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QA0
‘Priver’ AL L
¥ 5 definition defined under the RTO ‘mph:;:i :'l;::tg“‘m t;(ﬁ: /id
1-22] Thede dored drivers, €g, @ InStructoy
[ UI(BHCOUSD’ be ConS‘de .?f'

may Sim

dual-contro

[(1-23] In Tyler v }
on the steerin
the person 1N the d. T A her held that the act of the person

[1-24] Ho

or gravity).”

wever. in Jones Vv
took hold of the wheel and caused th

found not to be the d

v DPP.7 the appellant W

failing to report an accide . . A
to post a letter, and while he was not present in the car, it rolled dowg

road and collided with a brick wall. He arrived at the scene of the‘
within a few seconds and, when approached by a police officer, magd

Road Traffic Offences ™ —
L _—

2

1 vehicle. 3
, 24 the front-seat passenger had both p
Vhatmore, B d obstricted iaum
heel, could reach the ignition and © cte 1}3
g wheel, ¢ Tt was held that the passenger was dri
's motion, but not its direction, was
\ar facts, Langman v Valentine.* |

(1-29] The primary
controls to direct th
is produced. If 50,

within the ordi
may conclu t the &an

-30 on S the driver of a towin' Lt 2
of the t vehicle is controlling, gvehncle
riving it.* | | o it o

Pratt.® a front-seat passenger who §
e vehicle to go off the roac
river in the ordinary sense of the word. [n.'_ 2
as convicted of being a driver, failing/’tgg_ (
nt. He had parked his car at the side of the

1
th

in}
s
Qe

established early in the case. It is the ‘most material step’ in building the

On appeal, it was held that there was a distiqction between"d%’i . mget P
‘driving’. Under such facts, the appellant was rightly regarded as theld o ol .- ‘gmal driver of i e -
atthe matrial time. .G % pationlar direcion 18 oo e Meol & ehicl Sl i pps NN
[1-25] A person seated in the driver’s seat can be defmec r \ . the vehicle is moving, 2] ered thedﬂvef.tegmdlssggsw "g
even without control over the vehicle’s momentum, Ch, as’ wher T130] ooy i o i G .
propelled by an external source (eg, another persw it, ff; g the 1dentity of a driver is a factual ma atter that should be

M i 2
o \ prosecution's case. The failure to do so in a danserous
[1-26] The definition contemplates a sce here indiyi not merely a technicality. Consequently, Lord Goddard C
. : ’ ey . - ' Tt A T N a CJ
control the same vehicle; however, me aving the 0 cor magistrate exercises discretion judicially w en refusing to
vehicle, without actually doing so, does not constitutede rve prosecution to reopen its case.

| 1 Jones v Pratt [1983) RTR 54.

Dyler v Whatmore [1976] RTR 83.

AU di179
- N

‘,11'»\‘.'4\'\'" ‘}‘ A
O
— U TH SR SODL N Dt e
30 See Rv Roberts [1965] 1 QB 85, [1964] 2 All ER 541 (CA En
31 See R v MacDonagh [1974] QB 448, [1974] 2 All ER 257 (CA.
32 SeeRv MacDonagh [1974) QB? ‘ %’}?}t\ All ER 257 (€

v Valentine [1952] 2 All ER 803.

. 1 8
. “
- " N

.

33 S : 1 IR 9% 1 Gam i e
- Cawthon v DPP [2000] RTR 45, . ) 2’;;‘;?: 3 f’ﬁsp[;?mi 26, (1987) 151 JP 6C
See Savee . : R DFF [2005] EWHC 1482 (Adn
T lacddd Bool [1948] 2 All ER 83; R v Spindley [1961] Crim LR 486; 4 35 See Jones v Prothero [1952 h']_;;.-.!:"l}}’g“f;. ARE

. y
(100

Ty
-

19: !, 11980]3 QL ER m: [1980] RTR 371; Fox v Wright; 4 se
29 'ﬁ;; SARG9; Burgoyne v Phillips [1983) RTR 49, (1983) 147 JP 375.

