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PREFACE

The Food and Health Bureau (the “Bureau”) issued a Review of Liquor
Licensing Public Consultation paper (the “Consultation Paper”) in July 2011
inviting comments from the Public on the issues raised in the Consultation Paper
concerning new laws on regulating the issue and renewal of liquor licenses in
Hong Kong. A two months Public consultation period was set and the deadline

for submission of comments is 14 September 2011.
The Consultation Paper comprised of 7 chapters and 2 appendices.

Paragraph 1.1. in the Consultation Paper unequivocally stated that the purpose
of the consultation document “is to facilitate an informed discussion by the
public and the trade about the liquor licensing policy in Hong Kong” and views

on various issues relating to the liquor licensing regime was sought.

Various questions are raised in Chapter 2 to 6, and a “Summary of Questions” 1"
laid out in Chapter 7. Those questions so raised are believed to be called for
due to new circumstances bring about by the so-called “Upstairs Bars” and

discussion with the public and trade participants.

With a view to streamline our comments to the questions so raised, we shall
focus our comments to the Consultation Paper and various comments requested,

whilst we shall not address on Chapter 7 for redundancy reason.

Before we go to our comments to the Summary of Questions, in the light of the
issues, facts and law raised in the Consultation Paper which we do not entirely

agree or share, we shall comment on those matters first.

CHAPTER 1 : OVERVIEW

The Licensing System

7.

We share the view of the Bureau that there _should be a fair and reasonabie

2




balancing act to weigh the economic and commercial interests of the hiquor
licensees and the interests of the neighboring residences in the midst of a
densely populated Hong Kong. However, we are inclined to take the view that
such balancing act has also to take into account of the effect on the livihood of
the employees of the licensees and their families, Hong Kong as a tourist and
entertainment hub, the ever increasing rental of ground level shop premises
which escalated to the 1% few levels above, and the more relaxed liquor
licensing regime of nearby competitors such as Macau and Shenzhen. Plainly,
it appears that the Bureau has failed to consider those aforesaid factors in the

balancing act.

Licensing Criteria

8. In parégraph 1.7 of the Consultation Paper, the Bureau stated that the LLB
“adopts an open, transparent and fair approach and aims to balance the interests
of legitimate commercial activities and those of the locality”. Whilst we can
only comment that the LLB is obliged to consider each and every application in
a tribunal capacity in pursuant to the statutory provisions and Common Law
with Wednesbury reasonableness'’, the lack of full, published and pUBlicly

assessable reasons for its decision is clearly non-transparent nor open. In the

Court of Final Appeal Case of Oriental Daily Publisher v Commissioner for

(2)

Television and Entertainment Licensing Authority™™ | former Chief Justice Li

said : “Where there is a duty to give reasons, it must be discharged by giving
adequate reasons.” The licensees/applicant and the Public at large has no
means to know and understand the grounds for granting or refusal of an
application, and the grounds and factors leading to the LLB attaching a variety

of conditions to the liquor license.

9. Further, in paragraph 1.7 of the Consultation Paper, the Bureau set out the liquor
licensing criteria to be considered by LLB set out in Regulation 17 of the

Regulations (2) namely :

(i} whether the applicant is a fit and proper person to hold the license;

(*“Criteria 1™)



10.

11.

(1i) whether the premises are suitable for selling and supplying intoxicating
liquor, having regard to the location and structure of the premises and the

fire safety and hygienic conditions in the prernisés; (“Criteria 2”)
AND

(111)) whether in all the circumstances the grant of the license is not contrary to

the public interest. (“Criteria 37)
(Collectively the “Three Critenias)

In paragraph 1.8 of the Consultation Paper, the Bureau stated and conceded that
the LLB has the benefit and assistance of its Secretariat in seeking the views of
the government departments concermned, ncluding the Police, the Building
Departmenf (“BD”), the Fire Services Department (“FSD”)} and the Food and

Environmental Department (“FEHD”). It went on to say :

“These departments will, based on their respective expertise, advise
LLB as to whether the applicant is a fit and proper person and the
premises concerned is compliant with the relevant building safety, fire
safety and environmental hygiene requirements as well as suitable for
selling and consuming intoxicating liguor.  The Home Affairs
Department (“HAD"), being the licensing authority for clubs, also
advises LLB on whether the premises concerned are issued with a

certificate of compliance (“CoC”). "

Furthermore, in paragraph 1.9, the Bureau also stated that the Public at large,
which necessarily involves residences living close to or nearby the applicant’s
premises, could also comment which in all cases in reality, object to the
application, and such objection from residences of close proximity to the
premises concerned is taken seriously by the LLB \ifhen considering criteria 3,
and very often a key reason to refuse the application or otherwise attaching
various conditions to the license like restricting hours of selling liquor, limiting

capacity, closing of all doors and windows and so on.
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12.

It 1s our full consensus that the present licensing regime operating on a
balancing act based on the Three Criterias is appropriate, effective and sufficient
enough to operate a fair, reasonable and balancing system of liquor Hcensing,
and the proposed reform is either too stringent, authoritative or unnecessary.
Having said that, we maintain our reservations as to our comment on the

non-transparent and unopeniness of the LLB’s decision.

CHAPTER 2 : UPSTARS BARS

13.

It is clear and apparent that the Bureau backed up its call for more stringent laws
to regulate liquor licensing due to the so-called Upstair Bars fiasco as stated in
Chapter 2 where the Bureau attributed high crime rates, serious fire hazardous,
public safety concern and Public nuisance brought about by the Upstairs Bars.

We shall deal with the alleged problems one by one.

Public Safety Concerns

14.

In paragraph 2.4 of the Consultation Paper, the Bureau stated that :

“There is much concern over whether people, under the influence of
aleohol and gathering in large numbers in a concentration of bars in a
muliti-storey building, can make their way to safety through the stairs
while fighting for exit during emergencies. The situation would be
worsened by slippery (with vomit) or blocked staircases, customers

crowding at staircases for a rest or smoking and excessive drinking.”

