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LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL BRIEF 
 

COURTS (REMOTE HEARING) BILL  
 
 
INTRODUCTION 

At the meeting of the Executive Council on 
18 November 2024, the Council ADVISED and the Chief Executive 
ORDERED that the Courts (Remote Hearing) Bill (“the Bill”) at 
Annex A should be introduced into the Legislative Council (“LegCo”). 
 
 
JUSTIFICATIONS 

Need for legislative amendments 

2. In response to rising expectations from court users and the 
community in recent years, the Judiciary has been taking pro-active 
measures in making greater use of technology in court operations, both in 
handling court business and in communications between the courts and 
court users.  Remote hearings is one of the Judiciary’s key initiatives on 
the use of technology.  It is also part of the Judiciary’s on-going efforts in 
enhancing the efficiency of court operations.  Remote hearings would 
also enable the courts to better tackle unforeseen and complicated 
situations such as pandemics. 
 
3. At present, owing to legal impediments 1 , most criminal  
 

                                                      
1 To name a few examples – 

(a)  section 49(1) of the Criminal Procedure Ordinance (Cap. 221) requires that, “[t]he accused 
person shall be placed at the bar unfettered and not in prison clothes...”;  

(b)  section 81B(5) of the Magistrates Ordinance (Cap. 227) stipulates that, “[a]n accused who is 
committed for sentence shall as soon as practicable be brought before the Court of First 
Instance for sentence …”;  

(c)  section 4(3) of the Probation of Offenders Ordinance (Cap. 298) states that, “[w]here a court 
proposes to amend a probation order under this section, otherwise than on the application of 
the probationer, it shall summon him to appear before the court…”; and  

(d)  section 77A(7) of the District Court Ordinance (Cap. 336) requires that “…the judge shall 
appoint a date on which the accused person shall appear before a magistrate.”.  
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cases2 cannot be heard remotely.  For instance, the existing law generally 
requires the defendant to be physically present at different stages such as 
arraignment and trial.  For civil proceedings, where remote hearings may 
prima facie be permitted under the current law3, there are no express 
provisions setting out how matters are to be handled in a remote mode. 
 
4. The Bill seeks to provide for the application for, and the 
operation and effect of, remote hearings for court proceedings in 
Hong Kong.  It will provide a clear legal basis for judges and judicial 
officers (“JJOs”) to order remote hearings at various levels of courts and 
tribunals where appropriate, having regard to all relevant factors, as well 
as the dual requirements of open justice and fair hearing. 
 
 
Application and use of remote hearings 

5. The prevailing policy of the Judiciary on court hearings is that, 
unless the Court directs otherwise and the law so permits, physical 
hearing is the default mode of hearings, meaning that the JJOs, the parties 
or their legal representatives, the witnesses, and all other relevant parties 
must be physically present in proceedings conducted in the courtroom.  
The Court will direct the use of remote hearings only if it is fair and just 
to do so, having regard to a host of relevant considerations.  It is a case 
management decision of the Court in the exercise of its existing case 
management powers. 
 
6. “Remote hearing” refers to a proceeding ordered by the Court 
(including any JJO) (whether on its motion or on application by any party 
to the proceeding) to be conducted through a remote medium.  Remote 
mediums include live audio link (e.g. telephone), live audio-visual link 
(e.g. video-conferencing facilities), and any other real time 
communication facility as designated by the Chief Justice. 
 
7. The use of remote hearings does not necessarily mean that the 
entire proceeding must be conducted remotely.  It may be confined to 
                                                      
2  Notwithstanding that most criminal cases cannot be heard remotely under the existing law, rule 78 

of the Hong Kong Court of Final Appeal Rules (Cap. 484 sub. leg. A) provides that in any matter 
not provided for in these Rules, the practice and procedure in the Court of Final Appeal shall be 
such as may be decided by the Chief Justice who may, if he thinks fit, be guided by the practice 
and procedure of the High Court.  Hence, the Chief Justice may direct that a criminal proceeding in 
the Court of Final Appeal be heard remotely by exercising his power under Cap. 484 sub. leg. A.  
Since 2020, about 15 criminal cases in the Court of Final Appeal have been conducted by remote 
hearings. 

 
3 Unlike criminal proceedings, there appears to be no express statutory provisions which require the 

physical presence of parties at hearings of civil proceedings.  
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part(s) of the hearing process, for example the taking of evidence from 
one or more witnesses (whether within or outside the jurisdiction), or that 
only some of the concerned parties are participating remotely. 
 
