QUESTIONNAIRE ON PROPOSED CHANGESTO THE LISTING
RULES

The purpose of this questionnaire is to seek viamg comments from market users and interested
parties regarding the issues discussed in the CmalConsultation Paper on Proposed Changes to
the Listing Rules (the “Combined Consultation P&ppublished by The Stock Exchange of Hong
Kong Limited (the Exchange), a wholly-owned subaigiof Hong Kong Exchanges and Clearing
Limited (HKEX), in January 2008.

Amongst other things, the Exchange seeks commegirding whether the current Main Board
Listing Rules and Growth Enterprise Market ListRRgles should be amended.

A copy of the Combined Consultation Paper can beéaioeéd from the Exchange or at
http://www.hkex.com.hk/consul/paper/consultpapen. ht

Please return completed questionnaires on no tager7 April 2008 by one of the following
methods:

By mail Corporate Communications Department
or hand Re: Combined Consultation Paper on Prajp8kanges to the Listing Rules
delivery to: Hong Kong Exchanges and Clearing Léwmhit

12th Floor, One International Finance Centre
1 Harbour View Street, Central

Hong Kong
By fax to: (852) 2524-0149
By email to: cvw@hkex.com.hk

The Exchange’s submission enquiry number is (882023844.




Please indicate your preference by ticking the appropriate boxes.

Where there is insufficient space provided for your comments, please attach additional pages as
necessary.

Issue 1: Use of websites for communication withrehalders

Question 1.1: Do you agree that the Rules should be amended teoramove the requirement that all listed
issuers must, irrespective of their place of inooapion, comply with a standard which is no lessrons
than that imposed from time to time under Hong Ktavg for listed issuers incorporated in Hong Konighw
regard to how they make corporate communicatiorzslable to shareholders (as proposed in paragraph
1.20(a) of the Combined Consultation Paper)?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

To provide more flexibility and in fact to save the printing costs, which can be rather high dueto the large
guantity of papers consumed with such a negative impact on the environment.

Question 1.2: Do you agree that the Rules should be amended woadlsw a listed issuer to avail itself of a
prescribed procedure for deeming consent from aebbéder to the listed issuer sending or supplying
corporate communications to him by making themlate on its website?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

For similar reasons as in 1.1

Question 1.3: In order for a listed issuer under our proposabéoallowed to send or supply corporate
communications to its shareholders by making theailable on its website, its shareholders must hies/e
resolved in general meeting that it may do socdnstitutional documents must contain provismthat
effect. Do you concur that, as in the UK, the fisiesuer should also be required to have asked each
shareholder individually to agree that the listegslier may send corporate communications genecalijpe
corporate communications in question, to him by mseaf the listed issuer’s website and to have wdibe

a specified period of time before the shareholslefeéemed to have consented to a corporate comrtionica
being made available to him solely on the liststiés’s website?

X Yes
[] No




Please provide reasons for your views.

Initial communications to the general subscribé&eisholders should be done by the tradtional me&
sending hard copies to facilitate those peoplersitl having access to computer.

NS

Question 1.4: If your answer tdQuestion 1.3 is “yes”, do you agree that:

(@) the specified period of time for which the édtissuer should be required to have waited befwe
shareholder is deemed to have consented to a edepoommunication being made available to him

solely on the listed issuer’s website should bel@gs;

X Yes
[] No

(b) where a shareholder has refused to a corpooatenunication being made available to him solelyhen
listed issuer’s website, the listed issuer shodgiecluded from seeking his consent again forriaice

period of time; and

X Yes
[] No

(c) if your answer to (b) is “yes”, should the petbe 12 months?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

The 12 month period would normally be the interval between the availability of annual financial
statements to be sent to the shar eholder.

Do you have any other comments you consider negegsaupplement your reply to th@uestion 1.4?

No




Question 1.5: Do you consider that the Rules should be amendednmve the requirement for express,
positive confirmation from a shareholder for thedieg of a corporate communication by a listed esdo
the shareholder on a CD?

X Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

We consider that CD is not an alternative to hamies. CD would have a different status and purpos

D

Question 1.6: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 1imiplement the proposals set out in Issue 1
of the Combined Consultation Paper?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

NC - We do not comment on areas other than thasedéal with the basic principles and foundamental
concepts.

Issue 2: Information gathering powers

Question 2.1: Do you agree that a new Rule should be introduoegtant to the Exchange express general
powers to gather information?

X Yes
[] No

Question 2.2: Do you agree that the draft Main Board Rule 2.12A@pendix 2 will implement the proposal
set out inQuestion 2.1 above?

X Yes
[] No




Issue 3: Qualified accountants

Question 3.1: Do you agree that the requirement in the Main Bdutks for a qualified accountant should
be removed?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Hong Kong is a leading financial center with an active capital market of world class.. Every attempt
should be made to enhance corporate governance and the integrity of the market. Only experienced and
gualified accountants can have the assurance that the issuer meet the listing standard. The definition of
qualified accountants should be clarified and broadened to include qualified accountants outside Hong
Kong jurisdiction who would have the expertise.

Question 3.2: Do you agree that the requirement in the GEM Ridesa qualified accountant should be
removed?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

There is no need for such differentiation.

Issue 4: Review of sponsor’s independence

Question 4.1: Do you agree that the Rules regarding sponsorspieddence should be amended such that a
sponsor is required to demonstrate independenaayatime from the earlier of the date when the spon
agrees its terms of engagement with the new applead when the sponsor commences work as a sponsor
to the new applicant up to the listing date orehd of the price stabilisation period, whichevethis later?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Full independence of the sponsors at all timesmapertant and necessary.




Question 4.2: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 4 imiplement the proposals set out in
Question 4.1 above?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Issue 5: Public float

Question 5.1: Do you agree that the existing Rule 8.08(1) fajudd be amended?

X Yes
[] No

Question 5.2: If your answer t®uestion 5.1 is “yes”, do you agree that the existing Rule dtidne amended
as proposed at Appendix 5?

[] Yes
X No

Do you have other suggestions in respect of howettisting Rule should be amended? Please provide
reasons for your views.

This is a critcial issue that needs more delib@nads some large SOEs from Mainland China may be
restricted if the % is too high as their IPO corddch some very large amount based on a thresheld/o
15% minimum. However, if the % is too low, this magt be in the interest of the investing publichwjit
virtually no say on the business of these largepzomnes.

Question 5.3: Do you have any other comments on the issue laigfioat? Please be specific in your views.

Question 5.4: Do you agree that the existing Rule 8.24 shoeldimended?

X Yes
[] No




Question 5.5: If your answer tdQuestion 5.4 is “yes”, do you agree that the existing Rule stidae amended
as proposed at Appendix 5?

X Yes
[] No

Do you have other suggestions in respect of howettisting Rule should be amended? Please provide
reasons for your views.

More transparency would be important to less chahemdue influence and interference in the market.

Question 5.6: Do you consider that there is the need to regutze level of market float?

X Yes
[] No

Question 5.7: If your answer toQuestion 5.6 is “yes”, do you have suggestions as to how itukhde
regulated, e.g. in terms of percentage or valug oombination of both? Please provide reasonydor
views.

We cannot provide an intermediate and handy answtbout having to do some research, which would
be better carried out by the Exchange,

Issue 6: Bonus issues of a class of securitiestodisting

Question 6.1: Do you agree that the requirement for a minimuneaprof securities holders at the time of
listing under Main Board Rules 8.08(2) and 8.0&(3uld be disapplied in the event of a bonus isfue
class of securities new to listing?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

That would seem to be logical with the shares more widely spread.




Question 6.2: Do you consider it appropriate that the proposezirgtion should not be available where the
listed shares of the issuer may be concentratdteihands of a few shareholders?

[] Yes
X No

If so, do you consider the five-year time limitide appropriate?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment on such specfic question.