It is clear that the Bureau is well acquainted with the current policy that the LLB
has the assistance and views of the FSD on fire safety issues of the relevant
premises when handling the applicatioﬁ for a. hquor license (see : paragraph 10
above and paragraph 1.8 of the Consultation Paper). The Bureau understands
that the FSD will give advice to the LLB concerning fire safety and whether the
premises concerned is able to meet all fire safety standards and requirements as
prescribed under the relevant fire safety and prevention laws and regulations.

Such no doubt embraces a variety of conditions to be met like installation of fire
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15.

16.

fighting equipment, water sprinklers, emergency lightings, and availability of fire
escape exit having access to the fire escape stairs of the building. As such, the
FSD is there to scrutinize and vet each and every applicant’s premises for fire
safety standard, and clearly FSD will not approve those applicant’s premises
which fails to meet their required standards. As such, the professional “control
gate” is there to stem out those unqualified premises. In another words, those
premises that are poorly equipped to tackle fire hazards or do not have sufficient
and appropriate fire escape facilitate in accordance with the relevant legislation,
like availability of properly lightened fire escape stairs and exits would have
been objected by the FSD, and license would not be granted in the first place as

such does not meet Criteria 2.

Having said that, it appears that the Bureau is concerned with 2 other issues

namely :
15.1 slippery or blocked staircases

15.2 customers crowding at staircases for a rest or smoking and excessive

drinking

It is apparent that the aforesaid 2 problems are not fundamental issues to be
considered at the stage of consideration of the license application but rather
issues of licensee’s discipline and enforcement protocol. The Bureau
commented that night visits by LLB and Government officials revealed that
exits of premises were blocked and used by customers to smoke, and some
premises were having customers exceeding the maximum capacity limits.
However, the Bureau did not disclose any proper official records to back up
such stance, and such occurrence may well be from a minority of licensees or
simply from unlicensed premises. In any case, as stated earlier on, these are
matters mainly for the enforcement agents, namely to a great extent the FSD and

lesser extent, the police and the FEHD.

It is reasonable to expect and believe that the enforcement agents, if routine and

diligent checks are made, should be able to stem out the aforesaid problems.
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17.

As for repeated offenders, the enforcement agents like FSD could have
submitted its routine check reports to the LLB like the police checks reports that
are tabled at the LLB hearings, to voice the repeated offender’s history, and
most probably the LLB will impose stringent conditions on the license or even

decline to grant a license.

In fact, the Bureau accepted at the end of paragraph 2.4 of the Consultation
Paper that :

“While relevant governments depariments have been stepping up
enforcement against these irregularities, there may be room to
consider whether the control over upstairs bars needs to be further

tightened.”

From the aforesaid statement, one point is distinctively sure, that is the Bureau
accepts that the problems are basically for the enforcement agent, yet the Bureau
went on to say that “there may be room” to tighten control over upstairs bars.
It is clear that the Bureau is clearly aware that the cure to the problem mainly
rest on enforcement, and if so, it begs the question as to why more stringent
legislation is called for to tighten control of upstairs bars ? One would wonder
what sort of tightening control could possibly forestall or stem out the problems
with slippery or blocked staircases and customers crowding at staircases to rest
or smoke ? In fact, there is already stringent legislative provisions to that

effect like :

17.1 Fire Services Ordinance Cap 95

17.2 Fire Safety (Buildings) Ordinance Cap 572

17.3 Fire Safety (Commércial Premises) Ordinance Cap 502

17.4 Code of Practice for the Provision of Means of Escape in case of Fire

17.5 Regulation 41(1) of the Building (Planning) Regulations Cap 123(F)
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i8.

19.

17.6 Paragraph 19 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of the Smoking (Public Health)
Ordinance Cap 371

The FSD has power and authority under ordinances stated in 17.1 to 17.3 to
prosecute the licensee when slippery or blocked staircases are discovered.
Further, the inspectors appointed under section 15F of the ordinance stated in
17.6 above has the right and authority to issue fixed penalty tickets to those

patrons smoking at the exit stairs of the Premises.

Hence, as stringent provisions are already in place, the only issue is left to
enforcement and not to tighten control or stem out upstairs bars. Scenario can
be drawn from the outbreak of armed robbery of jewelry shops in Hong Kong in
the 80s and early 90s, and the police fought hard to tackle the problem. There
18 no senseless call to tighten up legislation to prohibit jewelry shops to be
located on street level to forestall the easy getaway of the robbers of using

innocent pedestrians as hostage or human sandbags.

Furthermore, it is clearly recognized in the Amended Guidance Issued Under

Section 182 of the Licensing Act 2003 which deals with guidance to be

considered when issuing liquor license in England and Wales stated that in

respect of Public Safety concerns :

“Licensing authorities and responsible authorities should note that the
public safety objective is concerned with the people using the relevant
premises and not with public health, which is dealt with in other

legislation. ” (paragraph 2.19 of (3))

“Accordingly, conditions should not be imposed on a premises license
or club premises certificate which relate to cleanliness or hygiene”
(paragraph 2.19 of (3)) [This goes to the concern raised by the Bureau
about slippery floors]. | | '




20.

21.

22.

The Home Office went on in paragraph 2.20 of the said Amended Guidance to

comment on fire safety concerns :

“From 1 October 2006 the Regulatory Reform (Fire Safety) Order
2005 (‘the Fire Safety Order’) replaced previous fire safety legislation.
As such any fire certificate issued under the Fire Precautions Act 1971
will have ceased to have effect. Licensing authorities should not that
under article 43 of the Fire Safety Order any conditions imposed by the
licensing authority that relate to any requirements or prohibitions that
are or could be imposed by the Order automatically cease to have
effect, without the need to vary the license.  This means that licensing
authorities should not seek to impose fire safety conditions where the
Order applies.” (Paragraph 2.20 of (3)) [This goes to the concerned

raised by the Bureau concerning fire safety]

In paragraph 2.5, the Bureau proposed that the restaurant or COC licensed
premises have to observe all provisions in the Code of Practice for the
Provisions of Means of Escape in Case of Fire promulgated by BD and the
provisions of appropriate fire services installation stipulated by FSD should be
extended to upstairs bars. We agree with such proposal as operators and
licensees are very concerned with safety of their staff, patron.s and properﬁes-
Having said that, if the aforesaid is made available by means of conditions
attached to the liquor license of upstairs bars, and in fact a lot of the recent
licensing conditions imposed such conditions, there appears to be no basis to
call for more stringent and specific requirement in legislative provision in this

respect.

