and could not therefore seek enforcement by
invoking provisions of the Bill.

42.  The Administration has further advised that if the validity of the choice of court
agreement is in issue, this will be dealt with by the designated court according to the
governing law. A party may also oppose to the enforcement of the judgment in Hong
Kong based on the validity of the choice of court agreement but such an argument
could only be made under clause 18 of the Bill which sets out the grounds for setting
aside registration.

43. In the light of the above discussion, members have questioned whether the
expression "pursuant to" in clause 5(2)(d) (i.e. the judgment is given pursuant to a
choice of Mainland court agreement) is appropriate.

44,  After considering members' comments and concerns, the Administration has
proposed to -
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(@ amend the expressions "designating a court in Hong Kong" and
"designating a court in the Mainland" in clause 3(1) and (2) respectively
to read "specifying the courts in Hong Kong or any of them as the court"
and "specifying the courts in the Mainland or any of them as the court".
The amended provisions more accurately reflect paragraph 1 of Article 3
of the Arrangement;

(b)  add a definition of "chosen court" (to mean the court or any of the courts
specified in a choice of court agreement as the court to determine a
dispute to which the agreement applies); and

(c)  delete the references to the expression "pursuant to" in clause 5(2)(b) and
other provisions in the Bill when it is used in relation to a judgment.
Amendments will also be made to the Bill so that the relevant judgments
should be "given by a chosen court (which is a designated court)" or "a
designated court to which the case was transferred according to the law
of the Mainland". Further, where such judgments were subject to
appeal or a retrial, the Bill should also cover the resulting judgments
made on appeal or in a retrial in these cases insofar as they were
delivered by a designated court.

45.  In response to members on the hypothetical case where parties to a contract
each instituting legal proceedings in a designated court and obtaining a Mainland
judgment which is in conflict with the one obtained by the other party, the
Administration has advised that the question of whether any of these Mainland
judgments can be registered under the Bill will have to be considered by reference to
the requirements set out in clause 5(2). In such a case, it is unlikely that any of the
conflicting judgments would be regarded as enforceable in the Mainland. The mere
fact that such a Mainland judgment has a certificate of finality and enforceability
mentioned in clause 6(2) is of itself not sufficient. Under clause 6(2), the certificate
Is not conclusive in proving the finality and enforceability of the relevant Mainland
judgment; it is subject to any proof to the contrary.

Application of the Arrangement to choice of court agreement

46.  Under clause 4, unless otherwise provided in the specified contract between the
parties, a choice of court agreement that forms part of the contract shall be regarded as
an agreement independent of the other terms of the contract and the validity of the
agreement shall not be affected by any modification, discharge, termination or
nullification of the contract.

47.  Members have enquired whether an exclusive choice of court agreement may be
made after the date of commencement of the Bill in respect of a specified contract
entered prior to the aforementioned date.

48.  The Administration considers this permissible on the following grounds -

(@)  Article 17 of the Arrangement specifies that it will only apply to
judgments made after the Arrangement has been commenced.
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Paragraph 1, Article 3 further stipulates that it will only cover an
exclusive choice of court agreement made on or after the commencement
of the Arrangement (a required exclusive choice of court agreement); and

(b)  the Arrangement contains no provisions as regards the date of entering
into a contract which may be considered a specified contract under the
Bill. The Arrangement will apply to such a specified contract if it is
governed by a required choice of court agreement, whether the contract
Is made before or after the commencement of the Bill, and whether the
required exclusive choice of court agreement governs all or part of the
disputes arising from the contract.

Definition of "specified contract"

49.  The Bills Committee considers that the drafting approach of the definition of
"specified contract” (paragraph 26(d) above refers) is not user-friendly. It has
requested the Administration to review the definition.

50. The Administration has advised that the definition of "specified contract”
reflects paragraph 2 of Article 3 of the Arrangement. The effect of Article 3 is to
cover all contracts between legal persons as well as all other contracts, with the
exception of employment contracts and contracts in which a natural person acting for
personal consumption, family or other non-commercial purposes is a party. In sum,
the Arrangement will be limited to business-to-business contracts.

51. In view of the absence of a generally accepted definition of "commercial
matters™ (which sets out the transactions that it covers), the Arrangement follows the
drafting practice of various international conventions to define its scope by way of
exclusion. The present drafting of the definition of "specified contract” is modelled
on Article 2.1 of the Hague Convention because it represents an interface of the
common law and civil law jurisdictions. The drafting of the Hague Convention also
represents the collective effort of different countries practising different systems of law
around the world, through prolonged negotiations, in drawing up a text (including a
formulation of the scope of "business-to-business™ contracts) which is satisfactory to
all of them. A significant advantage of following the approach of the Hague
Convention is that Hong Kong may draw reference to any future case law that would
be developed by the courts on the interpretation of the types of contracts covered by
the Convention.

52. In view of the above, the Administration does not propose to amend the
definition of "specified contract".

Definition of "Mainland"

53.  The term "Mainland" is defined in clause 2(1) of the Bill to mean any part of
China other than Hong Kong, Macau and Taiwan. Some members have expressed
concern about the scope of the definition as it does not cover places which have
disputes over sovereignty such as Diaoyu Tai and Nansha Qundao.
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54.  The Administration has responded that the definition of “Mainland™ provided in
the Bill has been commonly adopted in other ordinances and subsidiary legislation.
In addition, the term "Mainland" is used in conjunction with either "judgment" or
"court" when appearing in the Bill. The designated courts specified in Schedule 1 to
the Bill are not located in the places which have disputes over sovereignty.

55.  The Administration has further advised that research into Mainland law has
indicated that the term " AN (Mainland)" also appears in various regulations
concerned with the establishment and administration of business entities set up by
foreign entities. These regulations, among other things, govern the conduct of
relevant activities undertaken in the Mainland by entities from Hong Kong, Macau and
Taiwan. This seems to be consistent with the Administration's understanding that the
term "Mainland" should be taken to mean any part of China other than Hong Kong,
Macau and Taiwan. The Administration considers the present definition of
"Mainland" in clause 2(1) appropriate.

Safeguards proposed to be included in the Bill

56.  Some members remain concerned about the quality of justice and the propriety
of Mainland judicial officers in the Mainland and the risks for the Hong Kong business
community to resort to the Arrangement. The Bills Committee has discussed a
number of safeguards proposed by members.

Prevention of forum shopping

57. Hon Ronny TONG considers that a balance should be struck between the
autonomy and freedom of parties to a choice of court agreement and forum shopping
(the practice adopted by some litigants to get their legal case heard in the court thought
most likely to provide a favorable judgment). He has expressed concern whether the
choice of court agreement in the Bill would affect the application of common law rules
in Hong Kong that govern forum shopping, i.e. a case should be tried in a court with
which it has "real and substantial connection”. He has questioned whether a case
with real and substantial connection with Hong Kong should be tried in a Mainland
court, despite the fact that it is a designated court agreed by the contracting parties.

58. The Administration has explained that the Arrangement does not change the
existing jurisdictional rules in the Mainland or Hong Kong, or confer extra jurisdiction
to the courts of either side, but seeks to promote Hong Kong as a centre for resolving
legal disputes. The Bill does not disturb domestic courts' ability to decline
jurisdiction by applying the principle of "forum non conveniens”. For example, if the
case is related to matters of which Hong Kong has exclusive jurisdiction, such as
immovable property in Hong Kong, the court of Hong Kong could set aside the
registration of the relevant Mainland judgment under clause 18(1)(e) of the Bill. The
court of Hong Kong could also set aside the registration of a Mainland judgment under
clause 18(1)(j) of the Bill if it is contrary to public policy.