A

,’ﬁ‘-.-."' LYY, RN
v toores [1949] 2 KB 208, [1949] 2 All ER 27; R v Wilkins (19

ik Sl ine [1952) 2 All ER 803; Evans v Walkden [1956) 3A

164JP527. 08 v 1 ;\-’._/
36 oo¢ LeackvDE & ﬁ 993] RTR 161
7 See Middleton v Rowlert [1954] 2 Al
e
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. o s

i ¥y “.'_
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it
2.4 ‘Driving the RTO. Each case will depeng o

-« not defin . . driving.38
% “l s (o determiné whether the de | | 4 , {.36] In Poon Jing v R," there was a conflict in
ke . the issue, the S“idc'i"cs in the leading case of g [ i l{Ccr «tated that the appellant, a disqualified (;nthe
[1-34] 10 determint ‘ A the facts: | L e d the en ine. turn d h Al fl'Ver, Seated
‘D n ,zchN shOllld be apphtd 10 . ’ ’ 4 Scat’ ,s(dl'tc g ’ edt c Steenng whee' 'eﬂ e
MacDona, ance of driving .« the use of the driver’s CONtrojs y (he car when the officer approached, The appellant P:lai

(1) the €55
direct the move

(2) an importan facto

set the vehicle in motion; O ; g :
(3) there is a difference between pushing  an rnving’ . whiae appcnant was ‘in control’ of the vehicle, he was

depends on the extent to which. the defendant 1s relying':j_ t ) MacDonag{z, the court heldtha
controls to manoeuvre the vchncle.; ‘ | s ‘ could be said the appel

(4) it does not matter whether the vel‘{lcle 1S moving under‘j k

power, or under the force of gravity or others pushing",-"’

ment of the vehicle; \ assenger and had moved to the driving seat to use

- is whether the defendant has delit

4
Ta
Ji'_'l

(1-37] By way o example:
oberts,

Lord Widgery CJ stated:* ' handbrake, ca

There are an infinite number of ways in which a person may cg’f‘ :
ovement of a motor vehicle, apart from the orthodox one of sittina
the driving seat and using the engine for propulsion. He may be . ‘
down a hill with the gears in neutral and the engine switched off, (- sion 1S in the context of a Chafge s

be steering a vehicle which is being towed by another. As has ;i‘,_\;‘ , dary - i S g alld
been pointed out, he may be sitting in the driving seat while others py Cab, do something, and get out, whereu n the 83.1 sty
or half sitting in the driving seat but keeping one foot on the road po vehicle rolled
order to induce the car to move. Finally, as in the present v,‘
be standing in the road and himself pushing the car with or wi x 3

Whatmore* for a case involving a driver and

dtObedﬁvingtheml hicle:

(3) In McQuaid v Anderton,* the defendant sat in the drivine seat
’ mtm ,

4 Lﬁg of a motor car while it was being towed B g seat

N rope connected

the steering wheel to direct it. Although the word “drive’ must ‘be.gi to another veh; ‘
ey ehicle; - R A
a wide meaning, the courts must be alert to see that the n ‘X 1o . same decision was trl;e dhe fsqdam bdes held t0 bednvmg,'l‘hg
so widely that it includes activities which cannot be s .5 ached in R v Challmgn‘?: Vhitfield v
motor vehicle in any ordinary use of that word i sh languas
. !l_-35] However, a temporary stoppage of the veh'eres not necessar metal bar with a ball hitch and 8shaekb¢
B the driver 1s not driving. The crucial factong ' ion before bar were free to move.-.'I‘he'aI'jpéllaﬁii:{:‘f"'
| mcof HKSAR v Cheung Wai Kwong.*' Al ilustrativeqscent ol S W of the propulsive force m}h%t y 3
e 3dmm’pauses before completing their journey; in_ stichicases, they'n a position to apply any bra ?""&” principle
F,'.’m.v begonsndemd ‘driving’, as noted in Cheung Wai“*Kwong at par McQuaid v Anderton were confirmed.
relerencin, Edlans v Knowles,” an English case that encapsulate (4) In Bu.rgoynei;-v;th: ‘."‘“ the defendar
"2 e A were n the ignition, released the brake,
g 5 Poon Jing R [1985] HKLR 34
L — , =G " § HKLR 341
", 3"3 ”Mym [1969] 3 All ER 257. ? 4 Rv Rob 5 ] R RS T RN
DRy [1974) QB 448 " 45 erts [1965] 1 QB 85, [1964] 2 ALE
; S E R N AT , [1974] 2 All ER 257 (CA, Eng). & } Tyleerhamwm,[lﬁn"
B 4 Hrar o 1[1974] OB 448 at 451, [1974] 2 All ER 257 (CA, Eng). 16 McQuaid v Anderton [1980) 3 All ER 54(
o Tt v Cheung Wai Kwong () (2017) 20 HKCFAR 524, [2017) Y7 Rv Challinor [1985) RTR 373, (19§
42 Edkins v Knowle {1973] OB ter). . vt 49 iifield v DPP [1998] Crim LR 34¢
- TR Y Anowies{1973) QB 748, (1973) 2 All ER 503, B _‘;.‘.N,..}‘,};z_}f; 083] RTR 4¢
2
-‘ - - u--"‘.f{ ‘";'
s F
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Road Traffic Offences in Hong Rong ;.