The Bureau observed in the last part of paragraph 2.5 of the Consultation Paper
that the Public considered more stringent and specific requirements should be
made applicable to upstairs bars “where customers are more likely to get drunk
than restaurants”. First of all, there is no statistic or case study on this
proposition, and such assertion is speculative. Further, given the impact of the
recent drink driving law, operators have reported a dramatic decline in personal

consumption of alcohol in restaurants and bars alike.
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23.

24,

25.

26.

On the other hand, the Bureau should note that Criteria 1 allows the LLB to
consider the applicant’s experience in holding a liquor license, management
skills and control how. Such considerations would no doubt include refusing
an application on the ground that the applicant has no knowledge and experience
in controlling the drinking limits of its patrons so as to forestall its patrons
getting drunk and cause disturbance or acted in unruly manners. The LLB
would not grant license to those inexperienced applicants or to those that the
police had made report as to occurrence of disturbances caused by drunk patrons
in the Premises prior to the application. In such circumstances, the mechanism
is there, and how can one reasonably justify the introduction of even more

stringent and specific requirements ?

According to statistics and reports, during a fire in multi-stories buildings,
smoke is the No. 1 killer of the victims. Dr. Keith A Laffety MD commented

in his reputable article titling “Smoke Inhalation”” :

“Many victims of fire accidents have both smoke inhalation and
thermal injury. Inhalation injury from smoke and the notorious
products of combustion in fires may account for as many as 60-80% of

fire-related death in the United States.”

As when smoke during a fire is the main killer in a fire scene, the proposal to
say that people have some alcoholic drinks could have difficulty in running for
their life become tenuous, as smoke will very soon retard and disable peoples’
ability and will to run for their life in a fire situation. Hence, by resting on the
premise that people not affected by drink would be more capable to run away
from a fire scene that those having some alcoholic drinks is misconceived, and

fall foul of medical evidence and scientific statistics.

Further, there are a number of high rise buildings in Hong Kong that have a
conglomeration of medical centres inside, some like Hang Yee Building in
Central and Hang Seng Banking Building on Nathan Road, having over 90% of
its spaces being occupied by medial centres or doctors’ office.” In case of an

outbreak of fire, one would have thought that the ill, frail, wheel-chair bound
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patients or those having just received medicine injection could be far less able to
get out of the building than those having a few alcoholic drinks patrons. But
there is no statutory provisions targeting medical centres on public safety
consideration. Hence, if the Bureau can blatantly ignore the trite medical
findings of smoke killing theory stated in paragraph 25 above, the introduction
of stringent conditions against upstairs bars on the ground of weaker ability to
escape 1is discriminatory against drinkers whilst it is demonstrated above that the
patients of those medical centres and doctors’ clinics could be even slower and

incapable to run for their life in case of an outbreak of fire.

Crime

27.

28.

29.

The Bureau has painted a dark picture on the upstairs bars as a crime haven,
where drugs and illicit activities are carried oﬁt, as unlike bars at street level,
drug abusers and traffickers could easily dispose of the drugs before police
arrival on the ground that upstairs bars are well tucked in on high floors of
buildings whether access takes time (see : paragraph 2.6 of the Consultation

Paper).

From newspapers reports, it is clear that nearly all of the reported cases of police
making arrests in upstairs bars and other bars in street levels for drugs and other
illicit activities; undercover police officers were deployed. The newspapers
reports stated that the police have prior information or tips off as to target
criminals undergoing drugs and other illicit activities in certain bars, and then
undercover police officers could be deployed to the target bar to pose as
customers. A professional co-ordination between the undercover police
officers and the police officers waiting outside would be made, and they would
move in to make arrest when drugs, money or other illicit items changed hands.
Such undercover operation has been very successful. Henceforth, the belief on
the geographical location of upstairs bars making it difficult for enforcement

action is entirely misconceived.

The other issue the Bureau raised concern on the crime issuec was stated in

paragraph 2.7 of the Consultation Paper, where the Bureau took the view that
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30.

31.

the likelihood of patrons under the influence of alcohol entering into dispute and

fight is far more higher in the cramped corridor, common washrooms, stairs and
lifts lobby of a multi-storey building than on the open street. We say that the
closeted environment in fact would be much more safer as most of the lifts and
lift lobbies of high rise buildings have their own security close circuit TV
(“CCTV™), camera, and no doubt licensees would be happy to install some 1n
the corridors. Clearly, anyone wanting to start a ﬁght would have a serious
thought before doing so as the fight would be fully captured and recorded by the
CCTV, and at the end, arrest by the police would be inevitable. Scenario can
be drawn frorﬁ the prostitutes’ serial killer case a few years ago®, which later
triggered on almost all “one room one prostitute” to install CCTV recorder to
monitor their patrons knocking on their doors. Ever since, crime on those

prostitutes has decreased dramatically. As such 1t is strongly believed that the

- installation of CCTV will forestall crime of fighting among patrons on their way

of entering and leaving the premises.

On the contrary, it would not be an casy task to install CCTV on all streets

having licensed premises situated due to privacy and enormous costs concemns.

