
I-louse o:lf Rep:resentative:s 

Simon Po,Ner, in ComrniHee, to rnove the amendr1:1effts: 

Clause 8 
6 to 9 on substitute 

(2) a detained person with an 
v~,,~'"'~~· tc BaH i':.i..ct 2000 the Cour1t must not 
rnake an order tmdler section if the Ccmr,t is of :the opinim1 

bail wnuld rmtr to that person 

Clause 11 (2) 
and (b) (limes to 13 on 11)., and 

2; convktion 

the 

on 1 the foHmving subclause: 

Sll!JB\i\r~1:r1Jm1 1[2} has no applicaition if on ,;vhich the 
n,, •vc,.c,,,, v1as ordlered was a or procedural 

d!efoct d1at has corrected or no longer applies. 

P'rice coo!e ". J.S 
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Expfa.nab)ry not12: 
Supplementary Order prnposes amendnriernts to the Habeas Corpus 

BilL 

TRle proposed arnendment to clause 8 
uvnc.n,rccue>v is redrafted to take into account 

Arn11ed Forces 

The proposed m11endirnents to 

The 

are as follows: 

·~ ypc·/i·<","Pn,rP to a convk:u:ion by an ,n,ir,n,,,p,o• 

the Discipline 
powers 

197] ils added 10 

1 amendment is tfritat a Judge im deterrnining an 
n:1ust not can into questnon a 

a duly constituted comt-mmtial is 
Ttie Bail Act 2000 not 

the A,rmed Forces Discipline iitct 1971. nou 
intended that a Judge in deterrnining an apjpliication for uo,L"-<''''' 

prohibited caning into a decision as to pre-trial 
under Armed Discipline Act l. 

The proposed "'H'''"''·'"M"""',, (3). The new 
c,u,u•~>CUL!CO<c> is intended to n1ake it clear that 
or detention 

probliern 
01e1teTI1u,c,n is not prohibited by 

proposed amem:hnents reflect 

uuthod(/ of !lhe 