59. In response to members, the Administration has analyzed whether the Bill
would affect the common law rules governing forum shopping. According to the
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Administration, at common law, a foreign judgment in personam given by a court
having jurisdiction according to the conflict of laws rules of the place where
enforcement is sought, may be enforced by action provided that it is for a debt or a
definite sum of money, and it is final and conclusive. If a judgment debtor submitted
to the jurisdiction of a foreign court, that court would be regarded as having
jurisdiction to give a judgment in personam capable of enforcement under common
law. It follows that if a contract provides that all disputes between the parties shall be
referred to the exclusive jurisdiction of a foreign tribunal, the foreign court would be
regarded as having jurisdiction over the parties pursuant to common law rules. In
such a case, enforcement of a judgment in personam given by that foreign court would
not be refused on the ground that the foreign court lacked jurisdiction. These
common law rules are also reflected in Cap. 319. The Administration is of the view
that the Bill will not affect the applicable common law rules discussed.

60. Mr TONG considers that the Bill should provide sufficient safeguards to
prevent forum shopping, as parties to the exclusive choice of court agreement are not
necessarily of equal bargaining power and Hong Kong businessmen may be obliged to
enter into a choice of court agreement which is advantageous to the cause of their
Mainland counterparts. He has suggested that a safeguard should be provided under
clause 18 for setting aside the registration of a Mainland judgment on the ground that
the judgment was given by a court which had no real and substantial connection with
the dispute, or a provision should be included in the Bill to guard against injustice such
as unequal bargaining power of the parties to a choice of court agreement.

61. The Chairman has pointed out that the exclusive choice of court agreement
stipulated in the Arrangement, which is different from the initial proposal in 2002, may
give rise to the risk of enabling a party with stronger bargaining power to dictate the
choice of court at the time when the contract is negotiated.

62. Members have asked the Administration to provide information on past cases
where the enforcement of Mainland judgments or arbitral awards was refused on the
ground of unequal bargaining power of the contracting parties. The Administration
has advised that Mainland judgments have not been enforced in Hong Kong because of
the difficulties involved in establishing that they were final and conclusive. There
had been no case of registration of arbitral awards being refused on the ground that the
bargaining power between the two contracting parties was unequal or the contract was
signed under undue influence.

63. Regarding Mr TONG's proposal that the registration of a foreign judgment
should be refused on the ground that the foreign court, being the chosen forum, did not
have any real and substantial connection with the case, the Administration considers
that such a ground of refusal departs from the common law rule and is inconsistent
with Cap. 319. It also falls outside the grounds of refusal to recognize and enforce a
judgment under the Arrangement and hence cannot be included in clause 18.

64. The Administration is of the view that the issue of unequal bargaining power
should not be addressed by legislation in the context of reciprocal enforcement of
judgments. It also points out that there is no such provision in Cap. 319 which
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applies to civil and commercial judgments of both common law and non-common law
jurisdictions.  Furthermore, it would not be possible to define in the law what would
amount to unequal bargaining power.

Opt-in system

65. Hon James TO has proposed that parties to a choice of court agreement should
expressly opt in the enforcement regime under the Arrangement.

66. The Administration has advised that the Arrangement was reached with the
Mainland authorities after years of discussion and the suggestion of an opt-in system
was discussed but declined by the Mainland Authorities. It is inconsistent with the
Arrangement to incorporate an opt-in system in the Bill.

67. In response to Mr TO concerning overseas experience, the Administration has
advised that the existing arrangement for reciprocal enforcement of judgments between
the Mainland and overseas jurisdictions, and between Hong Kong and other overseas
jurisdictions do not provide an opt-in system. While the Hague Convention has
adopted an exclusive choice of court agreement, it is not necessary for the parties to a
choice of court agreement to expressly opt in the enforcement regime.

Capping of judgment sum

68. Hon James TO has expressed concern about possible manipulation of the
Arrangement, e.g. a Mainland court has awarded a judgment creditor with $3 billion
while the judgment debtor is prepared to pay only $1 million as agreed in the contract.
He has requested the Administration to advise whether Hong Kong has to enforce the
Mainland judgment even though the awarded sum far exceeds the agreed limit,
whether the Bill should incorporate a provision to cap the maximum judgment sum by
reference to the parties' agreed limits so that parties to the contract would know the
financial risk involved, and whether including such a provision in the Bill would be
inconsistent with the Arrangement.

69. The Administration has advised that the Bill does not preclude parties to specify
the maximum judgment sum to be enforced in a contract. However, whether or not
any capping of the judgment sum as specified in a contract would be effective would
depend on the law applicable to the contract and the ruling of the chosen court. The
role of Hong Kong court is to ensure that a Mainland judgment covered by the
Arrangement could be enforced in Hong Kong, regardless of the judgment sum.

70.  The Administration has further advised that if a Mainland judgment is obtained
by fraud, or is contrary to public policy, or involved punitive damage, the court of
Hong Kong could set aside the registration of the Mainland judgment under clause 18
of the Bill. Moreover, Hong Kong businessmen who are concerned about possible
manipulation of the Arrangement by their counterparts could choose not to avail
themselves of the Arrangement.



Finality of Mainland judgments

71.  The Bills Committee notes that at common law, in order to establish a foreign
money judgment is final, it must be shown that the court, by which the judgment was
pronounced, conclusively, finally and forever established the existence of the debt in
question so as to make it res judicata between the parties. A judgment can still be
regarded as final even if it is under appeal.

72.  Under the trial supervision system in the Mainland, a party to the case, a
people's court or a people's procuratorate at a higher level may initiate a review of a
legally effective judgment subject to certain conditions. This could result in the
retrial of the case by the original trial court. Hence, there were instances where the
Hong Kong courts ruled that judgments of the Mainland courts could not be considered
final and conclusive for the purpose of seeking enforcement in Hong Kong.

73.  For the purpose of the Arrangement, special procedures will be adopted in order
to address the common law requirements of finality. Clause 5(2) stipulates that in
order to render a Mainland judgment enforceable in Hong Kong, that judgment must
be, inter alia, final and conclusive as between the parties to the judgment. Clause 6(1)
further provides that for the purposes of clause 5(2)(c), a Mainland judgment is final
and conclusive as between the parties if -

(@) itisajudgment given by the Supreme People's Court;

(b) itisajudgment of the first instance given by a Higher People's Court, an
Intermediate People's Court or a recognized Basic People's Court -

Q) from which no appeal is allowed according to the law of the
Mainland;

(i) inrespect of which the time limit for appeal has expired according
to that law and no appeal has been filed;

(c) itis ajudgment of the second instance given by a designated court other
than a recognized Basic People's Court; or

(d) it is a judgment given in a retrial by a People's Court of a level higher
than the original court unless the original court is the Supreme People's
Court.

The Supreme People's Court of the PRC will issue a judicial interpretation to set out
the special retrial procedures applicable to Mainland judgments sought to be enforced
in Hong Kong under the Arrangement. An explanatory document on the new
procedures will be drawn up and distributed by the Supreme People's Court before the
Arrangement comes into effect.

74.  In response to members, the Administration has explained that the expression
"unless ..." in clause 6(1)(d) is necessary because the concept of bringing up cases for
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retrial in a higher level court cannot apply to the Supreme People's Court which is the
highest court in the Mainland.

75. Members consider that the above position is sufficiently clear under the
Mainland law and the "unless" clause would not be required. In addition, as the term
"original court" is already defined in clause 2(1) to mean "in relation to any Mainland
judgment, the designated court by which that judgment was given", members have
questioned whether the reference to the term in the context of clause 6(1)(d) is
appropriate. After reviewing the drafting of clause 6(1)(d), the Administration has
agreed to introduce amendments to better reflect its intention.

Time limit for application for registration of Mainland judgments

76.  Under clause 7, the time limit for making an application for registration of a
Mainland judgment is one year if one or more of the parties to the judgment are natural
persons, or six months in any other case. The time limit shall be calculated from the
last day of the period for performance of the Mainland judgment as specified in the
judgment. Clause 7 also applies to the registration of a Mainland judgment which is
required to be performed in stages (clause 13).

77.  The Administration has advised that the time limit stipulated under clause 7
follows the provisions of Article 8 of the Arrangement. The same time limit applies
in relation to an application to a people's court in the Mainland for the execution of a
judgment under Article 219 of the Civil Procedure Law.