Effectiveness of CCTV in forestalling crime both inside and outside the
Premises is supported by The Amended Guidance issued under the Section 182
of the Licensing Act 2003 issued by the Home Office of England which stated
that : |

“Conditions are best targeted on deterrence and preventing crime and
disorder. For example, where there is good reason to suppose that

- .disora’er may take place, the presence of closed-circuit television
cameras both inside and immediately outside the premises can actively
deter disorder, nuisance and anti-social behaviour and crime generally.
Some licensees may wish to have cameras on their premises for the

+ protection of their own staff and for the prevention of crime directed
against the business itself or its customers. But any condition may
reéuire a broader approach, and it may be necessary to ensure that the

precise location of cameras is set out on plans to ensure that certain
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32.

33.

areas are properly covered and there is no subsequent dispute over the

terms of the condition.” (paragraph 2.6)

It 1s well established in the liquor licensing regime, the enforcement of license
conditions rest on the police, and routine operations of police attending premises
for so-called “checking of licenée” is carried out. The police keep a full record
of all the checking results and will comment on any breach of license condition
or illegal activities. Such checking records are produced at each and every
LLB hearing for the LLB consultation. Indeed and has always been, if the
checking records are not favourable and negative, it is almost certain that the
appﬁcant will not get his license renewed. Hence, even if the alleged crime of
upstairs bars are prevalent which figures we have no way to verify, it appears
that the police might not be executing their police work enough, bearing in mind

that such deficiency is not to have anything to do with the licensees.

The lacking of policing appears to be echoed by the Panel on Food Safety and
Environmental Hygiene of the Legislative Council, as similar concerns were

raised :

“Concern had been raised as to whether there were separate teams in
the Police to carry out license inspections and handle public nuisance.
The Administration advised that the Police’s Miscellaneous and
Enquiry Unit was responsible for processing applications for liquor
licenses and recording offences and warnings for LLB 5 consideration
of additional conditions and revocation. The checks to ensure
enforcement of the license conditions and to combat crime problems
would be conducted by the Polices normal uniform branch in crime
teams as necessitated by the activities in the premises. The
Administration assured members that the Police was aware of the
public concern about the nuisance resulting from bars and would
endeavour to take actions to minimize the disturbance to the

public...... (8
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34.

35.

36.

In the premises above, it is clear that the existence or installation of CCTV, more
police commitment to police the licensed premises would have curtailed or
otherwise solved the concerns raised in paragraphs 2.6 and 2.7 of the

Consultation Paper.

By paragraphs 2.8 and 2.9 of the Consultation Paper, the Bureau attempted to
paint a dim picture of the overall crime rates of licensed premises and the
disproportionate crime rate posed by the upstairs bars. It is fair to say at the
outset that one could have no means to verify the figures so relied on, and there
1s no way in knowing how those figures break down into categories of offences,
were they sertous or trivial, minor argument or large scale fight, one has no

information thereon.

Further, one would question that whether the figures included crimes committed
by unlicensed premises as from newspapers reports like the recent one on
Oriental Daily on 16 August 2011 (see below), the crime was committed by an

unlicensed premises but the caption is :

"B Emm RS AL
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37. The same report was made by Apple Daily with similar title :

38.
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From a glance of the title or heading of the aforesaid newspaper report, ordinary
readers would be led to believe what the Bureau is trying to put across, namely a
dark picture of the drug and crime haven of upstairs bars. However, it 1s very
much clear from the body of the report that the premises is in fact unlicensed.
Such misleading report contributed to a misconceived belief by the Public at
large that upstairs bars are really a haﬁen for crime. - But without verifted
statistics, one cannot say for sure whether the high crime rate is attributable
solely to licensed upstairs bars or a mixture of licensed and unlicensed upstairs
bars or simply unlicensed bars. Placing reliance on such unverified and broad

brush figures is tenuous and unreasonable.

Public Nuisance

39.

In paragraph 2.10 of the Consultation Paper, the Bureau attributed the proximity

of upstairs bars to residential premises and the competing use for communal
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40.

41.

42.

facilities with other building users to the source of public nuisances affecting

neighbouring workers and residents.

However and on the other hand, the Bureau recognizes the powers of LLB to

attach conditions to the liquor license to impose a variety of restrictions to curb

noise and other nuisance. The normal conditions are :

40.1

40.2

40.3

40.4

40.5

Closing of all doors and corridors after certain hours
Restriction on music playing after certain hours

Deployment of security personnel to manage patrons entering and

leaving the premises in orderly manner

Restriction on the use of open area, patio or courtyard completely or

after certain hours

Restriction on selling liquor after certain hours

It is clear that the conditions laid out in paragraphs 40.1 to 40.5 is by no means

exhaustive, but it is also clear that such conditions assisted in forestalling

emission of noise to neighbour residents after certain hour and in particular,

condition 40.5 is aimed to put a stop on patrons having a drink too much leading

to misbehaviour after leaving the premises. This reinforced our stance that the

current licensing regime is strong enough and sufficiently adequate to tackle the

potential public nuisance problem.

In any case, the Home Office of England recognized in the Amended Guidance
issued under Section 182 of the Licensing Act 2003% that :

“In the context of preventing public nuisance, it is again essential that
conditions are focused on measures within the direct control of the
license holder or club. Conditions relating to public nuisance caused

by the anti-social behaviour of customers once they are beyond the
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43,

44.

45.

control of the license holder, club or premises management cannot be

Justified and will not serve to promote the licensing objectives.”

(paragraph 2.38)

In the premises above, and in particular on the matters stated in paragraph 42, it
is wrong and unreasonable to put the blame on the licensee for the behaviour of
the patrons after he/she left the licensed premises. If such blame is to be so
attributed, then the England National Football team could be liable to all those
injured people and damages caused to properties by their supporters or football

hooligans whenever they lose a game to the other side !

Paragraph 2.39 of the said Guidance quoted in paragraph 42 laid out the

rationality :

“Beyond the vicinity of the premises, these are matters for personal
responsibility of individuals under the law.  An individual who
engages in anti-social béhaviour is accountable in their own right.
However, it would be perfectly reasonable for a licensing authority to
impose a condition, following relevant representations, that requires
the license holder or club to place signs at the exits from the building
encouraging patrons to be quiet until they leave the area and to respect

the rights of people living nearby to a peaceful night.”