8. The Judiciary has been conducting remote hearings for civil 
proceedings at different levels of courts and tribunals where appropriate 
since 2020.  Four guidance notes have been issued to set out the relevant 
arrangements.  Since 2020, over 2 000 remote hearings have been 
conducted at various levels of courts and tribunals, and the experience has 
been positive. 
 
 
Factors to be considered in directing remote hearings  

9. With the interests of justice as the general guiding principle, the 
Judiciary proposes that the Court must consider a list of factors (if 
applicable) as set out in clause 9 of the Bill before making a remote 
hearing order.  These include –  
 

(a) the views of the parties;  
 

(b) the ability of the parties to engage with and follow the 
proceeding (if conducted through a remote medium); 

 
(c) the maintenance of the rights of the parties; 

 
(d) whether the privileged communication between the parties and 

their respective legal representatives may be affected; 
 

(e) the potential impact of the order on the assessment of the 
credibility of witnesses and the reliability of the evidence 
presented;  

 
(f) whether the right to a fair trial can be effectively maintained; 

and 
 

(g) the quality and security of the remote hearing facilities and their 
availability to the parties.  

 
10. The making of a remote hearing order under the Bill is 
considered a case management decision of the Court.  The Court may 
make a remote hearing order for a proceeding, either on its own motion, 
or on application by any party to the proceeding.  If a remote hearing 
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order is made on the Court’s own motion, the Court may invite parties to 
the proceeding to make submissions regarding the mode of conducting 
the proceeding and take into account parties’ views before making the 
order.  If the Court does not invite parties to make submissions prior to 
the making of the remote hearing order, or if any of the parties to the 
proceeding is dissatisfied with the remote hearing order, the party may 
make representation to set aside or vary the Court’s order within a period 
as specified by the Court.  After considering the representations (if any), 
the Court may affirm, vary or revoke the order as it thinks fit, and will 
notify the parties of its decision.  Furthermore, upon a material change in 
circumstances of the case and if the Court is satisfied that it is in the 
interests of justice to vary or revoke a remote hearing order, the Court 
may, on its own motion or on application by any party to a proceeding, 
vary or revoke the order. 
 
11. As part of the Judiciary’s on-going efforts to make wider use of 
technology in court operations both for enhancing efficiency and access 
to justice for court users, the Judiciary is prepared to conduct remote 
hearings more often where circumstances allow, following the enactment 
of the Bill.  Further down the road, the Judiciary may consider according 
priority to adopting remote hearing mode over physical hearings for 
certain specific types of proceedings (such as 3-minute hearings), 
provided that effective administration of justice will not be compromised, 
and each remote hearing order complies with the relevant requirements 
set out in the Bill.  In this regard, the Judiciary proposes to provide the 
Chief Justice with the general power to designate certain types of 
proceedings (except for excluded proceedings) as the type of proceedings 
to be conducted through a remote medium. 
 
 
Exceptions to the use of remote hearings 

(a) National security proceedings (“NS proceedings”) 

12. The Judiciary notes the Government’s concern about potential 
risks to national security if remote hearing is conducted in an 
NS proceeding4.  To provide a stronger safeguard for administration of 
justice in NS proceedings, the Judiciary is of the view that remote hearing 
should not be conducted in any NS proceeding (i.e. both criminal and 

                                                      
4  In this connection, the Judiciary notes the advice of the Government in relation to the risks of 

national security in the related context of witnesses giving evidence outside Hong Kong by way of 
a live television link in the deliberations of the Bills Committee on the Safeguarding National 
Security Bill (see paragraph 225 of the Report of the Bills Committee on Safeguarding National 
Security Bill). 
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civil).  We propose to expressly set out in the Bill (under clause 5) that no 
NS proceeding can be conducted through a remote medium under the law 
or otherwise.  We also propose to provide transitional arrangements to 
ensure that for an existing proceeding that is an NS proceeding, the 
proceeding cannot be conducted remotely upon the enactment of the Bill.  
Any permission given or order made for remote hearing of an existing NS 
proceeding before the enactment of the Bill is to be regarded as having 
never been given or made.  The effect is that any prior evidence obtained 
in such proceedings is to be expunged.   
 