; as not in the ignition, and he iy Tedi

. : ¢ key W

2;::;1‘:‘31(}? hmk;‘. but lh? 'Car mll‘ed t;:om'(:;rt(lj and Co.lli gl
:mothcr vehicle. The ignition W al\l 5 Steenn&
:ﬂu‘ defendant Was held to be dm’/mg-. n PP Py ﬂ.,.l
the defendant, ament with his wife, went to b

after an arg |

| ] : - %

parked on the VErge outside their house. To release hic o
he engaged In wheel

spinning, having the e"gine'f”"'
putting the vehicle in gear but keeping the '}andb rake opL
then u;ing the accelerator, clutch, and steering ..ji,;
intending t0 MOVe the vehicle. It was held that k M‘;ﬂ\
handbrake on while using the accelerator and @
controlling the vehicle’s movement and amounted to :;é}.'.

In Rowan v Chief Constable of Merseyside,”" a pe son \

7,-

knelt on the driving seat, released, and then attemp'f"
apply the handbrake 10 Stop movement, was driving,
i McKoen v Ellis, the defendant was sitting astrig
motorcycle, pushing and steering it. The ignition ¢ d T
were on. and he was wearing motorcycle clothing and a ¢
helmet. The Divisional Court held that he was dri ing, *
driver in Gunnell v DPP5* sat astride a moped and propelje
with his feet and was found to be driving.
In R v Tang Kwong Wing,> the driver was still in the driy
<eat at the end of the journey. Although he was not inteng
‘o continue. he was held to be still ‘driving’ as he aas
in control of the vehicle. In Henderson v Hg
defendant was found at 1.45 pm in the driving \ 1 vehi
but slumped across the passenger seal. The m keys v |
under the passenger seat, and the engine It was,
that it could properly be inferred that ti ndant hg ;;.
it to its position in the absence of gggygcé mpeting -ﬁ\:h .
ving wh

of how it had got there. T@w tons for, d

.

(7)

e disqualified and using a icle “without “asurance
B e upheld. $ 3
- (8) In R v Ma Wai-hung,” the driver wa @n icted of care

¥
-.‘\ o 2

b ~dnving after his car mounted a pavement and struc
e o ~ policeman on duty. His explanation to the magistrate wasl
- he had driven into a lay-by and was getting out of the

-
-

-

o
"

0 DPP v Alderton [2003) ENHC 2917 (Admin).

S RovaCamaue of Merseyside (1985) Times, 10 December.
¢ McKoen v Ellis [1987) RTR 26, (1987) 151 JP 60. ¥
Gunnell v DPP [1994] RTR 151, 2
R'vTang Kwong Wing (unreported, HCMA 241/1988, 3 June 1988) (SC)-
Henderson v Hamilton 1995 SLT 968, i
R v Ma Wai-hung [1991] 1 HKLR 174, 4 ¢l

..\ .'

14

(o deivk’ * In Rinper v E
thout criticising his driving. However, they noticed his number plate

Puanout cr .
di rtyfnd‘ the number plate light was not functioning. He was stopped,

»

was

4

II!"Dd“C”on and De iﬂm‘, ‘ '-« |

and press the accelerator.

(9) Compare, however, DPP v Hastinos
gS, ka the ﬁ.m(
~seat

passenger leaned across the driver and del: TONt-se
steering wheel to make the vehicle vecrd&met:'yemﬂed'me

to frighten a pedestrian friend. The fr;
. ' end was inj
sfired. The defendant was convimlofm:cwben

ie conviction was quashed, the Diyic: Court
ling.that his actions constituted interfering wi:;':':ldnm- T
> Vehicle and not actually driving it. TR

od sample from a ‘person driving or attemptin
v Everett,” police officers follovwdg the defendaxg

and duringithe discussion, the officers smelt alcohol on his breath. He was
acued\an‘a Rlbsequently convicted. The House of Lords, overruling the

A

Divisidnal Court, held that at the time the police officer smelt alcohol, ie,
swhen he formed his suspicion of alcohol involvement, the defendant was

57
58
59

=not driving. Lord Reid stated:*

I must therefore consider in what circumstances a person can, by the
ordinary use of English language, properly be said to be driving a car.