There is in place of a stringent statutory provision in the Noise Control

Ordinance Cap 400 to tackle against public noise nuisance with criminal

sanctions. In the Court of Final Appeal case of Noise Control Authority, Noise

Control Appeal Board and Step In Limited"”, it was held by the Court of Final

Appeal that the noise limit permissible to be emitted are :

Time Period Exterior
Day & Evening (7:00am to 11:00pm)  Not exceeding 65 dB.
Night (11:00pm to 7:00am} Not Audible
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46.

In the light of the provisions of the Noise Control Ordinance and the said
decision of the Court of Final Appeal, it is clear that each and every neighbour is
protected from nuisance of noise emitted from licensed premises. As such,
there is no justifiable ground to rewrite the present liquor licensing regime to

tackle the noise nuisance probiem.

Actions Taken by LEB and Government Departments

47.

48,

The Bureau seemed to have accepted in paragraphs 2.12 to 2.14 of the
Consultation Paper that the LB has wide and unfettered powers to impose
attaching conditions to the license to tackle public safety and nuisance problems
relating to upstairs bars. Further, due to established practice of LLB in
imposing capacity limits for upstairs bars to control over crowding and number
of patrons going into and leaving the premises, overcrowding and incidental
problems should well be curbed. The Bureau also recognized that the police
will carry out prosecution if the maximum capacity limit of premises imposed
by LLB is exceeded during license checks. It therefore appears that the Bureau
accepts and recognizes the effectiveness of the attaching condition and police
enforcement work would resolve or otherwise tackle the .public safety and

nuisance problem of upstairs bars.

In the premise of paragraph 47 above, there appears to be little or nonesoever
justification to call for more stringent legislative provisions to tackle public

concerns on crime, public safety and nuisance issues relating to upstairs bars.

Conclusion to Chapter 2

49.

In the light of the comments made in paragraphs 13 to 48 above, it is clear and

unequivocal that :

49.1 There is no justifiable basis and/or substantial hard evidence or facts in
support of a call for more stringent legislative provisions to tackle

liquor licensing application by upstairs bars.
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49.2 The present Jicensing regime and the Three Criterias (see : paragraph 9
above) is adequate, appropriate and far reaching in tackling licensing

to upstairs bars.

Next Steps : Comments

50. Matters stated in paragraphs 13 to 49 above is reiterated, and therefore the

5L

answer to paragraph 2.15(a) of the Consultation Paper is No.

As our answer to the questions in paragraph 2.15(a) of the Consultation Paper is
No, there should not be any need to comment on the questions raised in
paragraph 2.15(b)(i) to (iv), (c)(i) to (vi). However, we would wish to raise a

few comments thereon.

Paragraph 2.15(b)(i)

Such drastic measure would be discriminatory against upstairs bars operators as

there is no such limitation on the number of medical centres (see : paragraph 26
above), tuition schools, private clubs, sauna houses, small hostel hotels (see :

Chung King Mansion in TST).

Furthermore, as the Bureau itself recognizes the harsh reality that the upsurge of
the upstairs bars is “mainly rental driven” (see : paragraph 1.16 of the
Consultation Paper), the reduction of availability of avenues for upstairs bars
would no doubt aggravate the escalating rental problem even further. It is both

the Government and Public consensus that no government policy should lead to

~ aggravation of price and rental of landed properties in Hong Kong (see HE

Donda Tsang’s address at the Consultation meeting on 25 Augﬁst 2011), and this

proposal is no doubt in direct conflict and must not be adopted.

Paragraph 2.15(b)(ii)

Again, such proposal is discriminatory and against public policy on properties

for reason stated above. Further, the Deed of Mutual Covenant of the building

~ concerned is a private contract between all owners, and any such limitation

would no doubt infringe their rights and freedom as to how they deal with their
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property. This lead to concemn of infringement of property rights and human
rights.

Paragraph 2.15(b)({ii)

Our comments to paragraphs 2.15(b)(i) to (i) above is reiterated. In fair sense,
the Government should lend a helping hand to help the Incorporated owners of
those “high risk targeted building” to improve their security and safety facilities
by sending in officers of FSD and the p.olice to give advice and to make
available interest free loans to the owners to achieve such improvements. Such
is a positive way in a long term resolution instead of adopting a “chopping off

one’s rotten arm” resort.

Paragraph 2.15(b)(iv)

Any setting of limits to further reduce the legal capacity is discriminatory and
without legal basis. Unlike the drinking culture in England where patrons
practiced “bar crawl” resulting to highly intoxicated patrons going from one bar
to another, and conflicts erupted while groups met on their way, there is no such
culture in Hong Kong. In Hong Kong, fights or quarrels in or outside bars are
not normally related to alcoholic intoxication, but due to personal disputes on
money or other issues, gangsters feud and clashes on picking up of girls. All
those problems can happen in other venues involving crowd like restaurants,

cinemas, park, football pitch, swimming pools etc.

Paragraph 2.15(c)(i} -

Such consideration is undoubtly discriminatory against the bars operators.

Further, the operation time of bars normally commences long after the closure of

educational/tutorial establishments.

Paragraph 2.15(c)(i1)

Such consideration is academic as in reality, Hong Kong is a densely populated

metropolitan city, where people live, work and entertain side-by-side. This in
fact is a beauty and niche of Hong Kong as people do not need to travel far to
work, reside and entertain. Such way of life has been harmoniously going on

since the 70s. In England, the factor of “cumulative impact” is a factor to be
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taken into consideration on liquor license application, but England is a total
different Country with differences in culture, drinking habits and value in
privacy than of the Hong Kong people. No doubt, very few Englishman would
wish to work a block away from his home and where there are pubs and other
commercial businesses in the same block of his home. In Hong Kong, mixed
residential and commercial crown leases were granted since early 19™ Centuries,
and people live on and had adapted to such unique living culture. Hence,
(_zonsideration 2.5(c)(ii) is too radical and too far reaching in not only being used

to tackle upstairs bars, but also to change Hong Kong people’s living culture.