 
(b) Criminal trials and hearings before the Juvenile Court 

13. The Judiciary considers that there are limitations, in terms of 
principle and practice, in adopting remote hearings for all criminal 
proceedings.  First, in some cases and specific stages of criminal 
proceedings other than trials, where the physical presence of the 
defendant in court is of paramount significance, remote hearings will only 
be ordered in exceptional circumstances as directed by the Court.  
Secondly, for the same reason, the Judiciary does not propose to adopt 
remote hearings for criminal trials (as set out under Schedule 1), except 
those parts in which evidence is given by a witness (other than a 
vulnerable witness) as directed under a remote hearing order.  The Bill 
hence seeks to allow the Court to order remote hearings for different 
types of other criminal proceedings at different court levels, such as bail 
applications/reviews, pre-trial reviews, and call-over/mention hearings if 
it is in the interests of justice to do so. 
 
14. The Judiciary also proposes not to adopt remote hearings for 
proceedings before the Juvenile Court (as set out under Schedule 1).  One 
of the main purposes of the Juvenile Offenders Ordinance (Cap. 226) is to 
ensure that juvenile delinquents, in view of their age, should be tried 
separately from adult offenders and in a court setting which suits their age.  
Having regard to the delicate and developing intellectual, mental and 
psychological faculties of juvenile offenders, we consider that 
proceedings before the Juvenile Court should continue to require the 
physical attendance of parties. 
 
 
(c) Vulnerable witnesses 

15. Part IIIA of the Criminal Procedure Ordinance (Cap. 221) 
specifies special procedures for vulnerable witnesses (such as a child, a 
mentally incapacitated person, a witness in fear, or a complainant for a 
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specified sexual offence) to testify by way of a live television link in a 
separate room located in the same court premises as the courtroom.  The 
special procedures serve to protect vulnerable witnesses from the 
embarrassment or stress of being exposed to public sight and reduce the 
trauma they may face when giving evidence during the trial.  In order to 
preserve the safeguards for vulnerable witnesses under Cap. 221, the 
Judiciary considers that the Bill should not apply to vulnerable witnesses.  
In this regard, we propose to expressly provide that the relevant 
provisions under Cap. 221 will not be affected by the Bill and carve out a 
vulnerable witness from the definition of participant in a court proceeding. 
 
 
(d) Specific stages of a criminal proceeding or under special 

circumstances 
16. Apart from the exceptions as mentioned in paragraphs 12 to 15 
above, to ensure that the interests of justice would not be compromised 
by the physical absence of the defendant, the Judiciary will, as a matter of 
policy, continue to require a defendant to be physically present in court – 
 

i. at the time of the defendant’s plea, verdict and sentence unless 
the JJO directs otherwise, having considered the relevant factors; 
and  

 
ii. for the defendant’s first appearance before a Magistrate, as the 

Magistrate should have the opportunity to see the defendant 
physically in court, particularly when there may be complaints 
about alleged improper treatment by the law enforcement 
agencies during the defendant’s remand, and when hearing for 
the first time any bail application of the defendant. 

 
17. There are other circumstances which may also render remote 
hearing of criminal proceedings inappropriate unless in exceptional 
circumstances as directed by the Court.  They include – 
 

i. where the personal safety of the defendant (and/or party) and 
the nature of the evidence adduced render remote hearing 
inappropriate (Sivan proceedings5 is an example); and  

 
                                                      
5  In these proceedings, the assistance offered to the authority by a defendant is disclosed and 

assessed for its usefulness.  It is not appropriate to conduct remote hearing for these proceedings 
because of the very sensitive information involved.  Such hearings are invariably unlisted hearings 
and are held in chambers not open to the public without any automatic recording on the 
courtroom’s built-in recording system.  Instead, there will be manual recording on a USB drive. 
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ii. where the nature of the allegations made by the defendant 
renders it difficult for the defendant to give evidence freely if 
remote hearing is adopted. 

 
18. While live audio links have been used in remote hearing of civil 
proceedings, the Judiciary supports the views received during public 
consultation that live audio links are not appropriate and should not be 
adopted for criminal proceedings.  As the defendant’s liberty is at stake, 
the Court would ensure the defendant is not subject to any pressure or 
influence in relation to the proceeding. 
 
 
Open justice  

19. The Judiciary considers that the Bill should provide safeguards 
for open justice.  If a proceeding is caused to be broadcasted under 
clause 24 of the Bill, the Judiciary Administrator will arrange the 
broadcast to be accessible by the public, for example, in an open 
courtroom.  To cater for the need of open justice in different 
circumstances, the broadcast may also be made accessible through such 
other means as the Court considers appropriate. 
 