78.  The Administration has subsequently advised the Bills Committee that the Civil
Procedure Law has been amended by the Standing Committee of the National People's
Congress on 28 October 2007 and the amended Law will take effect on 1 April 2008.
One of the amendments introduced relate to the provisions concerning the time limit
for applications of execution of judgments prescribed under Article 219. The new
provision (now under Article 215) provides that the time limit for application of
execution has been extended to two years without any distinction between natural and
legal persons. In the new Article 215, it is also stated that if the period of
performance has not been specified in a judgment, the date shall be calculated from the
day when the judgment takes effect.

79.  In view of the above-mentioned amendments to the Civil Procedure Law, the
Administration and the Supreme People's Court of the PRC have agreed, by way of
exchange of Agreed Notes on 29 February 2008, that Article 8 of the Arrangement will
be amended so that the time limit for an application for registration of a Mainland
judgment and the calculation of such time limit will correspond with the relevant
provisions under the Amended Civil Procedure Law. Following the agreement to
amend Avrticle 8, the Administration will amend clause 7 of the Bill accordingly.

Mainland judgments expressed in currency other than Hong Kong currency

80. Under clause 11, where the sum payable under a Mainland judgment is
expressed in a currency other than Hong Kong currency, the judgment, when registered,
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shall be registered as if it were a judgment for such sum in Hong Kong currency as, on
the basis of the rate of exchange prevailing at the date of registration, is equivalent to
the sum so payable.

81.  The Bills Committee has requested the Administration to provide information
on how the exchange rate would be determined by the court when there has been
substantial fluctuation on the exchange rate on the date of registration.

82.  Having consulted the Judiciary, the Administration has advised that for the
purpose of clause 11, it is for the applicant to provide a written certificate from a bank
to inform the court of the prevailing exchange rate at the date of registration. In case
of dispute on exchange rate, it would be a matter of evidence for the court to resolve.

Mainland judgments requiring performance in stages
Clause 13

83.  Clause 13 of the Bill provides that if the performance of a Mainland judgment is
required to be in stages, a judgment creditor may apply to the court under clause 5(1)
to have any part of the judgment registered in the court.

84. Members have questioned the need for a judgment creditor to make separate
applications for registration of a Mainland judgment which requires performance in
stages. They have asked the Administration to review the need for retaining clause 13
in the Bill.

85.  The Administration has explained that clause 13 is to implement Article 8(3) of
the Arrangement.  Acrticle 219 of the Civil Procedure Law states that the time limit for
the submission of an application for execution shall be calculated from the last day of
the period of performance specified by the legal document. Article 219 also states
that if the relevant judgment specifies performance in stages, the time limit for the
submission of an application for execution shall be calculated from the last day of the
period specified for each stage of performance.

86. The Administration has sought clarifications from the relevant Mainland
authority on the application of Article 219 of the Civil Procedure Law and has been
given to understand that under Article 219, as far as a Mainland judgment requiring
performance in stages is concerned, the judgment creditor would not be entitled to
enforce any part of the judgment sum unless that relevant part has become due as
specified in the judgment.

87.  The Administration has advised that under Cap. 319, a foreign judgment shall
not be registered if at the date of the application, it could not be enforced by execution
in the country of the original court.

88. The Administration considers that in the context of enforcing a Mainland
judgment in Hong Kong, the judgment creditor should not be entitled to register any
part of the judgment sum that, at the date of application, could not be enforced by
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execution in the Mainland. It follows that clause 13 should be retained for the
purpose of addressing the specific circumstances of enforcing Mainland judgments
which require performance in stages.

Proposed Order 71A

89.  Under paragraph 2 of Schedule 2 of the Bill, the proposed Order 71A, rule 11
stipulates the requirements for evidence in support of application for registration of a
Mainland judgment that requires performance in stages. Under rule 11(2)(b), if an
application for registration of any part of a Mainland judgment is preceded by any
application for registration of a different part of the same judgment, the judgment
creditor is required to exhibit documents and information which have been exhibited or
stated in the affidavit supporting the preceding application.

90. Members consider the documentation requirement under rule 11(2)(b)
cumbersome and not user-friendly, and have requested the Administration to simplify
the procedures for enforcement of a Mainland judgment which requires performance in
stages.

91. Having consulted the Judiciary, the Administration has proposed to simplify the
documentation requirement under Order 71A, rule 11(2). In respect of an application
for registration for a part of a Mainland judgment that is preceded by the registration of
any other part of the same judgment as ordered by the court, the applicant is only
required to file an affidavit, stating any relevant information relating to the current
application, including the judgment sum due under the relevant part of the judgment,
and exhibiting a copy of the last court order in respect of any other part of the same
judgment.

Calculation of interest on a Mainland judgment registered in Hong Kong

92. Clause 12 provides that the Mainland judgment shall, in addition to the sum
payable under the judgment, be registered for any interest which shall be due under the
judgment, any costs duly certified by the original court and any reasonable costs of and
incidental to registration. Clause 14(2) provides, inter alia, that the sum for which the
judgment is registered shall carry interest, as if the judgment had been a judgment
originally given in the Court of First Instance and entered on the day of registration.

93. The Bills Committee has discussed the calculation of interest on a Mainland
judgment registered in Hong Kong, making reference to an example (the principal sum
of a Mainland judgment is $10 million and the interest accrued in the Mainland on the
principal sum is $5 million up to the time of registration of that judgment in Hong
Kong).

94. Some members and the Administration hold different views as to whether
interest under Mainland law accrued on the principal sum of a Mainland judgment up
to the time of registration of the relevant judgment in Hong Kong should carry Hong
Kong judgment interest after registration. The Administration takes the view that the
registered sum (i.e. $15 million) should carry Hong Kong judgment interest upon
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registration as if it were a Hong Kong judgment issued on the date of registration.
Some members consider it objectionable that interest should be payable to the part of
the sum registered that represents Mainland interest and are of the view that only the
principal sum (i.e. $10 million) should carry Hong Kong judgment interest upon
registration. The Bills Committee has requested the Administration to look into
clauses 12 and 14(2) of the Bill.

95.  The Administration has advised that clauses 12 and 14(2) have been included in
the Bill, taking into consideration the system of registration for foreign judgments
under Cap. 319 and Article 16 of the Arrangement. Clauses 12 and 14(2) are
respectively modelled on sections 4(6) and 4(2) of Cap. 319. Article 16 of the
Arrangement specifies that the judgments to be enforced by the courts of the other side
shall include, apart from the sum specified in the judgment, any interest that becomes
due under the judgment as well as lawyers' fees and litigation costs.

96.  The effect of registration of a Mainland judgment is therefore the same as that
of a foreign judgment under Cap. 319. Upon registration, the relevant Mainland
judgment shall be of the same force and effect in Hong Kong as if it had been a
judgment originally given in the Court of First Instance. The sum for which the
judgment is registered shall therefore carry simple interest as if it were a local
judgment under clause 14(2).

97.  Neither section 4(2) and (6) of Cap. 319 nor clauses 12 and 14(2) are considered
unique for the purposes of enforcing a foreign judgment in common law jurisdictions.
Similar provisions can be found in section 4(2) and (6) of the English Foreign
Judgments (Reciprocal Enforcement) Act 1933 (upon which the above-mentioned
sections of Cap. 319 are based).

98.  The Administration however could not find any decided cases in Hong Kong on
the interpretation of section 4(2) and (6) of Cap. 319 nor any relevant cases under the
1933 Act which might help resolve members' queries. It had also approached the
Judiciary but was informed that they were not aware of this problem in
post-registration enforcement of foreign judgments.

99. In the light of the research conducted and members' views, the Administration
considers that the interpretation of the relevant clauses in the Bill need not be
conclusively decided. The relevant provisions, as they stand, would not prevent a
judgment debtor from arguing that there should be no compounding of interest. The
court will ultimately decide on the proper interpretation of the relevant provisions in
the Bill or corresponding provisions in Cap. 319 should there be a need to resolve the
issue.