Clearly the term cannot be limited to periods during which the car is in d
motion. Suppose the car is held up in a traffic jam and is stationary for
five or ten minutes. No one would say that the driver is not driving during

that period. He may have switched off the engmermq‘%‘ w ?":if“j"" z

LN ‘ ‘ .'\
- : ‘

or a map; or he may have got out to cleantgilewmdscteen
g L B R LY Ui SRy Lo s A a2
think that it would make any difference 1,fbb;goi’6’ut.,, oL ";z,-;f saper f
(1R D AN e S R S ';s.‘.-;;"@;?\‘-'f’f:.; g
newsvendor on the pavement. But, on the other hand, suppose the dnver
pulls up at the kerb and leaves his car to go pping. I do not think tha
R S JOTaaes -

it could be said that he 1sdnving he f"ircﬂ‘f*?’sw ng groceri
And I do not think th'at'it:j\?égld difference if he rem

the car while his passengerwas e shopping; he would not t
driving but waiting for his passenger.

-~

0

a
o

DPP v Hastings [1993] R TR 205,

Sec Chapter3. ' 1

Pinner v EVC_I'B“ [ ]96’ ?}g‘\” [, ’:‘(:} LY

Pinner v Everert [1969] 3 All ER 257 at 2
g



ong Kong

anf Miﬁ‘ 0-0 ences - H

g Ve lhl'; ordinary mcamng to u‘ .
{ Pﬂfllalntnl) | do not lhi ..
dving so also he 1s stil] ¢ Vi

X {nd it ust then be a question of dem
after he can properly be said to g
ut of the car would not be ¢, engy

alcohol was such that,

as followed 1n Stevens P 3
ic;;;g ::;:hed the handbrake, «witched off the engine, and Satf ”_:'

hed by the police off
cenger for 15 minutes. When approac '3 H‘_'
;iif: gheldgnot ‘0 be driving. It should be noted that under Hon

blood alcohol law. the reasonable cause {0 suspect need not arise wh 1
ing or attempting to drive’, but may arise after the

(N .‘.
"fl » !

‘.
.

1l \,—‘l."
..“. ”-‘..‘ '

(1-40] The usual pnncnples of the law of attempt apply to
driving. For example, in Kelly v Hogan, 6 the defendant, unfit to ¢ driy A +
without an ignition key, satin the driving seat and tried to insert othe
into the ignition. The defendant was found guilty of attempting to \o.,s
Merely asking for the car keys does not constitute attempting to driy ,_,
Harman v Wardrop,* a motorist gave his keys to a person he nu

thought was a police officer. He neahsed his mistake and as} \% -' ;
keys back but was refused. This was held not to be attempfing ﬂ

 4oes not matter that the vehicle could not be driven due%
' defect. In R v Farrance, % the defendant was sitting in
" the engine of a car that was incapable of beingedrnive!
- hlmt out. He was found to be attempting to driyENIe™

* and ‘attempting to drive’ bemg sther

- ac . putmmonon %
..‘,'; T tlmeto time, drivers have mpted
in a sta anttoacce uct

nus is on a person sitting 1n t ng seat when

K ) Jéhalthey were incapable of controlling the vehlc
' '“'f?’“ ‘?”* na or an epileptic fit. In R v Isitt,* the defendan was

J)J """" NS »-\w
diabetic who continue {odnvedeSplte feeling a diabetic coma coming<

e o "’ - 0-‘
4 .1':30' ;u

o -_-.-_'
: LA Py
» ’ . -—-;-‘-. ° '(
’ e e B B S
LN
7 SR AT T ISEST G La

eCh 11
CIC’ '/ 11

c at thCYr 1ro
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. ",. -1
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o
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Al

Ke 1 [1982] RTR 352. RIS [1.v01 | squiint)
: ) - Ianav .“'4@ . &
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-
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LJ' ﬁh&y..:‘iv.»e T }L
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A self- induced incapacity will not excuse .. -+ 1I0F 'm.
have been reasonably foreseen as a result of ejgher doin

do something, as; for example, taking alcohol
after uSINg certain prescribed drugs, or mm‘g m'“

while taking insulin. From time to time, difficult
likely to arise. Uoula

RV Martson,“ the appellant, a diabetic, M e % | ]