 
Offences and penalties 

20. The lack of a physical setting may render remote hearing more 
susceptible to unauthorised recording and publishing of court proceedings. 
This is particularly so having regard to the rapid developments of digital 
technology in recording and broadcasting on social media platform. The 
Judiciary considers it necessary to criminalise such conduct which may 
prejudice or interfere with the court proceedings.  It can also send a clear 
message to the general public that the fairness and integrity of court 
proceedings must be preserved in a remote setting just as in a physical 
one.  To enhance the deterrent effect and to maintain parity between 
physical and remote hearings, the Judiciary proposes the introduction of 
new offences to criminalise unauthorised recording and publishing of 
both physical and remote hearings, as well as the broadcast of such 
hearings. 
 
21. In determining the level of penalty, the Judiciary considers that 
the mischief which the proposed new offences seek to address entails 
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more severe consequences than that of the existing offences6.  The reason 
is that the unauthorised instantaneous transmission of recordings etc. 
could occur during, for example, a trial, and could disrupt or interrupt 
court proceedings.  The prohibited act may also cause serious security 
concerns or psychological unease among participants to the hearing 
(particularly for an on-going hearing), including legal representatives and 
witnesses, thereby leading to concerns of their personal safety.  This will 
very likely prejudice or interfere with the due administration of justice.  
Moreover, if recorded or transmitted images or sound are misused, it 
would constitute a serious blow to the integrity of the judicial system.   
 
22. Having regard to the higher culpability of the proposed new 
offences, it is proposed that anyone who commits the offence of 
unauthorised recording and/or publication of court hearings and their 
broadcasts is liable –  
 

(a) on summary conviction, to a fine at level 5 and to imprisonment 
for 2 years; or  

 
(b) on conviction on indictment, to a fine at level 6 and to 

imprisonment for 5 years.  
 
23. Taking into account the severe consequences caused by 
unauthorised publishing of court hearings and making reference to 
section 159AAD of the Crimes Ordinance (Cap. 200) which concerns the 
publication of images originating from commission of the relevant 
recording offences, the Judiciary also proposes to include recklessness as 
one of the alternative criminal intents (i.e. mens rea)7 of the offence on 
unauthorised publication of authorised or unauthorised recording of court 
hearings. 
 
 
Related and consequential amendments  
 
24. It is necessary to make related and consequential amendments 
to the existing legislation to ensure compatibility and consistency.  The 
major related and consequential amendments are summarised at Annex B.  
 

                                                      
6  Examples of the existing offences include section 7 of the Summary Offences Ordinance 

(Cap. 228); section 87A of the Magistrates Ordinance (Cap. 227); and section 9P of the Criminal 
Procedure Ordinance (Cap. 221). 

 
7   The other alternative criminal intent is knowledge.  

B 
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Implementation plan 

25. As mentioned in paragraph 8 above, the Judiciary has been 
conducting remote hearings for civil proceedings at various levels of 
courts and tribunals where appropriate since 2020.  For criminal 
proceedings, in order to allow sufficient time for stakeholders to prepare 
for and gradually adjust to the mode of remote hearing, the Judiciary 
expects that remote hearings will start to be conducted in criminal 
proceedings as appropriate in about six months after the enactment of the 
Bill. 
 
26. The Judiciary acknowledges the need to provide more 
assistance and support for litigants in person (“LIPs”) participating in 
remote hearings.  It is the Judiciary’s plan to request LIPs to provide 
information regarding their access to electronic devices, confidence levels 
on technology, computer literacy, ability to receive, view and print 
documents etc., before the Court orders a remote hearing.  After a remote 
hearing has been ordered, the Court will also provide bilingual guidelines 
for LIPs and arrange connection tests.  The guidelines seek to assist LIPs 
in connecting to a remote hearing, and to remind LIPs of some important 
requirements and conduct expected from participants during the hearing.  
If LIPs have difficulty in finding a suitable remote location, the Court 
may direct them to participate from designated rooms equipped with 
appropriate video-conferencing facilities in the Judiciary.   
 