Question 6.3: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 8 imiplement the proposals set out in
Questions 6.1 and 6.2 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Issue 7: Review of the Exchange’s approach to pterg public documents of listed issuers

Question 7.1: Do you agree that the Exchange should no longeewesll announcements made by listed
issuers?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Some announcements are quite straightforward. Hemyefor quality control and other purposes; a
checklist should be provided by the Exchange teecdtlve controversial areas. Where the issues asefh
involving discloseable information, the Exchangeuwdt review the announcements.




Question 7.2: Do you have any views on the proposed arrangemamisissues the Exchange should
consider in order to effect an orderly transitioon the current approach to the new approach withither
reduction in the scope of pre-vetting of announgésfe

No

Question 7.3: Do you support the proposal to amend the pre-\getigquirements relating to:

(@) circulars in respect of proposed amendmeriistenl issuers’ Memorandum or Articles of Assoociat
or equivalent documents; and

X Yes
[] No
(b) explanatory statements relating to listedessyurchasing their own shares on a stock excRange
X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

The existing pre-vetting arrangements have beematipg rather well and there seems no reasop to
change a good system.

Question 7.4: Do you agree that the Exchange should continuede/@t (pursuant to a new requirement in
the Rules) the categories of documents set owtriagoaph 7.50 of the Combined Consultation Paper?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Errors and mistakes are more likely to arise irs¢hareas and the pre-vetting does help to prelent t
problem from occuring.




Question 7.5: Do you support the proposal to amend the circudmuirements relating to discloseable
transactions including the proposal regarding sitna where the Rules currently require that expeports
are included in a circular?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

To reduce duplications.

Question 7.6: Do you have any comments on the proposed minor &ukndments described at paragraphs
7.59 to 7.63 of the Combined Consultation Papesad@! provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 7.7: Do you agree that the draft (Main Board and GEM)eRat Appendix 7 will implement the
proposals set out in Issue 7 of the Combined Ceatsurh Paper?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Issue 8: Disclosure of changes in issued shar¢atapi

Question 8.1: Are there any other types of changes in issuecestapital that should be included in the Next
Day Disclosure Return?

[] Yes
X No

If so, please provide reasons for your views, togretvith the types of changes.

No comment.
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Question 8.2: Have the various types of changes in a listed issussued share capital been appropriately
categorised for the purpose of next day disclosbearing in mind the need to strike a balance batwe
promptly informing the market on the one hand awdiding the creation of a disproportionate burden o
listed issuers on the other?

[] Yes
X No

Question 8.3: Is 5% an appropriatge minimis threshold for those categories of changes to whiapplies?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

The burden seems too high and the benefis are not in line with the costs.

Question 8.4: Do you have any comments on the draft of the Neyt Disclosure Return for equity issuers?

No comment.

Question 8.5: Do you have any comments on the draft of the Nexy Disclosure Return for CISs listed
under Chapter 20 of the Main Board Rules, othen tiséed open-ended CISs?

No comment.

Question 8.6: Is 9:00 a.m. of the next business day an achievdédelline for the Next Day Disclosure
Return?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Not feasible and workable.
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Question 8.7: Do you have any comments on the draft of the reMidenthly Return for equity issuers?

No comment.

Question 8.8: Do you have any comments on the draft of the revidenthly Return for CISs listed under
Chapter 20 of the Main Board Rules, other thaedisipen-ended CISs?

No comment.

Question 8.9: Do you have any comments on the draft of the reividenthly Return for open-ended CISs
listed under Chapter 20 of the Main Board Rules?

No comment.

Question 8.10: Is 9:00 a.m. of the fifth business day following #nd of each calendar month an achievable
deadline for publication of the Monthly Return?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Too tight and would seem too onerous.
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Question 8.11: Should the Exchange amend the Rules to requirdlissuers to make an announcement as
soon as possible when share options are grantsdgnirto a share option scheme?