100. Furthermore, section 4(2) and (6) of Cap. 319 have come into operation since
January 1965. The Administration does not think it justified to create a registration
regime for Mainland judgments which is different from the one which now exists
under Cap. 319. The Administration will not propose any amendment to clauses 12
and 14(2) of the Bill.
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Grounds for setting aside registration of registered judgments

Defence of natural justice

101. Clause 18 sets out the grounds for setting aside the registration of Mainland
judgments and seeks to reflect Article 9 of the Arrangement. Members have
requested the Administration to review whether the defence of natural justice is
covered under the grounds set out in clause 18.

102. The Administration has advised that at common law, a foreign judgment is
impeachable in the following circumstances -

(@)  if the courts of the foreign country did not have jurisdiction to give that
judgment in the view of the law of the place of enforcement;

(b)  if the judgment was obtained by fraud,;
(c) ifits enforcement or recognition would be contrary to public policy; and

(d) if the proceedings in which the judgment was obtained were opposed to
natural justice.

103. The Administration has also advised that -

(@)  most of the grounds in paragraph 102 above are similarly provided under
section 6(1) of Cap. 319 as grounds to set aside the registration of a
foreign judgment under the Ordinance. However, there is no express
provision under Cap. 319 which enables the court to set aside a
registered judgment on the ground that it was obtained in breach of
natural justice; and

(b)  the Arrangement, similar to Cap. 319, does not specify "natural justice"
as a ground for refusing to enforce a judgment covered thereunder.

104. The Administration has further advised that the grounds for refusing to
recognize or enforce a judgment of a Contracting State in the Hague Convention are
comparable to those found in paragraph 1(4) and (5), and paragraph 2 of Article 9 of
the Arrangement, which are respectively reflected in clause 18(1)(f) (the judgment was
given in the absence of the judgment debtor), clause 18(1)(g) (the judgment was
obtained by fraud), and clause 18(1)(j) (the enforcement of the judgment is contrary to
public policy) of the Bill. In the Explanatory Report on the 2005 Hague Choice of
Court Agreements Convention, it is suggested that these three grounds have
considerable overlap amongst one another, and “all relate, wholly or partly to
procedural fairness” which is "also known as ... natural justice" in some countries.

105. Reading the interpretations in various common law jurisdictions and the
comments contained in the Explanatory Report on the 2005 Hague Choice of Court
Agreements Convention together, the Administration considers that it may be fair and
reasonable to conclude that the defence of natural justice is encompassed by the public
policy defence. The notion of natural justice also has a considerable overlap with the
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elements of fraud. This being the case, the Administration considers that the natural
justice defence is adequately covered under clause 18 of the Bill.

Proof of contravention of public policy

106. Under the Bill, all the grounds (including "public policy") against enforcement
of judgments are set out in clause 18(1). A judgment debtor is required "to prove to
the satisfaction of the Court of first Instance" that a judgment should not be enforced.
Members point out that the formulation of clause 18 is different from Article 9 of the
Arrangement and section 6(1)(a) of Cap. 319 as follows -

(a)  paragraph 2 of Article 9 stipulates that "the court has the discretion™ not
to enforce a judgment on the ground that it is contrary to "social and
public interests” in the Mainland or "public policy” in Hong Kong; and

(b)  section 6(1)(a) of Cap. 319 stipulates, inter alia, that the registration of
judgment shall be set aside if "the registering court is satisfied" that the
enforcement of the judgment shall be contrary to public policy in Hong
Kong.

Members have requested the Administration to advise whether the defence of "public
policy™ against enforcement of a foreign judgment can be raised at the court's initiative
under clause 18.

107. After consideration, the Administration considers it appropriate to follow the
drafting of section 6(1)(a) of Cap. 319 and will amend clause 18(1) accordingly. The
amended provision would leave the court with the discretion to invoke the public
policy ground on its own volition.

Other issues

Interpretation of expressions of the Mainland law

108. Clause 2(2) provides that "where an expression of the law of the Mainland
which refers to any court, court document or court procedures is used in the Chinese
language text of this Ordinance, the expression shall be construed having regard to the
meaning of the expression under the law of the Mainland, and an analogous expression
used in the English language text of this Ordinance shall be construed accordingly".

109. According to the Administration, the drafting of clause 2(2) is similar to section
10C of the Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance (Cap. 1) which provides for
an expression of the common law found in the English text of an ordinance to be
construed in accordance with the common law meaning of that expression.

110. Members have discussed the effect of clause 2(2). They are concerned
whether a court of Hong Kong has to seek clarification from the Mainland authorities
If it is uncertain about the meaning of an expression of the Mainland law used in the
Bill and whether it is obliged to accept the interpretation given by the Mainland
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authorities. They have suggested that it is more appropriate to define the expressions
of the law of the Mainland in clause 2(1) of the Bill.

111. The Administration has explained that since the Bill seeks to implement the
Arrangement, various references in the Bill are expressions used in the Civil Procedure
Law. The Administration would have great difficulties in defining these expressions
on behalf of the Mainland authorities. Even if these expressions are defined in the
Bill, it would follow that where any changes are brought to the Civil Procedure Law
affecting the interpretation or understanding of these expressions, consequential
amendments would have to be made to the domestic legislation of Hong Kong and this
would not be desirable. The Administration has advised that clause 2(2) was inserted
with a view to helping the court and parties to appreciate that the interpretation of such
terminology is a matter of the Mainland law.

112. Members consider that the Administration should consider the practical effect of
including clause 2(2), e.g. whether the advice of experts in Mainland Law would be
required to assist the court in proceedings under the Bill and the quality of the legal
advice obtained. They have requested the Administration to consider the pros and
cons of deleting the clause from the Bill.

113. The Administration considers that the deletion of the clause will not affect the
operation of the Bill. In view of members' concerns, the Administration has agreed to
delete the clause from the Bill.

Documents in electronic form

114. Under clause 3(4), the Bill applies to a choice of court agreement whether it is
concluded or evidenced in one document or several documents. As there is no
definition on the word "documents" in the Bill, members have asked whether the word
covers documents in electronic form.

115. The Administration has advised that the following definition as provided in the
Interpretation and General Clauses Ordinance (Cap. 1) would apply -

"'document' ( SZfF ) means any publication and any matter written, expressed

or described upon any substance by means of letters, characters, figures or
marks, or by more than one of these means."

The Administration takes the view that the above definition is wide enough to cover
documents in electronic form. The wording in clauses 3(3) and 3(4) of the Bill
together is sufficiently clear to convey the intention that the Bill covers an agreement
concluded or evidenced by electronic means for the purpose of clause 3.

Amendments to clauses 18(1)(f), (h) and (i) and clauses 21(1) and (2)

116. In view of members' comments, the Administration has reviewed the drafting of
clauses 18(1)(f) and (i) as well as clauses 21(1) and (2). Amendments will be
introduced to render them clearer and more user friendly.



117. The Administration has also advised that clause 18(1)(h) will be amended so
that the registration of a Mainland judgment may be set aside if an arbitral award on
the same cause of action between the parties to the judgment has been made by an
arbitration body in Hong Kong. Clause 18(1)(i) contains similar provisions relating to
an arbitral award made by an arbitration body outside Hong Kong. The proposed
amendment should better reflect Article 9(6) of the Arrangement.

Consequential amendments

Consequential amendments to Order 71A of the Rules of High Court (paragraph 2 of
Schedule 1)

118. The Administration has advised the Bills Committee that upon the gazettal of
the Bill, the Office of the Privacy Commissioner for Personal Data wrote to it
suggesting that the requirement under the proposed rule 3(2)(a) of Order 71A for a
judgment creditor to exhibit a certified copy of identity card upon an application for
registration of a Mainland judgment (“'the proposed requirement™) might entail a risk of
exposing the personal data of the judgment creditor.

