HIt

WKCC 2786/2024
[2024] HKMagC 7

BERITEE
P LR BAI LR

TR ZE 220 2024 FE55 2786 HE

AR AT BU&
i
[ 8=PN S

FHEHHAE M E R 2H
TEIEHEA - 2024 £ 9 H 19 H
FIFHIHHA - 202449 H 19 H

A HE

1. HEANEH=H " N ESEEFL —HKEIEE
WENEEEL , JB (EFE—2=) - DIREIA T R EE T
IR (EFRUETD) -

VBEREE0] (YSF% 22 1E0) (2024 455 6 58) 5 24(1)(a)() (K
2B EASANIE 200 2 (HIETRFFHEBI) 5 60(1) 6



I

2. EIERE TR ERER - S ARKEEE =2
= IRV E A AERE G A RS MGERT - & ASERE— 2=

B ESE - FEIEVU 2 HOAERSY -
Rl EE
3. H 2019 4 6 HPZK » (RIB(EED)HRBIEZE) E£F

SIS T RIFTR AR E EhEl - B E BN EBUSH R T
K ABBLA IR FIRAT Ry ARGEE AL -

4. e EERE ARG 2 2019 FrhEEhEl I
NECE S BB R BR AL 1 5% © & AR R R TR IEAE & AE R
TTEEE 5 EZLE HCCC 280/2020 > FOE JEBRACHT A 1% & &
R BT B T 58 N RILRIED 7 Bt By & 38 > I REdm At
N 2B 7 - MBI HEE E B &R SRR @ uh 0t A R &R
(5 15 S S A B 2 B -

5. H 2020 F 6 H 30 H (PHEANRILHEFER 1T
B R 2k) £k > T oREE ) kT EHEBEREK
fE ) ER B RHFISEIET -

6. MIMEZ > #id AR 2024 £ 3 H 23 H £ 2024 4 4
A 27 HME » fE=@ A E L8y EEERE R - FEIEZE D A
BLETREE® ) & TEBEIL (FER) THEBBIL
— g K TOLERE BREG ) (FERED) DK TOLESR
Ay (EEZ) -



I

7. BEAh > #eE ARL 2024 £ 4 H 2 H R 2024 4 H 18
H - DESENTFEERmALE LW EERgkms - ol s L
"T721 RN~ T83LFISEAN L, TRERRHRAR ) K
"721 831, FHEFA] -

8. B EHBERHEWRSE AN Sy - /£ 2024 £ 6 H
30 H&Y T 3 B wees AH - MEEH TR - T GREKE
Bt - LEHRASEEZGE T - EEW KRR TAENT

] JRATERZ AR 2019 SoREE & RS - BEE
HEANEZ B FEHEE S > EZHNBUTRINES 5 MAIEZ
EEfR Al m] BE 1B B B R L &= AL G L5 0 AT o A RS > X
po A SimE HEREERNER MUE - % By 22
TIEZARD -

€ F oK

9. s ARE 29 Bk 0 RIE > RERTTELIE - B
M EE - KK ERK - #id NG 2B A E{LENHE
Wy E IR - R AE - (e R IR N ATAY BOR JE T -

10. g A~ b ~ B DR aE O B EE R T ORIB(E -
FENERFETHEGHE N RO ARZIEB A - #E
NBHCHIRZZRVIABIC - W aE R = N — e sy - Kz 24
] R BH S EE Y 2 55 MAERER -

11. s N EMI S E TR 8% -



I

_4 -
12. BT R 0 g AR EFIEIRS - LFEEHITH

B B R Eh B B AV 1T & > 15 i DU il 05 20 (3040 2 05 48) 40
ZE > MHEEEHY - BLS > BT TR oy R IHE SRR > R AT
—AEAT R DR —RIZESEIR 1% > SRS A - REELE
ZE SR AT EENEE -

13. Yt 7 R TR Y = P BTV ST R T Baa] - AT i
NN £

gl

14. (MEFERIR 2 RE1) 7Y 2024 4 3 A 23 HIEAAE
B IEMERESE T T REISE ) Aum S NET o BETRT - WIUE
Y B = BT R SR 5,000 JTAlEEZE 2 &> HUERLE 3
F BRI - SEANERTIREF ERRNR SIS RS 7
o