 
THE BILL 

27. The main provisions of the Bill are set out as follows – 
 

(a) Part 1 – Clauses 1 to 5: These clauses provide for the short 
title of, interpretation for, and application of the Bill, the 
provisions not affected by the Bill, and specify that no 
NS proceeding may be conducted remotely;  

 
(b) Part 2 – Clauses 6 to 9: These clauses provide for the making 

of a remote hearing order, including factors to be considered by 
the Court, and the variation or revocation of a remote hearing 
order;  
 

(c) Part 3 – Clauses 10 to 21: These clauses are operative 
provisions such that a remote hearing may be deemed to have 
satisfied the legal requirements with respect to physical 
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hearing/attendance in all relevant aspects, such as the power of 
JJOs, attendance of participants at a remote hearing, 
transmission of documents and presentation of objects, as well 
as the signing of or writing on documents; 
 

(d) Part 4 – Clauses 22 to 24: These clauses provide for public 
access to remote hearings to satisfy the requirement of open 
justice;  
 

(e) Part 5 – Clauses 25 to 29: These clauses provide for the new 
offences of recording and publishing protected sessions and 
protected subjects, the offence of recording and publishing the 
broadcast of remote and physical hearings, evidence by 
certificate for permission of the Court, and defence regarding 
reasonable excuse;  
 

(f) Part 6 – Clauses 30 to 33: These clauses provide for the 
powers of the Chief Justice to amend the Schedules, and to 
make rules or give directions, as well as the issuance of 
administrative instructions by the Judiciary Administrator;  
 

(g) Part 7 – Clauses 34 to 36: These clauses provide for the 
transitional arrangements for existing proceedings; 
 

(h) Part 8 – Clauses 37 to 58: These clauses provide for the related 
amendments as set out in paragraph 24 above; 
 

(i) Part 9 – Clauses 59 to 74: These clauses provide for the 
consequential amendments as set out in paragraph 24 above; 
 

(j) Schedule 1 – Excluded Proceedings: This Schedule contains 
the list of proceedings to be excluded from the use of remote 
hearing; and 
 

(k) Schedule 2 – Court Premises: This Schedule contains the list 
of court premises in which a JJO may conduct a remote hearing. 

 
The existing provisions being amended are at Annex C. 
 
 

C 
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OTHER OPTIONS 

28. There is no other option to implement the proposal other than to 
introduce the Bill to provide a clear legal basis for JJOs to order remote 
hearings where appropriate and provide express provisions on how 
matters are to be handled in a remote mode.  
 
 
LEGISLATIVE TIMETABLE 

29. The legislative timetable will be – 
 

Publication in the Gazette 
 

 22 November 2024 

First Reading and 
commencement of Second 
Reading debate in LegCo 
 

 4 December 2024 

Resumption of Second 
Reading debate, committee 
stage and Third Reading 

 To be notified 

 
 
IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSAL 

30. The proposal is in conformity with the Basic Law, including the 
provisions concerning human rights.  It has no productivity, family, 
gender, financial and civil service implications, and no sustainability 
implications.  The Bill is binding on the Government. 
 
31. On economic implications, the proposal lays the legal 
framework for the use of remote hearings in court proceedings, which 
would enhance the efficiency of court operations and enable the Court to 
better tackle unforeseen situations where physical presence may not be 
possible (such as lock-downs in a pandemic).  For participants such as 
parties, legal practitioners and witnesses in court proceedings, the use of 
remote hearings also saves some time and cost as they may not need to 
commute to the court buildings in some circumstances. 
 
32. On environmental implications, with the use of remote hearings, 
participants such as parties, legal practitioners and witnesses in court 
proceedings do not need to commute to court buildings.  Participants who 
are physically out of town may also participate in a remote hearing 
without having to travel back to Hong Kong.  Less transportation needs 
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will help reduce carbon emissions as well as air and noise pollution, 
which would benefit the environment. 
 
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

33. The Judiciary conducted two rounds of consultation regarding 
the proposed legislative amendments.  In February 2021, the Judiciary 
consulted key stakeholders, including legal professional bodies and 
relevant government departments, on the broad principles and policies 
regarding legislative amendments on remote hearings.  Taking into 
account key stakeholders’ comments, the Judiciary formulated the 
legislative proposals and conducted a three-month public consultation on 
the draft Bill and operational arrangements for the conduct of remote 
hearing in June 2022.  In general, public response to the use of remote 
hearings for civil and criminal proceedings in court, and the proposed 
legislative exercise to set out in greater details how matters are handled in 
a remote mode has been positive.  Key stakeholders including the 
Hong Kong Bar Association, the Law Society of Hong Kong and law 
enforcement agencies agree and support that the increased use of 
technology would enable more flexible means of disposing court 
proceedings, thereby enhancing the Court’s efficiency and enabling the 
Court to better tackle unforeseen circumstances.  Taking into account the 
views received, the Judiciary has reviewed the policy and legislative 
proposals on remote hearing, and revised the Bill as appropriate. 
 