119. The Administration points out that there is no similar requirement for the
provision of identification documents in support of an application for enforcement of a
local judgment or a foreign judgment under the current law. Following the procedure
for applying for registering a foreign judgment under Cap. 319, an application for
registering a Mainland judgment under the Bill will need to be supported by an
affidavit. Such an affidavit will have to be sworn before qualified personnel who
would take steps to satisfy themselves of the identity of the deponent. Further, there
is a criminal sanction against wilful use of false affidavit. In the circumstances, the
Administration considers it appropriate to seek the views of the Bills Committee on the
retention of “the proposed requirement™ or otherwise.

120. Members consider that the personal data of the judgment creditor should not be
an issue of concern if he is a party to the legal proceedings in Hong Kong, and the
judgment debtor should have the right to know and verify the identity of the judgment
creditor. Given that the proposed Order is intended to implement Article 6(4) of the
Arrangement and the evidential requirements to support applications for enforcement
of Mainland and Hong Kong judgments under the Arrangement should be similar, “the
proposed requirement” should be retained.

121. The Administration has further consulted the Privacy Commissioner for
Personal Data, the Judiciary, and various chambers of commerce and other
organizations of the business sector on "the proposed requirement”. The Privacy
Commissioner considers that “the proposed requirement™ is unnecessary and excessive
under Data Protection Principle 1 in Schedule 1 to the Personal Data (Privacy)
Ordinance (Cap. 486). The judgment debtor's concern may not be well founded as
the identity of the judgment creditor would be verified by the witnessing solicitors
when the affidavit is made. The Privacy Commissioner has also cautioned that the
application of “the proposed requirement” to Order 71A only may be inconsistent with
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Order 71 and may result in unnecessary litigation. The Privacy Commissioner
therefore remains of the view that there is no sufficient justification for imposing "the
proposed requirement”. The International Chamber of Commerce, Hong Kong
considers that "the proposed requirement” may be retained in its present form. The
Federation of Hong Kong Industries opines that given the existing legal safeguards
against falsification of the identity of a deponent and the fact that Cap. 319 does not
contain a similar provision, "the proposed requirement™ would not be necessary. The
Judiciary considers that, insofar as processing an application for enforcement of a
judgment (local or foreign) is concerned, it will not require the provision of any
identification documents by the applicant.

122. Taking account of the comments received, the Administration proposes waiving
"the proposed requirement™ under rule 3(2)(a) and (b) of Order 71A, as there is no
comparable requirement relating to the registration of foreign judgments pursuant to
Cap. 319. The current procedures should be sufficient for the purpose of verifying
the identity of the party who wishes to file an affidavit for or on behalf of oneself.
The Administration will propose amendments to delete the relevant rule.

Consequential amendments to Foreign Judgments (Restrictions on Recognition and
Enforcement) Ordinance (paragraph 3 of Schedule 2)

123. The Administration originally proposed to amend the Foreign Judgments
(Restrictions on Recognition and Enforcement) Ordinance (Cap. 46) so that Mainland
judgments or any part thereof that satisfy the requirement of clause 5(2)(a) to (e) of the
Bill would be excluded from the purview of Cap. 46.

124. In the light of the Hong Kong Bar Association's comment, the Administration
has reviewed the need for such an amendment. It is noted that Cap. 46 seeks to
address a different problem and is not inconsistent with the Bill. Cap. 46 addresses
the problem of foreign judgments which were given in violation of a choice of court
agreement between the parties.

125. The Administration therefore comes to the view that Cap. 46 should continue to
apply to foreign judgments which are given in violation of a choice of forum
agreement.  On this understanding, the Administration considers that paragraph 3 of
Schedule 2 should be removed from the Bill.

FOLLOW-UPACTION BY THE ADMINISTRATION

126. The Administration has undertaken to provide a copy of the judicial
interpretation to be promulgated by the Supreme People's Court on the procedures for
implementing the Arrangement for reference of Members (paragraphs 10 and 73 above
refer).

127. The Administration agrees to explore with the Supreme People's Court how the
time gap between the promulgation of any subsequent changes to the list of Basic
People's Courts in the Mainland and the publication of the same in the Gazette could
be minimized (paragraph 35 above refers).



COMMITTEE STAGE AMENDMENTS
128. Apart from the amendments highlighted in this report, the Administration will

also move other minor and technical amendments. A set of the Committee Stage
amendments to be moved by the Administration is in Appendix V.

RESUMPTION OF SECOND READING DEBATE

129. The Administration will give notice for the Second Reading debate on the Bill
to be resumed at the Council meeting on 23 April 2008.

ADVICE SOUGHT

130. Members are invited to note the deliberations of the Bills Committee.

Council Business Division 2
Legislative Council Secretariat
10 April 2008




Bfs% |
Appendix I

R e T e
HiTh * PN T R 1 2pd B

U (1 SR R B R 1) 5T
1 ) S R T BRSRAY  SRE T
B S R PR RE T A R

N N e I i = TR
ERRFI SRR P R T RIS R R 2
00T VRUETR BRI S B R 0 e

[ IR o

WK AP LG DRER A

() TR

Lo R R

R RENEY N R E R b i
9~ PRI SR (R R (ST
(I R RS IR ) R 5T

WIS 55 R AR AR A T e e ~ A

1



ReHER & Ehpy 2 2

() R PR AL O B 3

TR G B [ 02 52

FAPHFEA TP SR - B - R L
PRI I SR AT ] -
s [P I 0 5 Y o 2 »

EW%%%%iﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁwﬁﬁ“@%é%@ﬁ$%&ﬂﬁﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ

SIZ IR CRAPRIE CHEOREREET kLA AR
s @F‘—ﬁxg&fﬁ?ﬂ%ﬁﬁlfﬂ'ﬁéﬁ’% A H I REAE S PO E  FRERE
UG TR ) T [ SR g v i S
IE FTERABAU R, -

H T RO R AU S Iy A
TR IR PR PR TS - SR PR T
My (e Y f{ [Fil

I SRR “_F{ E A R I F | [fl Fi IFI I*ﬂ@?ﬁiﬁﬁfz@ (e FIF
- T R O ORI S ) SR YRR
?“[ : FIJJ\JF%‘?VJ\WFJE'I’%’ZE\I FpT, =



IR DIy 2 g Ftas -

IEA RSP AR R RO & - AP

R~ AR HES TR IR R

SYPIfE H'%F PR [ 4 S BRIV A R I
[“Ji*ﬁ[f’lj?’ifﬂlﬁ [ty “[F[IJ fI' B  F 7 F e PP AR S S
£ AR B ) R ) S AR

TR BRI S R SR R H R e b
%TWWW%k%H%%aW’Wﬁ*%ﬁT IR Ll T DA U
e AR O FTES - T 8 53 B i g ) 2R R
ik

R~ O 7R ~ RG] (5 SRS o S £ Y
P PRI PGS > FII RIS BIPIRES T BHREHE Ry
T 5 73 R 2R GO - IR R 2

TR RO BT SRR 1 BRI 1 2ERA T <

SV I~ RS I 2 i A 2 i



() B AE O

() REIERER AR B o H AT

() (R ARG L ORI - P ge 4

VYR GRS A TR

0 PRI

Lo HIGE * SBEUIR S Y TR 2 BT HAE S B0 i
R

2. IS R S R PR R S A
BB PO R 7 R

3. I AL R * O PR R A
AFIRIIE -

I 5~ SRR o (12 E Fl R I S e
S AV A

BT PR (R G B S PR S

LN =z

ST ﬁ%b 7 F,;D@,jﬂ[%j;q‘gﬁ.lgwm JIEE

(=) AFJ'[EJ‘ K E@EI%LEU ) I[]j[j_tfl ~ [EEA AFJ'IEJE MERYR S

ﬂﬁgﬂ IR o 3k b F&jﬁﬂ FIRTRBEY F 7 ~ [ERT okt

-4



F RS RIS O ) BRI

(50 I PR P o B O
IR $ T

(3 UL T FOR BP0 o

1A H'ﬁ% K F[Iﬁ%F F[ ﬂlﬁnm( J+LE1 K 5@;&{%5\/%{ F[ﬁf»ﬁjfyju
ISl 1 I 2T+ (NI S E ORI o PR R R