Paragraph 2.15(c)(iii) to (vi)

We reiterate all our comments above and oppose to taking those consideration.

CHAPTER 3 : ADVERTISING AN APPLICATION

Comments on Paragsraph 3.6 of the Consultation Paper

52.

We welcome more choices on the avenues in placing the requisite advertisement, .
and applicant should have the choice of choosing to place the requisite
advertisement on any newspapers circulating in Hong Kong (one Chinese and

one English) or on a designated website maintained by LLB.

Other Suggestions

53.

With a view to save costs and that the purpose of advertisement is to make
known to the neighbourhood that the premises is applying for a license,
conspicuous notices be allowed to be placed both at the front lobby of the
building (where the premises is located). and front of the premises as an

alternative to placing advertisement on newspapers or designated website.

CHAPTER 4 : DURATION OF LICENSE

Comments to Parasraph 4.7 of the Consultation Paper
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54.

(a) Yes
(b) An annual review at the instigation of the licensee is welcome so that the
well behaved licensee can have its license conditions reviewed due to good

performance.

Comments to Paragraph 4.8 of the Consultation Paper

55.

Subject to our comments on (b) above, we welcome views from Government

departments and residences alike to give cornment at the review hearing..

CHAPTER 5 : NATURAL PERSON AND RESERVE LICENSE

56.

The extending of license holder to a corporate entity is no doubt a practical way
in resolving the problems facing licensed premises owners and operators.
Under the current policy, only a natural person can apply for and hold a liquor
license. Problem arises when the holder suddenly died or resigned from his
employment with the premises owner or operator. In such event, the premises
would immediately be deprived of the right to sell alcoholic drinks leading to
enormous loss of businesses and ultimate closure. Reserve licensee méy solve
part of the problem, yet there is still possibility that the reserve licensee might
face the same scenario together with the holder, leading to the same end result.
Henceforth, we support the new policy that the LLB is entitled to issue license

to corporate license holder and also a reserve licensee.

Comment to Paragraph 5.20(a) of the Consultation Paper

57.

Corporate licensee should be allowed for reasons stated in paragraph 56 above.
The integrity of the licensing regime is protected when the directors of the
corporate entity is made personally liable as if they were the natural person

licensee.

Comment to Paragraph 5.2((b) of the Consultation Paper

58.

A reserve licensee mechanism should be introduced so that a reserve licensee
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can take the place of the license holder in case the licensee suddenly died, bed
ridden for long period due to serious sickness or accident or simply quitted
employment. This would help the premises to run on so that employees would

not so easily loose their job and owner would not loose their investment.

Comment to Paragraph 5.20(c) of the Consultation Paper

39. Two may be appropriate yet more is welcome. The greater the number the

greater prospect of minimizing the sudden running out of business of the

premises.

Comment to Paragraph 5.20(d) of the Consultation Paper

60.

Yes and we reiterate our comment in paragraph 59 above.

Comment to Paragraph 5.20(e) of the Consultation Paper

61.

There is little harm in so doing as those people are actually on the standby.

CHAPTER 6 : CLASSIFICATION OF LICENSE

62.

63.

In paragraphs 6.1 and 6.2 of the Consultation Paper, the Bureau rightly pointed
out the present system of liquor licensing by means of a single type of liquor
license with a variety of conditions to be attached depending on circumstances
of the case and merits attached, and raised the suggestion that perhaps the
invoking of various categories of licenses for different type of premises may
achieve efficiency in identifying and allocating somewhat modest and stringent
conditions according to the category. The classification system in Singapore

and California United States are quoted in support.

The Bureau went on to attempt an analysis of the Hong Kong position in

paragraph 6.3.

23



64.

65.

66.

67.

The very first piece of legislation in Hong Kong concerning liquor licensing was

the Spirit Licences Ordinance 1886"™. In that very first piece of liquor

licensing legislation, there were a number of categories of licenses “Adjunct
Licence”, “Grocer’s Licence”, “Spirit Shops Licence”, “Public House Licence”

etc.

“Adjunct Licence” and “Public House Licence” were the two main categories.
Under section 2 of the Spirit Licences Ordinance 1886, an “Adjunct Licence” is
defined as :

“the licence granted to hotel keepers, restaurateurs, or confectioners,
Jor the retail sale of intoxicating liquors and an adjunct to their

respective business without keeping public bar”
Under the same section, “Public House” is defined as :

“any house or place of entertainment where intoxicating liquors are
sold by retail and may be consumed on the premises, but shall not

include any place of entertainment kept under an adjunct licence”

We propose that the aforesaid two categories may well be the way forward. It
is fair to say that those businesses not having a main bar like the Adjunct
Licence businesses in the said ordinance should well be dealt with more relaxed
conditions or no condition as their main business is not a bar, whilst it is fair and
understandable that those operators with the mainly or only business as a bar

may face much more scrutiny by the LLB when considering their application.

Japan appears to adopt similar system as under its Entertainment Establishments

Control Law, more relaxed requirements are applicable to restaurants, night
clubs, cafes etc where the selling of alcoholic drinks are adjunct to their main

business, and more stringent when it comes to bars and 24 hours bars.
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Comment to Paragraph 6.6(a) and (b) and 6.7

68. We reiterate our comments in paragraphs 62 to 67 above.

CHAPTER 7 : SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS

69.

As we have attempted to address and comment on the issues raised in Chapters
1 to 6 including those specific questions requesting for comments, with a view
to save time and achieve efficiency, we reiterate all our comments from
paragraphs 1 to 68 above and would not wish to elaborate further at this moment

of time.

Further Comments

70.

We perceive that the public consultation process is to afford a fair and
reasonable opportunity to the Public to voice their comments, reaction and
concerns on the matters and proposals raised in the Consultation Paper, and
hence we are not and should not be bound to comment on specific questions
raised. Henceforth, we would wish to make further comments in paragraphs

here to follow.

Misconception

71.

72.