ar, resultmgmanaccw i |
m, y -
been called toseemmm(mm“h 2

one which coglq
“W«» o

42] In
1 1sod6 while dnvmg

T n days pnor a

ed and advised to |

0 |ycemlC contact MW
?g’rp regview r was, on the evidence, in a dangerc ’m -
i@tes It was certainly, on the facts of thls'caw, mm .
have nably foreseen. The appellant was thus s
m =

defenc ofrautomatism arising from h"dims’ 3 3

54.
- ]

e

ver operated village vehicle ('5'] ﬂﬁf? ﬂqm m
vehicle having an overall length not exceeding 3.2 mand an ove:

qot exceeding 1.2 m constructed or adapted pnmarilyfwﬁc : . |
goods on roads in rural areas or areas inaccessible or ¢ .,, o it

\’ .Lg)‘\ - = J

motor vehicles, in addition to the camage of adr ver only

SN
include one that is an AV; A oot s il

driving improvement course (ﬁ&i&ﬁ J,r:"{_ drivin
BRI T SR Ty

improvement course provided by«‘fa;; rivi ' improvement sc

under section 102B(3)(a); x] ) *.‘ itg

driving tmprovement school( | i
by the Commissioner as ﬁa g;,m; - OUenen
102B(1) and in respectof G

force:

""""

driving licence (ﬁ
Ordinance; ‘

(a) a subs anc ‘3

.

67 Rv Quick [19 g} m
68 R VMansoW
69 Rwh’”and) , ;‘7"‘13(-
'y




Offences in Hong Kong

R(Wd Wﬁi“

i « (other than alcohol ar 2 substance referreq
2 .onsumed or used by a Person, dey 2

anently) of any of his or her nx

".t
V

S—

i . et . A ———e——

by an quthorized police ofﬁccr On a person, to
ons that indicate the effect on the human body of the consump )
Sig assist the police officer to form an °leo|i

{0
gse of drugs, SO as
influence of a drug;
5t the person 18 under the 1 :
whether or nol pe i

e-contact means ({83 714k 77 30), in relation (o a person, means.

(a) an electronic mail address through which the person can be con

by an eclectronic mail; Or 3 B
(b) a telephone aumber in the numbering plan as defined by ___
2(1) of the Telecommunications Ordinance (Cap. 106) .

which the person can be contacted by an SMS message;

— S —— A - — —

'] .
’ 5

oducational institution (37 H&H%) means— ' g s a ‘golf tart’, sk imi s
(a) any institution, organization or place which provides, or where + thet | % Club Kau Sai Chay Public ggczw
is provided, for 10 or more persons during any one day, whethe ror | Lid V*’H?(SAR the. as tasked with determining whether 3
at the same time, kindergarten, primary, secondary Or post seco in uuh& %CIC C l@ y used within the golf course to e
education or any other educational course which is elther—, 5 \ ah?icd as a tor vehicle under the MVI(TPR mwm
of )O. Notably, this ’light
(i) registered as a school under the Education Ordmance ,(. ll“)’ Veh“’ . was not named as a golf cart and exceeded the statutory
279): or i /width l .2m, measuring 1.5m. Consequently, the court conldnot

(ii) exempted from registration as a school under the Ed catit rely OQ 2 of the RTO to resolve the matter.
Ordinance (Cap- 279); ' 1-45] Nonetheless, irrespective of whether a vehicle falls under the

(b) any post secondary college registered under the qut C .\* | . ca(egory of a motor vehicle, the case of Burns v Currell® introduced an

Colleges Ordinance (Cap. 320); ’ _objective test. This test assesses whether a
N reasonableperson,l
(¢c) the University of Hong Kong referred to in the Um@.y of Hon ) “vehicle, would saythatone of it s i LL ookmgam:

Kong Ordinance (Cap. 1053); test has been consistentl
g Or Cap. y applied in Hong Kong courts, inc thecase-
(d) The Chinese University of Hong Rong at hand. Following the application of the Burns test, the l\ldnm '

o Chinese University of Hong Kong Ordinance Cap. 1109 N7 Club determined th ‘
fo at the ‘light ualifi

- - (e) The Hong Kong Polytechnic Universig igs}%bhshed u de under the MVI(TPR)O. Theg coﬁtrlthstyr::ggl: \:lms baedsedas%"‘ % ?”
) - Kong Polytechnic University Ordifian xn o "}

ap. 1075 ~‘ A s,
(Cap . that a reasonable person would consider one oﬁth&vehlcl" ’s inte “"“"‘ fed uses
- INUL 4 P :“;":(\‘ 3 Y