34. The LegCo Panel on Administration of Justice and Legal 
Services was also consulted on the Bill on 3 May 2023.  The Panel 
expressed general support for the introduction of the Bill to LegCo.  The 
Panel and legal profession also remarked that greater caution should be 
exercised in determining whether remote hearings were appropriate for 
criminal proceedings.  As such, remote hearings should not be adopted 
for criminal trials (especially those relating to high-profile and 
controversial cases) as there could be risks which might jeopardise the 
fairness of a trial if it were conducted remotely, such as the possibility of 
a witness being manipulated by another party off-screen while giving 
evidence remotely.  Taking into account these concerns, the Judiciary has 
hence provided for exceptions to the use of remote hearings in criminal 
trials and NS proceedings to guard against potential abuse which would 
compromise on the due administration of justice. 
 
 



 

13 
 

PUBLICITY 

35. A press release will be issued when the Bill is published in the 
Gazette.  A spokesperson will be available to answer media and public 
enquiries.  
 
 
ENQUIRIES 

36. Any enquiries on this brief should be directed to Mr Steve Tse, 
Assistant Director of Administration, at 2810 3946 or Miss Sandra Lam, 
Assistant Judiciary Administrator (Planning and Development), at 
2867 5201. 
 
 
 
 
Administration Wing  
Chief Secretary for Administration’s Office 
 
Judiciary Administration 
 
20 November 2024 
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Annex B  
 
 

Major Related and Consequential Amendments to 
Existing Legislation under the  
Courts (Remote Hearing) Bill 

 
 It is necessary to make related and consequential amendments to the 
existing legislation to ensure compatibility and consistency with the Bill.  The 
major amendments are summarised below –  
 

(a) to expand the scope of the offence regarding photo-taking in court 
premises.  At present, section 7 of the Summary Offences Ordinance 
(Cap. 228) covers the taking of photos of certain persons (including 
a judge, a juror, a witness in or a party to a proceeding) inside the 
court premises, irrespective of whether a court hearing is on-going 
at the time.  Considering its interplay with the proposed offences 
under the Bill, the Judiciary proposes to expand its scope to also 
cover recording in other forms (i.e. taking of audio records, videos, 
livestreaming) of court premises and any person on court premises, 
and publication of such recordings.  The proposed amendments 
serve to prohibit the making of audio and visual recordings of any 
court premises and/or any person on court premises, unless in 
circumstances as approved by the Judiciary, the Court or the 
Chief Justice (such as swearing-in ceremonies, admission 
ceremonies, or photo-taking by media at designated locations, e.g. 
outside the entrance of a court building).  Following the expansion 
of the scope of the offence under section 7 of Cap. 228, we propose 
to increase the penalty for the offence to a fine at level 5 and to 
imprisonment for 1 year to properly reflect the severity of 
committing the offence;   
 

(b) to dispense with the need for physical attendance of a defendant in 
certain situations.  To enhance the efficiency of administration of 
justice, the Judiciary proposes amending the Criminal Procedures 
Ordinance (Cap. 221) and the Hong Kong Court of Final Appeal 
Ordinance (Cap. 484) such that the attendance of a defendant 
(whether physical or remote) is to be dispensed with where an 
appeal is on some grounds involving a question of law alone, on an 
application for leave to appeal, or any proceedings preliminary or 
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incidental to an appeal (except bail application), unless the Court 
gives the defendant leave to be present; 
 

(c) to standardise the means (i.e. mechanical, digital, electronic or 
optical) of recording to be used in different courts and tribunals; 
 

(d) to make consequential amendments to various Ordinances to 
replace the references of live television link with live audio-visual 
link as defined under the Bill; and 
 

(e) to make consequential amendments to Cap. 221 and its relevant 
subsidiary legislation by repealing the provisions and rules which 
currently govern the taking of evidence from witnesses outside 
Hong Kong by live television link.  Upon its enactment, the Bill will 
apply to the taking of evidence from witnesses outside Hong Kong. 
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