We are given to understand that the Bureau expressed serious concerns to the
upsurge of crime, public safety and nuisance problems, and social disorder
stemming from the upsurge of upstairs bars, and in general, the increasing
number and conglomeration of licensed premise selling intoxicating drinks.
We say that this is a very much general view lacking indepth study, researches

and understanding of the heart of the matter.

The effects of alcohol on behaviour have been the subject of discussion and
scholarly researches for centuries. In Bickerdyke (1886)"" he gave an account
of the beer shops of Egypt in 2000 BC and the customs associated with, perhaps,

the earliest known consumption of ale. Some of Bickerdyke’s comments on
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73.

74,

the regulation of drinking behaviour strike us as being very pertinent today as he
was a fierce antagonist of stringent licensing laws. While recognizing that
alcohol could sometimes be associated with disorderly behaviour, he was of the
opinion that restricting the times and places of its consumption was only likely

to lead to more problems :

“Io check the evils of drunkenness, we [must] rely not on prohibitory
legislation which as been tried elsewhere and found wanting, but on

the gradual spread of education and enlightenment.”’

Some earlier historical source reflect a much more negative attitude towards
alcohol like that advanced by the Bureau, one which would not be out of place
in some of the more lurid tabloid accounts of contemporary disorder. The
scientist Robert Burton!'?, for example, vents his rage at excessive drinking in

The Anatomy of Melancholy (1621) :

“The first pot quenches thirst, the second makes them merry, the third
Jfor pleasure, quarta ad infaniam, the fourth makes them mad. If this
position be true, what a catalogue of madmen shall we have 7 What
shall they be that drinks four times four. ? .... They are more than mad.

Worse than mad.”’

Similar views are expressed by Heywood in Philocothoinista or the Drunkard

Opened, Dissected and Anatomised (1635).

Missing from such diatribes, of course, is any real examination of the extent to
which the effects of alcohol are mediated by other factors such as the
circumstances in which drinking takes place, mood, personality factors etc - all
those variables which today are generally held to be essential in any ‘scientific’
discussion. Rather, Burton and Heywood are content to hold up drinking as the
root of most social ills — simple philosophy taken up by the Methodists and the
Temperance movements some 200 years later. Ironically, of course, the
Temperance movement came some 50 years after what most historians feel was

the era of maximal abuse of alcohol — the high level of gin consumption and its
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associated ‘palaces’. (Brander, M. 1973) For a more considered approach to
the problem one has to wait until the late 1930s and the seminal work of Tom

Harrisson!?

and the Mass Observation Unit. Here we find social scientists
actually prepared to venture out to the pubs and surrounding streets to discover
for themselves what actually happens. Here we find a view which is neither
pro- nor anti-alcohol but which rests on a calm and objective account of real-life
behaviour. Commenting on prevailing attitudes, and the lack of objective data,

at the time, Harrisson observes :

“The trouble is that sociologists and temperance men are seldom
pub-goers.  To them the pub opens on to a mystery. Who goes in and
what happens there they don't imow. But from this doorway there
reels a succession of figures that can be recorded under the headings
of drunks per 10,000 of the population, and later as victims of cirrhosis.
We have seen how few of the people who come out of these doors are

had up for being drunk or do die of cirrhosis.”

75. Harrisson’s comments on the effectiveness of restrictions placed on drinking

echo those of Bickerdyke :

“It is an absolutely basic assumption in contemporary licensing
practice that the length of time a pub is open directly affects -
drunkenness. It is no better supported by demonstrable facts than the
other assumption [that drunkenness is related to the number of pubs];
the experience of almost every country on the Continent disprove§ it
We have suggested that his inhibition on the pub’s times, the rigorous
enforcement of time limits on drinking, has had an effect in making the

pub seem in a special way ‘immoral’.”

76. The appeal of forbidden fruit was also noted buy Doris Langley Moore, whose
lucid arguments against the ‘nanny-state’ approach to licensing appeared in the

News Chronicle in June 1939 :

- “Licensing regulations, like many other old-fashioned methods of
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71.

78.

dealing with potential evil, were framed under the simple illusion that
you can prevent people from doing something they want to do by
placing difficulties in their way. The most acute students of human
behaviour have long been aware that, on the contrary, difficulty
Jrequently acts as a first-rate incentive, and forbidden fruit tastes far
sweeter than that which drops into the hand ..... I believe that, if we
were given the freedom permitted in this respect to almost all other
peoples of Europe, there might at first be some slight excess, but in a
very short time we should adjust ourselves to the idea of being treated

as rational creatures, and would behave as such.”’

The idea that the number of pubs in a locality is somehow related to levels of
drunkenness is given an interesting twist by Harrisson. He provides data,
drawn from the UK Government licensing statistics, to show an inverse

relationship between the two.

From the above illustrations from scholars and scientists, it is clear that when
one approaches the liquor licensing system by the “further tightening the knot”
strategy will not solve but aggravate the problem. We therefore oppose to any

legislative measure to further tighten the legislative licensing regime.

Situation in Other Places Around the World

79.

The Bureau has drawn scenarios from other parts of the World in 1its discussion
in the Consultation Paper and one must say that this is no doubt an open minded
approach. So, we also wish to briefly look to some other countries to have a
broader picture of their Hquor licensing systems and their problems with social

order and public nuisance associated with licensed premises.

Macau

80. Macau positioned itself as an entertainment hub with top class hotels, casinos,

race courses, night clubs and bars. With Macau’s close proximity with Hong

Kong, competition for patrons is direct inevitable and stiff.
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81.

82.

3.

84.

Italy

85.

According to the first item of Article 2 of Decree-Law 16/96/M of Macau,
licenses of the first, second and third groups of establishments namely

restaurants, bars and night clubs, are issued by the Macau Government Tourist
Office.

The criterias of application for the licenses stated in paragraph 81 above are
summarized in the “Application Process for the Licensing of Restaurants, Bars
and Night Clubé Rules” issued by the Macau Government Tourist Office. We
find nothing in the said Rules to the effect similar to those proposals made by

the Bureau in the Consultation Paper as against upstairs bars.
Further, there is no legal limit for consumption of alcohol in Macau.