X Yes
[] No

If so, do you have any comments on the details hwvhie propose to require listed issuers to disciosbe
announcement?

No comment.

Question 8.12: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 8M mviplement the proposals set out in
Issue 8 of the Combined Consultation Paper?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Issue 9: Disclosure requirements for announcem@nErding issues of securities for cash and allmcat
basis for excess shares in rights issue

Question 9.1: Do you support the proposal to amend Main Boare&RGLl28 and GEM Rule 17.30 to extend
the specific disclosure requirements to other categ of issues of securities for cash and to ohelu
additional items of information in the amended Rule

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

In principle, the disclosure requirements are reaBte and logical but we should not encourage| the
emergence of too many different systems dealinly eash and non-cash.
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Question 9.2: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 9 imiplement the proposal set out in
Question 9.1 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 9.3: Do you support the proposal to amend Main BoarceRul.21(1) and 7.26A(1) and GEM
Rules 10.31(1) and 10.42(1) to require listed isstedisclose the basis of allocation of the exsezurities
in the announcement, circular and listing docunient rights issue/open offer?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

The proposal seems fair. But the listed issuerth@sbsolute right to make the allocation basissdet
notwithstanding that being applied among the brekerder CCASS.

Issue 10: Alignment of requirements for materidtithn in major subsidiary and deemed disposal

Question 10.1: Should the Rules continue to impose a requirementnfaterial dilution, separate from
notifiable transaction requirements applicablederded disposals?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Should continue to impose a requirement on sucloitapt matters.
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Question 10.2: Do you agree that the requirements for materiaitidih under Main Board Chapter 13 and
GEM Chapter 17 should be aligned to those for deedisposal in Main Board Chapter 14 and GEM
Chapter 197

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 10.3: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 1 imiplement the proposals set out in
Question 10.2 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Issue 11: General mandates

Question 11.1: Should the Exchange retain the current Rules orsittes of issues of securities under the
general mandate without amendment?

[] Yes
X No

If yes, then please provide your comments and suigges before proceeding @uestion 11.3 below.

The current rules are subject to abuse. The siZzheofssues should be reduced and the extent of |suc
reduction should be subject to a separate review.
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Question 11.2: Should the Exchange amend the current Rules taate$te size of the general mandate that
can be used to issue securities for cash or (duibjgour response tQuestion 11.4) to satisfy an exercise of
convertible securities tgchoose one of the following options)

[ ] 10%, with the mandate to issue securities for roheposes retained at not more than 10% (or some
other percentage) of the issued share capital@slf hhen what should be the percentage of thedsshere
capital for issuing securities for such other pggs?

[ ] 5%, with the mandate to issue securities for ophueposes retained at not more than 10% (or sohes ot
percentage) of the issued share capital? If yes, wWhat should the percentage of the issued shpiaktbe
for issuing securities for such other purposes?

[] 10% for any purpose (including to issue securfilessash or (subject to your respons&teestion 11.4)
to satisfy an exercise of convertible securities)?

[ ] a percentage other than 10% for any purpose (ivguto issue securities for cash or (subject toryo
response t@uestion 11.4) to satisfy an exercise of convertible securifief)you support this option, then
please state the percentage you consider appmpdatcomment

Please provide your comments and suggestions.

We do not deal with these quantum issues which are not related to any change or ammedment of the
basic principles. Theseissues are better relegated to a separate independent research.

Question 11.3: Should the Exchange amend the current Rules so asctude from the calculation of the
size limit the number of any securities repurchalsgdhe listed issuer since the granting of theegain
mandate? (In other words, the listed issuer’'s ssirare capital as at the date of the grantingefeneral
mandate would remain the reference point for theutation of the size limit, unless the general dete is
refreshed by the shareholders in general meeting.)