FIISH * IR AR O SR R SRR

AUEl— & o SRR S EYH I FRERBEY R A [ E]

RO, [ 2R R B P B R 1
HHCH T S IR R - [T HH ST B A
BRI E YRR B T IR
Y FELTRR G IR S E A PRS2
PR AL R (i U B T BT <

SYIRE SRR AN PR - RO AR
ARSI~ 9 SRR BATR A it
PR R



(=) P S BRIV ROR PRIV R i e
FEF o (BRI R EF e @l iRt
() ZReVE =g

(=) USRI BRI R J”:ET}’ETE%
1

() ASUEBTRUR TR R PIPEE B o £TEEIOReE—

A £ PR R B BEAT £ T L SR PR T BEHERY AR
[l o [EVRUR TR Bedst ik @F‘??ﬁf]l@fﬁ'tf Py T
BB
() ZHELI BREE R VY
Ch) - FREPERARAH I gl (R 89 it
FI B R R RARIRL o o TR ﬁ‘ﬁﬁ*ﬁ%&"ﬂ%&f&%ﬁ (e
Ry =R ELER = PR A fr iy H R = Y o

139 % SRR R [ EE T AR ] e R
[ 2 ORI » BB VR Y P e B e g VR ) T
I ¢ S TGRS R R 2 U R A

¥ o

OVA I SIRCHRER G B R PRS2 HRRGE S



(i - IR o ol TR ) S R S R Y
W Ll PI?;F,J FIh = HE T o {;fl% F=E Sﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ Sﬁﬂ 73 RUPREY
P IR AR A 5 5t = AR LIRS - A e A R o A <

[P b SRS R PR A R IR T R
WHE PHE R S SRR EEE R - S T
WA I TR AR o 3 HIHGER] 2 AT T
PR » TR AR R 2 2 SRR » R R
LR AE:

P91 - B R R PO e 2
Hu A -

I S B AT AR S R E R P
T b SRR I - Ty R I 5 i AR R
LR r,_qu% o

9 = R BRI © I AR 2O
i S PRIV S SR R At

UREET A A 0 P ) S

-7-



PRS0

SRR PR AR A I
i J\é_l?p ﬂlﬁmplﬂl% (EDRL I b Bps ok B (AR P el
il e e

5T P 1 [ A7 %F“F{ FIER = L“H*F”H[ﬁ%j/ ﬁr’ﬁ‘)i?{j/
o iTT T BT Rk ST (L g A AP L AR
W%*WW%’%@W%kﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁ§ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ°

AR TR R A i
BYE EIEFJF%FE’;TLI@’_’E ST A R B

IV AR BT R S I AT T R A
fRpslE PR ATGEEIORRET RS RREFEARICE Y FIOFIEL RS
A= R TR S S S

PRI P R A Y I S
FT_L:WFIFJF [ H IF% % \_ﬁ‘/:ﬁﬁ &3 f J%E—F”wanmj 5



SV R PR S T R b PR s

CRRED) ERhpozee . @m 3Pk

I R R T IR R s g
I S B R I TS T e -

ST R PR R N Tl )
T PR B U PSP I HRE 5 e 2
SONE= Tl

AL 2006 F 7] 14 IR FHET - SR

R~ R AT
filbe = CEGIIE



i #2006 F 5 F] 31 FI o PR RRAR TR Y- KW bR E

SRR~ S £

BERTT) s F B Bl & NERe 678
hik

BT A B - S
BT ISR~ AR
T I B S SRR
PO A e~ Rk
T Rl - S
?lebﬁkwﬁﬁ
<P HEE T~ ST
H?E/Fﬂﬁh M AR
VEPIITT B~ Sk
VI i B~ 23k
VEPITT Py i~ S
I =g
PYLTTTT RS B~ 3
FAESRaEt=a
T AR PR AR - SR
RV~ R g P gt g ~ SR
N VPR R P O SRR B ™ Sk [
TPl Pt (5 SR gl ™ 2R e
F PR R ARG " TR
L ELIL PR SR I - SR
RS S W~ 3
ik TOF AL e GO AR B 2
AP HAS L PR AT~ SRR

-10-

;
;
;
i
s

—g4
—

I
7l
I
I
I
I

b



F BT Sy ro B R~ Sk e
= B R R SR W~ SRR
O TR SR AR B~ TR
AL PR b~ R
el TR PR e PO ST B~ Rk
o O [ P i SR B ™ 3k [
RSV AT SR W~ N R
7S AR e STk
SSRGS
mWﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁEkwﬁﬁ
PR e ST R W~ S

A P T~ S B
Frlf B S E

it S| REPL PSS - N
PR T AR S

S SO RSN SR

Wiz BRI N

i 11 e P S A 53 e
PR s PSR B~ S

P A L P R S
e P e S 23 e

VAT VE I - 03B

BETL A L I AL~ S

2 . P TR T BB S

-11-



Rl * SR DRSS H (ST BT Hi
WSARES  ER T FORLE  NEBE  ITR - T SEi M A T

B 0 I

-12-



Appendix 11

MAINLAND JUDGMENTS (RECIPROCAL ENFORCEMENT) BILL

COMPARISON WITH THEARRANGEMENT ONRECIPROCALRECOGNITION AND
ENFORCEMENT ORJUDGMENTS INCIVIL AND COMMERCIAL MATTERS BY THE
COURTS OF THEMAINLAND AND OF THE HONG KONG SPECIAL
ADMINISTRATIVE REGION PURSUANT TOCHOICE OFCOURT AGREEMENTS
BETWEEN PARTIES CONCERNED(“the Arrangement”)

Clause 2: Interpretation

Clause 2(1):

“choice of Hong Kong court agreement
GEP 7 90 B %)
“choice of Mainland court agreement”

CERI (BBl )

« See Art. 3of the Arrangement

“designated court"; % k)

» See Art. 2and_Annexo the
Arrangement

“Hong Kong judgment”ﬁiﬁﬂjﬁ{)
“Mainland judgment” (*|#32{[11)

« See Art.2of the Arrangement

“recognized Basic People’s Courﬁ({
Flet & AR EE)

« See Art. 2 (1)(iand Annex to the
Arrangement.

“specified contract”f{ FE &5 9)

« See Art. 3of the Arrangement

Clause 3: “choice of Hong Kong court
agreement” and “choice of Mainland
court agreement”

« See Art. 3of the Arrangement

Clause 4: Severability of choice of
Hong Kong court agreement and
choice of Mainland court agreement

« See Art. 3(5)of the Arrangement

Clause 5: Application for registration of Mainland judgments

Clause 5(2)

« See Art. dof the Arrangement




Clause 6 : Finality of Mainland judgments

Clause 6(1) «» See Art. 2(1)(i)of the
Arrangement

Clause 6(2) - See Art. 6(1)(iii)of the
Arrangement

Clause 7: Time limit for application for registration of Mainland judgments

Clause 7(1) » See Art. 8(2)pf the Arrangement
Clause 7(2) » See Art. 8(3)pf the Arrangement

Clause 8: Application fee

See Art. 150f the Arrangement

Clause 12: Interest, costs, etc., to be
included in registration of Mainland
judgments

See Art. 16(1pf the Arrangemen

[

Clause 13: Cases in which Mainland judgments are tgiired to be performed

in stages

Clause 13(1)

See Art. 8(3)of the Arrangement

Clause 14: Effect of registration

Clause 14(1)

See Art. 11of the Arrangement

Clause 18: Cases in which registration of registedegjudgments shall be set

aside

Clause 18(1)(c)

SeeArt. 9(1)(i) of the Arrangemen

Clause 18(1)(d)

SeeArt. 9(1)(ii) of the

Arrangement

Clause 18(1)(e)

SeeArt. 9(1)(iii) of the

Arrangement

Clause 18(1)(f)

SeeArt. 9(1)(iv) of the

Arrangement

Clause 18(1)(9)

SeeArt. 9(1)(v) of the
Arrangement

Clause 18(1)(h)&(i)

SeeArt. 9(1)(vi) of the

Arrangement

Clause 18(1)(j)

See Art. 9(2) of the Arrangement

Clause 18(2)

See Art. 9(1)(iv) of the




Arrangement |

Clause 19: Cases in which registration
of registered judgments may be set
aside or application to set aside
registration may be adjourned

SeeArt. 10(2)of the Arrangement

Clause 21: Jurisdiction to issue certified copiesfdHong Kong judgments and

certificate for Hong Kong judgments

Clauses 21(1) & 21(2)

See _Art. 2, 6(1)(ii) & 150f the
Arrangement.