In fact and reality, Macau SAR Government has been adopting a modest attitude
in regulating its entertainment and bars businesses, and there appears to be little
problem or concern with social safety and public order. Perhaps the Macau
licensing regime perfectly understand the backfire effect of “tightening the knot”

as discussing in paragraphs 71 to 78 above.

In Italy, for centuries, regions have had their on different and independent
cultural, economic, social and political development. In order to maintain their
independence each region or city had to fight against neighbouring regions or
cities (eg. Siena against Florence, Pisa against Lucca, Bologna against Modena
etc.) Inside each city rival factions developed. Siena’s Palio celebrates each
year the rivalry among the seventy Contrade. Each Palio is preceded,
accompanied and followed by episodes of public disorder and intergroup
violence.  Dante’s Inferno”’® contains many accounts of the historical
precedents of such intergroup rivalry, disorder and violence. Young men were,
and still are, the main participants id both the ‘traditional’ and less formal,

patierns of disorder, but alcohol, according to statistics is never involved.
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86. The Italians drink substantially more than anyone in Europe, but drinking is

invariably associated with eating, and licensing law is very much relaxed as 24

hours bar license is a norm and not an exception.

87. According to a report by Marsh and Kibby, the Italian circumstances can be

summarized as follows :

a)

b)

d)

2)

Drinking is considered in its social context and the cross-cultural

difference in the social tolerance of drunken behaviour are evident.

Violence is much more likely to happen in Italian discos than in bars or

birrerie and alcohol is not seen as a significant factor in this context.

The lack of links between alcohol and disorder is further stressed in

discussion concerning routine drinking activities.

Violence tends to be explained with reference to broad social and

political issues.
A specific focus for violence is the football game.

Violence takes on a ritual nature involving conflict between groups

from rival neighbouring villages and towns.

Bar managers/owners encourage a sense of community and discourage

violent or disorderly behaviour.

88. In the light of the Italian scenario, it is very much wrong to assume or conclude

that the existence of bars would normally lead to social disorder and nuisance.

Summing Up

89. Our aforesaid comments are by no means conclusive, yet we have raised doubts

on the matters, allegations and proposals made in the Consultation Paper.
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Whilst we support some of the proposals in Chapters 3 to 6, we do not agree and
strenuously oppose to introducing more stringent legislative provisions to tackle

the alleged problems and reforms. The reason being that :

89.1 We are firmly convinced that the present licensing regime is adequate

and powerful enough to tackle and keep a check on the problem;

87.2 Enforcing agents needed to gear up their efforts and perform their
diligent duties.

60. We are inclined to take the view that if more professionals like lawyers and
reputable trade operators can be appointed to be LLB merfibers, the balancing

act on the Three Criterias is powerful enough to resblve the problem envisaged.

91. We cherish further discussion and exchange of views between trade participants
and the Government to ensure that sufficient checks and safety nets are there to

resolve problem.
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Attached 1033 signatures of supporters
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Subject: strong protest against the Government’s proposal to unreasonahly crack
down on upstairs bars
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Please sign vour pame in_strong protesi against the Government’s
proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the
prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in cach building, If
this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are
not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will
be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is
already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the
current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign your name in_strong protest against the Government’s

proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a2 public consultation on introducing an

amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the

prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing

control on upstairs bars and introducing & cap on the number of bars in each building. If

this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are

not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will

be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is

already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign _your name_ jin strong protest against the Government’s

propesal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on infroducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the

prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If

this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are

not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will

be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is

already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current liguor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign your name in strong _protest against the Government’s
proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

current liquor licensing regime by legislation.

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the
prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If
this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are
not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will
be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is
already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the
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Please sign your name in_strong protest against the Government’s
proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an

amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the
prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If
this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are
not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will

be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is
already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the
current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign your name in strong protest against the Government’s
proposal tc unreasonably erack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legislation, On the grounds of public safety and the
prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If
this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are
not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will
be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is
already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the
current fiquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign vour name jn strong protest against the Government’s

proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Burcau is conducting a public consuitation on introducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legisiation. On the grounds of public safety and the

prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent Iicensing

control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If

this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are

not located at street level will be out of business and customers® right to choose a bar will

be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is

already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign vour name in_strong protest against the Government’s
proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an

amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the

prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing

control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If

this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are
not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right fo choose a bar will

be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is

already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Phone No.
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Please sign your name in stron

proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the
prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
conirol on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If
this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premiscs operating as bars which are

rotest against the Government’s

not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will

be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is

already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign vour name in strong protest against the Government’s

proposal to unreasonably ¢rack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an

amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the

prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing

control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If

this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises cperating as bars which are

not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will

be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liguor licensing regime is

already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current ligquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign vour name in strong protest against the Government’s

proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consuitation on introducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the
prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
contro! on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each buiiding. If
this policy is iimplemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are
not [ocated at street level will be out of business and customers” right to choose a bar will
be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is
already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign your name in strong protest against the Government’s

proposal to unreasonably erack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the
prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
confrol on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building. If
this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are
not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will
be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the carrent liquor licensing regime is
already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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Please sign your name in strong protest apainst the Government’s
proposal to unreasonably crack down on upstairs bars!

The Food and Health Bureau is conducting a public consultation on introducing an
amended liquor licensing regime by legislation. On the grounds of public safety and the
prevalence of criminal activities, the Bureau suggests imposing more stringent licensing
control on upstairs bars and introducing a cap on the number of bars in each building, If
this policy is implemented, scores of liquor-licensed premises operating as bars which are
not located at street level will be out of business and customers’ right to choose a bar will
be deprived, diminished and controlled. Moreover, the current liquor licensing regime is
already very stringent. Please sign your name in strong protest against amending the

current liquor licensing regime by legislation.
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