[] Yes
X No

If yes, please provide your comments and suggestion

No comment..
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Question 11.4: Should the Exchange amend the current Rules sath th

(a) the application of the current prohibition agaitist placing of securities pursuant to a generaldagn
at a discount of 20% or more to the “benchmarkékpmwould apply only to placings of shares forltas

(b) all issues of securities to satisfy an exerolsearrants, options or convertible securities ldaweed to
be made pursuant to a specific mandate from theekbklers; and

(c) for the purpose of seeking the specific mandate]isited issuer would be required to issue a arcid
its shareholders containing all relevant informai®io

[] Yes
X No

Question 11.5: Do you have any other comments or suggestionslatioe to general mandates? Please
specify.

No comment.

Issue 12: Voting at general meetings

Question 12.1: Should the Exchange amend the Rules to requiragoin all resolutions at general meetings
to be by poll?

[] Yes
X No

Question 12.2: If your answer tdQuestion 12.1 is “no”, should the Exchange amend the Rules tpire
voting on all resolutions at annual general mestitagbe by poll (in addition to the current requisnt for
voting by poll on connected transactions, transastthat are subject to independent shareholdppsbaal
and transactions where an interested shareholdldreniequired to abstain from voting)?

[] Yes
X No

Question 12.3: If your answer tduestion 12.1 is “no”, should the Exchange amend the Rules ap tthere
the resolution is decided in a manner other thgolg the listed issuer would be required to make a
announcement on the total number of proxy votegspect of which proxy appointments have been alid
made together with: (i) the number of votes exalus by proxies appointed to vote for the resohyti@)
the number of votes exercisable by proxies appoitierote against the resolution; (iii) the numbewotes
exercisable by proxies appointed to abstain orréselution; and (iv) the number of votes exercisdb)
proxies appointed to vote at the proxy’s discr&tion

[] Yes
X No
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Question 12.4: In the case of listed issuers other than H-shangers, the Rules currently require 14 days
notice for the passing of an ordinary resolutiod 2t days notice for the passing of a special vésol. 21
days notice is also required for convening an ahgeaeral meeting. In the case of H-share issdérslays
notice of shareholder meetings is required under ‘tlandatory Provisions for Companies Listing
Overseas” for all resolutions. Should the Exchaangend the Rules to provide for a minimum noticeqaer
of 28 clear calendar days for convening all genereétings?

[] Yes
X No

If so, should the provision be set out in the R@ésa mandatory requirement) or in the Code op&ate
Governance Practices as a Code Provision (andonergubject to the “comply or explain” principle)?

Suggest to continue following the Companies Ordiean

Question 12.5: If your answer tdQuestion 12.4 is “no”, should the Exchange amend the Rules éwide for

a minimum notice period of 28 clear calendar daysdonvening all annual general meetings, but not
extraordinary general meetings (or, depending enlihed issuer’s place of incorporation, speceheayal
meetings)?

[] Yes
X No

If the answer is “yes”, should the provision be @at in the Rules (as a mandatory requirementhdhe
Code on Corporate Governance Practices as a CangsiBn (and therefore subject to the “comply or
explain” principle)?

No comment.

Question 12.6: Do you have any other comments regarding reguldtipthe Exchange on the extent to
which voting by poll should be made mandatory ategal meetings or the minimum notice period require
for convening shareholders meetings?

No
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Issue 13: Disclosure of information about and lredbrs

Question 13.1: Do you agree that the information set out in drafiv Rule 13.51B should be expressly
required to be disclosed by issuers up to and direguthe date of resignation of the director oresusor,
rather than only upon that person’s appointmemeatesignation?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Too much work with little value added.

Question 13.2: Do you agree that the relevant information shdogddiscloseable immediately upon the
issuer becoming aware of the information (i.e. tnr@usly) rather than, for example, only in annaad
interim reports?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

We suggest that the relevant information should be discloseable on a monthly basis rather than
immediately, which may be too much to ask.