'.'*.r‘.' ‘.;.L:', (f) the Hong Kong Baptist Umvcrsuﬁ%sta lished
B 3‘ ‘ Baptist University Ordinance (CaPQI 126) - ll;e D o e 1o S fort res prescadfaiheaih
<= S vl ‘8) the City University of Hong Kong establis y the City ' 1t golt course, The Ao Sen ce certam f.. L Roes (iAutheens
R BN E e Kong Ordinance (Cap. 1132); vehicles was not deemed conclusive i in ti ; ; ’ “
A @) The Hong Kong Academy for Performing Arts estabhshed Dy LK goods (¥, ®1)) mcludes bm " ‘53&5
it HongKongAcadcmy for Performing Arts Ordinance (Cap. 1 t’ ’f ‘ IR L2y
. d A4 \ not Y vehucle,
s | (i) The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology estab igzséuzf:f (I; aﬁ%’;‘ :m‘ HARE
P by The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology Or¢ in: does not include—

?

w .5. L (C‘ap 1141); : NI
_ M@ WH"”B Kong Metropolitan University established by ne =
| Kong Metropoli Umversnty Ordinance (Cap. 1145); = The Jockey C‘“bK““ ai Chate
908, [2013] HKCU 24 'M(c

e N 71 Bumsturrell[l‘g ,m»,, A

18 &



Road Traffic Offences in Hong Kong

- -
&

a motor cycle with or without a Sidecal- o
i ’-' :

"-I

(a) a motor ricycle or
thereto, or
(b) a willage vehicles
y

i 4% 1), in relation to a vehicle, meang .

< vehicle weight ( :
grOsS Yens ited to the road surface by all the Whee

of the weights transmi ‘ . . 1
vehicle and includes, 1n thc.casc of a trailer, any weight of x
imposed on the drawing vehicle, and the perrfmted gross vehicle v,
(3F A HURRAR IR of a vehicle means the maximum gross vehig] e«

4 A
-l :
, )
- y
- |

assigned or determined 1n rcspcct of the vehicle 1n accordar ol
ade under this Ordinance; e

regulations m

heavy goods vehicle (RAYT{H) means a goods vehigle hatl

" - . LY : vy "' .‘ﬁ !..
nermitted gross vehicle weight exceeding 24 tonnes but noy ;\,'}
38 tonnes. T

i e ke T % i
hire car permit (1 FVTHIFF AT aH) means a permit issued in aooang
VAN

with this Ordinance authorizing the use of a private car for the aats
of passengers for hire or reward; gy

[1-46] The legislative purpose of the hire car permit and its effect’ .
extensively dealt with in the case of HKSAR v Yuong Ho Ch eung',_-;'

& O
A3

the classic Uber case. In 2018, a group of Uber drivers were conyjc

.
' (‘i'.-
{1\J - 5

the magistracy of carrying passengers for hire or reward withOtIt“;'

permits, contrary to section 52(3) of the RTO. | --
[1-47] Section 52(3) of the RTO states that: ]
No person shall— 4

(a) drive or use a motor vehicle; or 4 ~
(b) suffer or permit a motor vehicle to be driven or use<\ s

L
)

\'

for the carriage of passengers for hire or reward u u

(i) the vehicle is licensed as a public bus, p b?u bus ¢ - ¢ é‘*

(11) the vehicle is licensed as a private bus an sengers .% de
teachers or employees of an education tution, di % 4 perse
or persons employed to assist disab rsons; *

(i1a) the vehicle is licensed as a privateg’light bus '

(A) as a school private light bus; Or .
5 (B) exclusively for the carriage of per@ho are disabled pe
a and persons assisting them; or o

) (111) a hire car permit is in force in respect of the vehicle.

| [1-48] The defendants appealed their convictions to the .%:.ii ot
- Anstance -where the judge dismissed their appeals. In 2020, the #
s Commmee granted the appellants (defendants) leave to pea

L 4
A v
|

‘#‘r’“‘l&p'ﬁ > . b S u" |
! ’ { { ~‘ . | i |

72 HKSAR v Yuong Ho Cheung & Ors (2020) 23 HKCFAR 311, [2020
[2020) HKCFA 29, R

| (‘_m.} ¢l B hU Q-f m.‘j" ) |
.". a

i

' * govemi‘ggq{og

Immduclio
e 2.and Def itiong

v s
passcn.!!crS ¥ reward” under section §

The fact of the case is th TO
[1.49] at, on or bef
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Road Traffic Offences in Hong Kong
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