5
6

Committee on the Promotion of Racial Harmony:

notes of the meeting on 22 September 2004
Attendance
Chairperson: 
Mr Stephen Fisher, Deputy Secretary for Home Affairs (1)
Members: 
Ms Chan Chin Ha, Louise


Ms Annie Lin



Mr Khan Muhammad Malik


Mr Sem Lim Njauw



Ms Adrielle Panares, MH


Mr Prem Chandra Rai



Ms Vandana Rajwani 



Mr Muhammed Javed Shahab



Mr Buddhi Bahadur Thapa



Mr Saeed-Uddin, MH


Ms Wong Wai-fun, Fermi 



Mr Li Che-cheung (Education and Manpower Bureau)


Ms Fiona Li (Home Affairs Department)


Mr John Dean (Home Affairs Bureau)



Ms. Adeline Wan (Home Affairs Bureau)



Ms Shirley Chan (Race Relations Unit, Home Affairs Bureau)

Absence with apologies:


Ms Diya Gurung 


Ms Reiko Harima 


Mrs. Ng Wong Lien-fa


Ms Femia Lau (Labour Department)


Ms Bonnie Yip (Information Services Department)
Item 1 – Proposed legislation against racial discrimination
1.
The Chairperson invited Members to express preliminary views on the consultation document and to continue the substantive discussion at the next meeting.
2.
Individual Members proposed that –

(a) 
the full consultation document should be translated into minority languages;


(b)
the Announcements in the Public Interest (APIs) should be broadcast in Hindi and other minority languages;


(c)
the period of public consultation should be extended;


(d)
discrimination on the ground of language should be included in the proposed ordinance.  A possible model existed in South African law;


(e)
additional human resources should be deployed to explain the paper to the minority groups and HAB should accept views that were not submitted in writing.  Alternatively, it should provide some form of secretarial service, such as a note-taker;

(f)
forums or seminars should be consolidated as far as possible;


(g) 
HAB would need to address the widespread misconception – particularly among migrant workers - that the proposed legislation would solve all their problems (such the two week rule and the levy on employers of foreign domestic helpers);

(h)
HAB would also need to address the – apparently frequently voiced - view that the Equal Opportunities Commission’s approach to conciliation was too passive.  There could be calls from migrant groups for the establishment of a dedicated Commission for Racial equality to implement the future law;


(i)
HAB should consider publishing an ‘FAQ’ page on its website;


(j)
the ethnic minorities should be free to submit their views in their own languages; and

(k)
the consultation document should have invited views on ways of promoting racial harmony.

Responses from the Home Affairs Bureau

3. Translating the full document: the abridged versions were intended to help the ethnic minorities to grasp the essentials of the proposals.  Translating the full document would be costly and the process of identifying qualified translators and arranging proofreading would unacceptably delay the consultations and would jeopardise the chances of introducing the Bill in the 2005-06 legislative session. 
4. Discrimination on the ground of language: in the context of Hong Kong, it was impractical to add language to the grounds to be proscribed.  Language requirements were usually a genuine occupational necessity and requiring employers to advertise vacancies in minority languages – or even in English – would increase their operational costs.  That would almost certainly end all chance of the Bill being passed by, or even into, the Legislative Council.
5. Promotion: the Bureau had -
(a) produced an API and souvenir rulers to promote the consultations;

(b) arranged to consult all 18 District Councils; and

(c) sent the consultation document to NGOs, chambers of commerce, consulates, business organisations, District Offices, and so forth.

But, to help the minorities’ to understand the proposals, the Bureau would -
(a)
ask minority-oriented newspapers to publish the summary leaflets in the appropriate language(s);

(b)
provide free interpretation services at forums or seminars to which HAB staff were invited to explain the proposals.   The Race Relations Unit would inform community representatives and other concerned organisations of the arrangement; 
(c)
brief the minority communities through radio programmes on Metro Plus; 
(d)
publish an FAQ page on its website as suggested.
Action: RRU/HAB

6. Extension of the consultation period: any extension would jeopardise the chances of introducing a Bill into the Legislative Council in the 2004-05 legislative session.  But the Bureau would review the position in November and consider whether an extension might be accommodated.
Action: HAB

7. Form of submissions: the Bureau would naturally make a record of its own fora.  But recording the outcome of fora organised by NGOs and others was the responsibility of the organisers.  But the Bureau would accept written submissions in minority languages and those submitted on customised forms, or standard letters from signature campaigners.  The Bureau agreed that organisers should be encouraged to consolidate their fora where practicable. 
Item 2 – After-school support for ethnic minority children and their parents
8.
The Committee endorsed the proposal.  The Unit would prepare a paper on the monitoring mechanism.
Action: HAB/RRU

Item 3 – Harmony Scholarship Scheme
9.

The Committee endorsed the proposal.
Item 4 – Any other business
10.
A member drew attention to a newspaper report about foreign domestic helpers in Malaysia being treated as “personal property”.  A member said that there was reason to believe that some Hong Kong employers took the same view and, if so, this needed to be addressed.  It was agreed that the Bureau should explore the possibility of conducting an opinion survey of public attitudes in this regard.

Action: HAB

Home Affairs Bureau

Race Relations Unit

September 2004
Annex

Matters arising from the meeting on 19 July 2004
(a) Minority language - translation policy: the Race Relations Unit had prepared a paper on its translation policy.  This was in response to concerns that a member expressed at the meeting on 19 July about the needs of speakers of less widely used minority languages.  Members noted the paper and endorsed the Unit should adhere to the six most widely spoken langaugue by Hong Kong’s ethnic minorities, namely Hindi, Urdu, Nepali, Tagalog, Bahasa Indonesia, and Thai;
(b) Sensitivity training for front-line staff: the Unit had circulated the prototype for Members’ consideration.  The contractor was proceeding to the layout design and video shooting.  We aimed to publish the kit in November;
(c) Publicity programme for 2004-05: at the meeting on 12 August, the Sub-committee on Publicity agreed to deploy the reserve of $200,000 for three publicity activities -

(i)
Poster campaign: our poster carried the new slogan was selected by the working group.  It would be displayed at KCR stations from 27 September to 24 October;

(ii)
Radio programmes in minority languages: we had invited Metro Broadcast Ltd. and Hong Kong Commercial Broadcasting Co. Ltd. to submit quotations.  RTHK did not intend to bid.  We had selected Metro Broadcast Ltd. to implement the programme; 

(iii)
Advertisements in minority newspapers to promote the work of the Unit: the Unit would place a series of advertisements to promote its services and upcoming publicity/educational programmes.  The campaign would run from September 2004 to January 2005.