Question 13.3: Do you agree that, to ensure that the issuer israagre of the relevant information, a new
obligation should be introduced requiring directarsl supervisors to keep the issuer informed @veait
developments?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

To be subject to separate review and the definition of relevant information should be provided.
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Question 13.4: Do you agree that paragraphs (u) and (v) of MaiarBoRule 13.51(2) and GEM Rule
17.50(2) should be amended to clarify that thelossoe referred to in those Rules need not be niizdeh
disclosure would be prohibited by law?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 13.5: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 1B imiplement the proposals set out in
Questions 13.1, 13.2, 13.3 and 13.4 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment on the wordings or mechanism, which should better be dealth with by the technical
department of the Exchange..

Question 13.6: Do you agree that the Rules should be amendedarifycthat issuers should publicly
disclose in the Appointment Announcements theiedors’, supervisors’ and proposed directors’ and
supervisors’ current and past (during the pastethyears) directorships in all public companies with
securities listed in Hong Kong and/or overseas?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.
No value added.
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Question 13.7: Do you agree that Main Board Rule 13.51(2)(c) aadSEM Rules equivalent, GEM Rule
17.50(2)(c), should be amended to clarify thatessishould publicly disclose their directors’, swsors’
and proposed directors’ and supervisors’ profesdiquoalifications?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

To be cons stent.

Question 13.8: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 1B imiplement the proposals set out in
Questions 13.6 and 13.7 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question13.9: Do you agree that Main Board Rule 13.51(2)(m)(fipsld be amended to include reference
to the Ordinances referred to in GEM Rule 17.50(2(i{) that are not currently referred to in Maind&d
Rule 13.51(2)(m)(ii)?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.
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Question 13.10: Do you agree that Main Board Rule 13.51(2)(m) arieMGRule 17.50(2)(m) should be
amended so as to put beyond doubt that the diselasligation arises where a conviction falls undey
one (rather than all) of the three limbs (i.e. M8oard Rule 13.51(2)(m)(i), (i) or (iii) and GEM uke
17.50(2)(m)(i), (i) or (iii))?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 13.11: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 1B implement the proposal set out in
Questions 13.9 and 13.10 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Issue 14: Codification of waiver to property comiggn

Question 14.1: Do you agree that the Proposed Relief should peorathxation of strict compliance with the
shareholders’ approval requirements of the Ruldg tonlisted issuers that are actively engagedroperty
development as a principal business activity?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

That should be the usual or delegated authority as far as property trading business is concerned. There
would not be sufficient lead time to ask shareholders for permission to acquire trading propertiesin the
normal course of business.
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Question 14.2: Do you agree with the proposed criteria in detemmgrwhether property development is a
principal activity of a listed issuer (describedparagraphs 14.12 and 14.13 of the Combined Catisuit
Paper)?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 14.3: Do you agree that the scope of the Proposed Rsiefild be confined to acquisition of
property assets that fall within the definition@fialified Property Projects?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment

Are you aware of any examples of Hong Kong listesliers encountering difficulties in strict comptian
with the Rules when participating in other typesaattions or tenders? If yes, please specify wieatlre
problems faced by the listed issuers in particigpin these auctions or tenders.

No comment

Question 14.4: Do you agree that Qualified Property Projects whdohtain a portion of a capital element
should qualify for relief from the notifiable treation Rules set out in Main Board Chapter 14?

X Yes
[] No

If yes, should the Proposed Relief specify a paeggnthreshold for the capital element within ajeut®
Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment
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Question 14.5: Do you agree that the scope of the exemption fronmot compliance with Main Board
Chapter 14A in relation to the shareholders’ apakorequirements for property joint ventures with
connected persons should be limited to scenari@senne connected person is only connected byevotu
being a joint venture partner with the listed isgne=xisting single purpose property projects?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 14.6: Do you agree that the General Property Acquisilftandate is useful to confer protection on
shareholders and is necessary as regards propertyentures with connected persons where theewed
person is only connected by virtue of being a jmahture partner with the listed issuer in existanggle
purpose property projects (Type B property jointtuees)?