Clause 21(3)

See Art. 6(1)(ii))of the Arrangement,

Clause 22: Restrictions on proceedings

Clauses 22(1)(a)

See Art. 13(1pf the Arrangement.

Clauses 22(1)(b)

See Art. 13(2) of the Arrangement

Clause 23: Rules of court

See Art.8(1)f the Arrangement

Clause 23(1)(b)

See Art.14of the Arrangement

Clause 23(1)(d)

See Art. 5(2)pf the Arrangement

Clause 23(1)(9)

See Art. 2(1)(ii), 6(1)(ii) & 6(1)(iii)
of the Arrangement

Clause 23(2)(a)

See Art. 5(2)pf the Arrangement

Clause 23(2)(b)

See Art. 2(1)(ii), 6(1)(ii) & 6(1)(iii)
of the Arrangement

SCHEDULE 1 - Designated Courts

See _Art. 2(1)of and Annex to the

v

Arrangement

SCHEDULE2

CONSEQUENTIALAMENDMENTS
The Rules of the High Court

ORDER71A

RECIPROCALENFORCEMENT OAMAINLAND JUDGMENTS

Clause 3: Evidence in support of application for rgistration of Mainland

judgments (O. 71A, r. 3)




Clause 3(1)(a) = SeeArt. 2(1), 6(1)(ii) & 6(1)(iii)of
the Arrangement
Clause 3(2) = See Art. 6(1)(iv)of the Arrangement

ORDER71B

CERTIFIED COPIES ORJUDGMENTS GIVEN BY COURT OFFINAL APPEAL
AND HIGH COURT

Clause 2: Certified copies of judgments

See Art. 6(1)(ii) & 6(1)(iii)of the
Arrangement
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Bills Committee on

Mainland Judgments (Reciprocal Enforcement) Bill
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List of organizations/individual who have
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given views to the Bills Committee

Name of organizations and individual

Mr ONG Yew-kim

Mr S5
Hong Kong Bar Association
The Federation of Hong Kong Industries

The Chinese Manufacturers' Association of
Hong Kong

The Chinese General Chamber of
Commerce

Hong Kong Institute of Arbitrators
Society for Community Organization

The Law Society of Hong Kong

International Chamber of Commerce -
Hong Kong, China

The French Chamber of Commerce and
Industry in Hong Kong



Clause

Long title

2(1)

Appendix V

Draft: 9 April 2008

MAINLAND JUDGMENTS (RECIPROCAL ENFORCEMENT) BILL

COMMITTEE STAGE

Amendments to be moved by the Secretary for Justice

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

Amendment Proposed

By deleting “Make provisions for” and substituting “Give effect
to the Arrangement on Reciprocal Recognition and Enforcement
of Judgments in Civil and Commercial Matters by the Courts of
the Mainland and of the Hong Kong Special Administrative
Region pursuant to Choice of Court Agreements between
Parties Concerned made between the Supreme People’s Court of
the People’s Republic of China and the Government of the
Hong Kong Special Administrative Region (as amended from
time to time), and for that purpose to make provisions for”.

By deleting “which afford reciprocal treatment to judgments
given in Hong Kong;” and substituting “and”.

In the English text, by adding “to provide” before “for matters
connected”.

In the Chinese text, by deleting “ ; & #[[{g1” and substituting * -
Al

In the Chinese text, by deleting “7 [*|#5%h=" and substituting
“Tr [‘Jﬂﬁﬁiﬁjﬂﬁn =

By deleting the definition of “recognized Basic People’s Court” and

substituting —

recognized Basic People’s Court” (?&F{JELFQ M AVER%) means

any Basic People’s Court which is specified in a list



2(1)

3(1)

3(2)

5(2)

published in the Gazette under section 25(1) from time to

time;”.

By adding -

chosen court” (32 [%[%) means the court or any of the courts

specified in a choice of Mainland court agreement or
choice of Hong Kong court agreement, as the case may
be, as the court to determine a dispute to which the

agreement applies;”.

By deleting subclause (2).

By deleting “designating a court in Hong Kong” and substituting

“specifying the courts in Hong Kong or any of them as the court”.

By deleting “designating a court in the Mainland” and substituting

“specifying the courts in the Mainland or any of them as the court”.

By deleting paragraph (a) and substituting —
“(@ the judgment is given on or after the date of the
commencement of this Ordinance by —

Q) a chosen court which is a designated court;

(i)  a designated court upon a transfer of the case
under the law of the Mainland from a chosen
court;

(i) a designated court upon an appeal against a
judgment of the case given by —

(A) achosen court; or

(B) a court to which the case has been
transferred under the law of the Mainland
from a chosen court; or

(iv) adesignated court upon a retrial of the case which



5(2)

5(2)

5(2)

5(2)

6(1)

7(1)

has been tried in -

(A) achosen court; or

(B) a court to which the case has been
transferred under the law of the Mainland

from a chosen court;”.

In paragraph (b), by deleting “judgment is given pursuant to a choice
of Mainland court agreement” and substituting “relevant choice of

Mainland court agreement is”.

In paragraph (e), in the Chinese text, by deleting the comma at the end
and substituting a full stop.

In the Chinese text, by deleting “ﬁlJ”EJFJ%JEIU?HiEI'ET@ N T &Jrﬁi
R AT I E SRR and substituting 17 REAIE A
il HL SR &JF'L ?i}iklr['lﬁﬁ T tﬂgla\l: T j f Iﬂj[?ﬂ}d—k , ﬁlznii
= FIFAH AJ}H Jl?fﬂ |BIAHGF IR 1R I7J454 ﬁﬁ[ ’ F’ffﬁ’#i&?-@"-

In the Chinese text, by deleting “F|] ELF"?*?F i ?}{ﬁ’%}?ﬂﬁ\’ﬁ'ﬁﬁ¢
PRI R -

By deleting paragraph (d) and substituting —
“(d) itisajudgment given in a retrial by a designated court of
a level higher than the court whose judgment has given

rise to the retrial.”.
By deleting everything after “shall be” and substituting “2 years.”.
By deleting subclause (2) and substituting —

“(2)  The time limit specified under subsection (1) shall

be calculated —



(@  where a period for performance of the
Mainland judgment has been specified in
the judgment, from the last day of the
period; or

(b) inany other case, from the date from which

the judgment takes effect.”.

14(1) By deleting “A” and substituting “Subject to section 15, a”.
17(1) By deleting “may specify” and substituting “shall specify”.
18(1) By deleting “the Court of First Instance shall set aside the registration

of the judgment if the party has proved to the satisfaction of the Court
of First Instance” and substituting “the registration of the judgment

shall be set aside if the Court of First Instance is satisfied”.

18(1) In paragraph (c), by deleting “choice of Mainland court agreement
pursuant to which the judgment was given” and substituting “relevant

choice of Mainland court agreement”.

18(1) By deleting paragraph (f) and substituting —
“(M the judgment debtor who did not appear in the original
court to defend the proceedings —
(1)  was not summoned to appear according to the law
of the Mainland; or
(i)  was so summoned but was not given sufficient
time to defend the proceedings according to the
law of the Mainland;”.