15. EIEEE MR A ZANFEEL SR > B
WRRSE ~ T8~ RE - A gUREINE R - Bl - RREFEXR
EENEFENEGME » I > TAEIRN AR ETEIETT B
MR EE > HOVEWIEEEZE BRI ENIER - 5
O ~ MR R S N E A BGR EIEE BRI (E S A S
AT ECE IR IR o NI o A RE 0 ZE DUTH Ui 1 B FF &1 Ry & R EY
HEFE > KFHIEREEET AT E SR S B & BT K
Bk T ARBOE AL g R HY R AR AR -



I

A = R ETHIEET

16. MRS EEGH TR E FF FXE CACC

27172009 —ZEi&kfEd - EIVARER KSR S EEZER

RIERA SRS - A e DU B a% SITR 1T e R S A S
Az FE AR B RS AR ST A B =

17. N BFINEE - By R RNE S — 5 R R E A
7 2'E 5 - HKSAR v Chan Kwok Fai [2012] 2 HKLRD

25 > WL EFVEAREEE HHY EFTARE A LT AYEE

“12. We start by making a comment in relation to
paragraph 21 of the judgment in Lei Tin Seng which suggests,
so it would seem or so it has been taken, that one should not
necessarily assume that the legislature intended by its increase
in_the maximum penalty available to visit correspondingly
heavier sentences for offences other than those in the most
serious cases. If that was what the court meant, we respectfully
and firmly disagree. With great respect, it does not flow from
the logic of the matter or, indeed, accord with a judgment of the
Court in Secretary for Justicev Lau Sin Ting [2010] 5
HKLRD 318 delivered a few months later in which the Court,
at para 45, specifically endorsed the approach of Sir Igor
Judge, Chief Justice of England in Richardson [2007] 2 All
ER 601 at para 13, where in reference to an increase in
maximum penalty in the United Kingdom for the like offence
said:

‘... the principle to be derived from [the authorities] is
that the primary object of increase in maximum
sentence was to address cases of the most serious
gravity, so as to permit the sentence to be greater than
before, and in an appropriate case to be as long as or
longer than the previous maximum. However, even in
such cases it was not intended that the increase in
sentence should reflect the consequences of the increase
from ten years to fourteen vears in a strictly
mathematical proportion. It has long been recognized
that _mathematics does not provide the appropriate
answer to a sentencing decision. That said, appropriate
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proportionality between the huge variety of offences
which come within the ambit of these crimes leads to the
conclusion that if the level of sentence in cases of the
utmost gravity is significantly increased (as it should
be) there should be some corresponding increase in
sentences _immediately below this level of gravity,
continuing down the scale to the cases where there are
no aggravating features at all. ...’

13. That approach seems to us to be unimpeachable
and is the approach which should henceforth be
followed in relation to the increase in the maximum
sentence for this offence which took effect in July

2008.” (FIEEHISE 12 K56 13 Bo)(LASF 54 5H)
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“But it must be borne in mind, as the judge stated, that there is
a considerable element of general deterrence involved in
sentencing for this offence. The seriousness of the offence is
underlined by the increase in the maximum penalty from 5 to
10 years’ imprisonment six months before the present offence
occurred. No doubt the legislature in increasing the maximum
penalty for the offence intended to reflect public sentiment that
greater deterrence was called for in this sort of case.” (FEEHY
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4 That the NSL should be construed to include the section 10(1)(c) offence as an
offence endangering national security appears inescapable. ...The combined effect of
BL 23 and NSL 7 is therefore to make it clear that a prohibited act of sedition —
including an offence contrary to section 10(1)(c) of the Crimes Ordinance — qualifies
as an offence endangering national security.
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24. FERERETE HKSAR v Chiu Wai Kan Vicken (No.2)

[2011] 5 HKLRD 422 at 428-429 1 > 5| Veen v The Queen
(No. 2) [1988] 164 CLR 465 at 472, 474 145 :

“The distinction in principle is clear between an
extension merely by way of preventive detention,
which is impermissible, and an exercise of the
sentencing discretion having regard to the
protection of society among other factors, which is

permissible.” (F|EE 1Y EE 24 E%)

the practical observance of a distinction
between extending a sentence merely to protect
society and properly looking to society’s protection
in determining the sentence calls for a judgment of
experience and discernment.” (F|zE 1 25 E)
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32. EFFEEAE The Queen v Tong Hoi-fung CACC 466/1987
HEEE:

“This Court has said time and time again that where there are
more than one offence of a similar nature committed at
different times it is right for the court to award a higher
sentence than if there had been only one offence.”

33. KU “Cross & Cheung — Sentencing in Hong
Kong (11" edition)” WI{EE TS :

“Those who commit one offence must be discouraged
from thinking that they can commit another with
impunity” [49-22]
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