X Yes
[] No

If yes, should the General Property Acquisition Mate include any limit on the size of the Annuap@y
reference to some quantifiable thresholds? Pleaseéde reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 14.7: Are the disclosure obligations described at paggyrb4.51 of the Combined Consultation
Paper appropriate?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.
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Question 14.8: Do you agree that the draft Rule amendments at Wgipel4 will implement the proposals
set out in Issue 14 of the Combined ConsultatiquePa

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Issue 15: Self-constructed fixed assets

Question 15.1: Do you agree that the notifiable transaction Ralesuld be amended to specifically exclude
any construction of a fixed asset by a listed isgaeits own use in the ordinary and usual cowtés
business?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Should not be excluded as shareholders have the right to know those investment, connected transactions
or the future economc benefits are in doubt.

Question 15.2: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 1b iwiplement the proposal set out in
Question 15.1 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

-25-



Issue 16: Disclosure of information in takeovers

Question 16.1: Do you agree that the current practice of the Ergbai.e. the granting of waivers to listed
issuers to publish prescribed information of theyéa companies in situations such as hostile tadov
should be codified in the Rules?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

To improve clarity and transparency.

Question 16.2: Do you agree the new draft Rule should extend to-hwstile takeovers where there is
insufficient access to non-public information adlwas hostile takeovers?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

There are inherent difficulties to get the information.

Question 16.3: Paragraph (3) of the new draft Rule proposes that supplemental circular must be
despatched to shareholders within 45 days of tHeeaf the following:

o the listed issuer being able to gain access toffleeee company’s books and records for the purpbse
complying with the disclosure requirements in resp¥ the offeree company and the enlarged group
under Rules 14.66 and 14.67 or 14.69; and

o the listed issuer being able to exercise contrel dlve offeree company.

Do you agree that the 45-day time frame is an gp@t length of time?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

-26-



Question 16.4: Do you have any other comments on the draft neve R4l67A at Appendix 16? Please
provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Issue 17: Review of director’s and supervisor’'sla@tion and undertaking

Question 17.1: Do you agree that the respective forms of declamatind undertaking for directors and
supervisors (i.e. the DU Forms) should be streaedlioy deleting the questions relating to the darsttand
supervisors’ biographical details?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

A simplified form will facilitate the reporting.

Question 17.2: Do you agree that the DU Forms for directors shtndcdamended by removing the statutory
declaration requirement?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.
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Question 17.3: Do you agree that the GEM Rules should be ameralatign with the practice of the Main
Board Rules as regards the timing for the submissidU Forms by GEM issuers, such that a GEM issue
would be required to lodge with the Exchange aeigbU Form of a director or supervisor after (as
opposed to before) the appointment of such diremtsupervisor?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

In order to be consistent.

Question 17.4: Do you agree that the Rules should be amendedtbiattihe listing documents relating to
new applicants for the listing of equity and debtwgities must contain no less information abotgaiors
(and also supervisors and other members of thergiompbody, where relevant) than that required ¢o b
disclosed under Main Board Rule 13.51(2) or GEMQR), as the case may be?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

In order to be consistent.

Question 17.5: Do you agree that the application procedures shbaldmended as discussed in paragraph
17.20 to harmonise with the proposed amendmenthiéopurpose of streamlining the respective DU B&rm

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

In order to be consistent.
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Question 17.6: Do you agree that the draft Rules at Appendix 1If imiplement the proposals set out in
Issue 17 of the Combined Consultation Paper?

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 17.7: Do you agree that a new Rule should be introducegtant to the Exchange express general
powers to gather information from directors?

X Yes
[] No

Question 17.8: Do you agree that the draft paragraph (c) to threddor’'s Undertaking at Appendix 17 will
implement the proposal set outQuestion 17.7 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Question 17.9: Do you agree that paragraph (e) of Part 2, Appemdix and paragraph (d) of Part 2,
Appendix 5H, of the Main Board Rules should be ageento include detailed provisions for service Emi
to those of the GEM Rules?