18(1) In paragraph (h), by adding “or an arbitral award on the same cause of
action between the parties has been made by an arbitration body in

Hong Kong” after “Hong Kong”.



18(1)

18(1)

18(1)

19

21

In paragraph (i), by deleting “has been made by an arbitration body”
and substituting “on the same cause of action between the parties has

been made by an arbitration body in a place outside Hong Kong”.

In paragraph (k), in the Chinese text, by deleting the comma at the end

and substituting a full stop.

In the Chinese text, by deleting “ FLE;?H EE?FJ}-I‘%]’F;Z?URFWE ey o™,

By deleting “the party has proved to the satisfaction of the Court of
First Instance” and substituting “the Court of First Instance is

satisfied”.

By deleting subclause (1) and substituting —

“(1) Where a judgment creditor intends to enforce in
the Mainland a Hong Kong judgment under which a sum of
money is payable (not being a sum payable in respect of taxes
or other charges of a like nature or in respect of a fine or other
penalty) and the judgment is given on or after the date of the
commencement of this Ordinance by —

(@ the Court of Final Appeal or the High
Court which is a chosen court;

(b) the Court of Final Appeal or the High
Court upon a transfer of the case under the
law of Hong Kong from a chosen court; or

(c) the Court of Final Appeal or the High
Court upon an appeal against a judgment of
the case given by —

() a chosen court; or
(i)  a court to which the case has been

transferred under the law of Hong



21

25

25(1)

New

Kong from a chosen court,
the High Court shall, on an application made by the judgment
creditor and on payment of such fee as may be prescribed by the
rules of court made under section 23(1), issue to the judgment

creditor a certified copy of the judgment.”.

By deleting subclause (2) and substituting —

“(2)  Where a judgment creditor intends to enforce in
the Mainland a Hong Kong judgment under which a sum of
money is payable (not being a sum payable in respect of taxes
or other charges of a like nature or in respect of a fine or other
penalty) and the judgment is given on or after the date of the
commencement of this Ordinance by —

(@  the District Court which is a chosen court;
or
(b)  the District Court upon a transfer of the
case under the law of Hong Kong from a
chosen court,
the District Court shall, on an application made by the judgment
creditor and on payment of such fee as may be prescribed by the
rules of court made under section 23(2), issue to the judgment

creditor a certified copy of the judgment.”.

In the heading, by deleting “recognized”.

By deleting “the recognized Basic People’s Courts” and substituting

“Basic People’s Courts for the purposes of this Ordinance”.

By adding -

“25A. Special provisions for chosen courts
becoming or ceasing to be recognized
Basic People’s Courts

(1) If any chosen court was not a recognized Basic

6



Schedule 2,
section 2

Schedule 2,
section 2

Schedule 2,
section 2

Schedule 2,
section 2

Schedule 2,

People’s Court at the date of the choice of Mainland court
agreement, the chosen court shall not be regarded as a
recognized Basic People’s Court for the purposes of this
Ordinance even though the chosen court has subsequently
become a recognized Basic People’s Court.

(2) If, in relation to any Mainland judgment, any
chosen court was a recognized Basic People’s Court at the date
of the choice of Mainland court agreement and it remained as
such at the date of the judgment, the chosen court shall be
regarded as a recognized Basic People’s Court for the purposes
of this Ordinance even though the chosen court has

subsequently ceased to be a recognized Basic People’s Court.”.

In the proposed Order 71A, in rule 1, in the definition of “choice of

Mainland court agreement”, “judgment creditor”, “judgment debtor”,

“Mainland”, “Mainland judgment”, “original court” and “registered

judgment”, by deleting “2(1)” and substituting “2”.

In the proposed Order 71A, in rule 1, by deleting the definition of
“identity card”.

In the proposed Order 71A, in rule 3(1)(a)(ii), by deleting everything
after “copy of the” and substituting “relevant choice of Mainland

court agreement;”.

In the proposed Order 71A, by deleting rule 3(1)(a)(iv) and

substituting —
“(iv)  where the judgment creditor is a body of persons, the
documents specified for the purposes of this

sub-subparagraph in paragraph (2);”.

In the proposed Order 71A, by deleting rule 3(2) and substituting —



section 2

Schedule 2,

section 2

Schedule 2,

section 2

“(2)  The documents specified for the purposes of

paragraph (1)(a)(iv) are —

(@)

(b)

if the judgment creditor is a body of
persons  incorporated, formed or
established under the law of Hong Kong,
a verified or certified or otherwise duly
authenticated copy of its certificate of
incorporation or similar documents;

if the judgment creditor is a body of
persons  incorporated, formed or
established under the law of any place
other than Hong Kong, a verified or
certified or otherwise duly authenticated
copy of documents stating that its
incorporation, formation or establishment
was in accordance with the law of the
place where it was so incorporated,

formed or established.”.

In the proposed Order 71A, in rule 11(1), by deleting “In the case”
and substituting “Subject to paragraph (2), in the case”.

In the proposed Order 71A, by deleting rule 11(2) and substituting —

“(2)  Where -

(@)

(b)

the Court has under section 5(2) of the
Ordinance ordered a part of a Mainland
judgment to be registered; and

the registration has not been set aside

under section 18 or 19 of the Ordinance,

then notwithstanding rule 3, any application subsequently

made for registration of any other part of the judgment under

section 5(1) of the Ordinance shall be supported by an



Schedule 2,
section 2

Schedule 2,
section 2

Schedule 2,
section 2

Schedule 2

affidavit specified for the purposes of this paragraph in
paragraph (3).
(3) An affidavit specified for the purposes of
paragraph (2) shall —
(@) cite the Mainland judgment;
(b) state to the best of the information or
belief of the deponent —

Q) that the sum of money ordered to
be paid under the part of the
judgment sought to be registered
under the application is due; and

(i)  any other information relevant to
the application; and

(c)  exhibit a copy of the last order made by
the Court under section 5(2) of the

Ordinance for registration of any other

part of the judgment.”.

In the proposed Order 71B, in rule 1, in the definition of “choice of
Hong Kong court agreement”, by deleting “2(1)” and substituting
“2”,

In the proposed Order 71B, in rule 1, in the definition of “Mainland”,
by deleting “2(1)” and substituting “2”.

In the proposed Order 71B, in rule 2(2)(a), by deleting everything
after “copy of the” and substituting “relevant choice of Hong Kong

court agreement;”.

By deleting the cross-heading “Foreign Judgments (Restrictions on
Recognition and Enforcement) Ordinance” immediately before

section 3.



Schedule 2 By deleting section 3.

Schedule 2, In the proposed rule 6(1) of Order 42, in the English text, by deleting

section 4 “in the Court” and substituting “the Court”.

Schedule 2, In the proposed rule 6(2)(a) of Order 42, by deleting everything after

section 4 “copy of the” and substituting “relevant choice of Hong Kong court
agreement;”.

Schedule 2, In the proposed rule 6(6) of Order 42, in the definition of “choice of

section 4 Hong Kong court agreement”, by deleting “2(1)” and substituting
“27.

Schedule 2, In the proposed rule 6(6) of Order 42, in the definition of “Mainland”,

section 4

by deleting “2(1)” and substituting “2”.

10
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EEEERBKEE

EH 8 B F] F] = 8 SR I 8 1 &

i X e
At (a)  MZE "FTEMRSC " mARLL "HEfTH S A RLNE R

e N B e B v R AT B BUF RT AL WA N R EET
9 € RBR R At B o ARy 1) 1T B W vk e A AL RE BT R ST &
HEAEENRMEBZGHARNLE ) > UEZENETE
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(b)) MZE "HEFEMFEHARREfLEGFEN

(o) FEHREX AR » f£ “for matters connected” ZHiNM
A “to provide”

(&)  AEHSICARY - £ s WWAET mAAR . RAF
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