[] Yes
[] No

Question 17.10: Do you agree that the proposed amendment to pgfaged of the Director's Undertaking
at Appendix 17 will implement the proposal set iouQuestion 17.9 above?

[] Yes
[] No

Question 17.11: Do you agree that the Rules should be amended ke ewpress the ability to change the
terms of the Director’'s Undertaking without the diéer every director to re-execute his undertaking?

X Yes
[] No
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Issue 18: Review of Model Code for Securities Taatisns by Directors of Listed Issuers

Question 18.1: Do you agree with the proposed new exceptions tagoaph 7(d) of the Model Code?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

Only material matters need to be disclosed.

Question 18.2: Do you agree with the proposal to clarify the magrof “price sensitive information” in the
context of the Model Code?

X Yes
[] No

Question 18.3: Do you agree that the draft new Note to Rule A.thefCode would implement the proposal
set out inQuestion 18.2 above??

[] Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

No comment.

Question 18.4: Do you agree that the current “black out” periodewdd be extended to commence from the
listed issuer’'s year/period end date and end ondte the listed issuer publishes the relevantltsesu
announcement?

[] Yes
X No

Please provide reasons for your views.

The current rules are adequate.
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Question 18.5: Do you agree that there should be a time limit darissuer to respond to a request for
clearance to deal and a time limit for dealingaketplace once clearance is given?

[] Yes
[] No

Question 18.6: Do you agree that the proposed time limit of 5 bess days in each case is appropriate?

X Yes
[] No

Please provide reasons for your views.

The question is not clear as to what constitutegaest for clearance to deal and the time limit.
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Minor Rule amendments

The Exchange invites your comments regarding whether the manner in which the proposed minor Rule
amendments set out in Appendix 19 have been drafted will give rise to any ambiguities or unintended
CONSEqUences.

No comment.

Do you have any other comments in respect of the issues discussed in the Combined Consultation Paper? If
s0, please set out your additional comments.

No comment.

Name : Damian Yip Title : Divisional Director
Company Name ;. CIMA Hong Kong Firm ID
Contact Person :  Damian Yip Tel. No.

E-mail Address : — Fax No.
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From: Amy Sun

Sent: Monday, April 21, 2008 5:50 PM
To: Gerald Tsui

Cc: Damian Yip

Subject: clarification on question 9.3

Dear Mr Tsui

It is the current practice of CCASS (the registered legal shareholder normally with the largest
shareholding other than the substantial shareholder) that the basis of allocation of excess
shares among its clients, the broker firms, is pro rata the applications made by their clients.
This basis normally could not be changed since that is one of the contract terms between
CCASS and their individual client. This basis should also be the basis of allocation for the
ultimate clients (the ultimate beneficial shareholders) of each of the broker firms. By virtue of
this basis adopted by all of the shareholding of CCASS, this phenomenon dominates the
basis of allocation. Should the listed issuer adopt any other basis of allocation, this will create
a scenario where 2 bases of allocation will arise as the practice of CCASS is fixed. The listed
issuer may be subject to blames from their shareholders if they adopt basis of allocation other
than that used by CCASS as there arise unfairness among the shareholders (including
registered shareholders on the register of shareholders and beneficial shareholders within the
CCASS shareholding). This creates a force on the listed issuer to follow that basis adopted by
CCASS although there is a more fair basis of allocation of pro rata the existing shareholding
of the applicants in which case the relative shareholding among existing shareholders after
the allocation of the excess application will be less affected.

Listed issuer has no right of influence on the allocation among the shareholding of CCASS as
that is an "in-house" issue of the registered shareholder yet they hold the largest shareholding
in most of the cases in the current practice in Hong Kong where most little-holding
shareholders buy shares through their broker firm but without arranging themselves to be the
registered shareholders for the ease of trading the shares they hold.

My suggestion is that the listed issuer should have the power to direct the "in-house"
allocation of excess application for their decision on the basis of allocation of the excess
application to avoid any double bases adopted in parallel in which case the listed issuer will
be subject to blame.

Thanks and regards,

Amy





