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3 See Cherk Ching v Superintendant of Lai Chi Kok Reception Centre and Another. [2005] 4
HKLRD 105; Lay Eng Teo v Superintendent of Tai Lam Centre for Women and United States of
America CACV 3897/2001 [2002] 4 HKC 384; Re CHONG Bing Keung [2000] 1 HKC 256, CA.

4 Re United States of America & Smith (1984) 10 C.C.C. (3d) 540 at 554, Houlden J, quoted in See
Cherk Ching above.

> See, for example, R v Governor of Pentonville Prison, ex parte Kirby [1979] 1 WLR 541 at 543H;
R v Governor of Pentonville Prison, ex parte Chinoy [1992] 1 All E R 317; Attorney General v
LUI Kin Hong Jerry CACV125/1996) adopted in Ho Man Kwong.

Ho Man Kong v Superintendent of Lai Chi Kok Reception Centre and the Commonwealth of
Australia HCAL 17/2011, CFI.

Ho Man Kwong v Superintendent of Lai Chi Kok Reception Centre and The Commonwealth of
Australia HCAL 17/2011, CFI
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8 Cheng Chui Ping v The Chief Executive of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region and The

United States of America CACV 138/2002, CA.

’ Cheng Chui Ping v Superintendent of Tai Lam Centre for Women and Another [2000] 3 HKC777,
CFI; Cheng Chui Ping v The Chief Executive of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region and
The United States of America, CACV 138/2002, CA.

10 Re Nielsen [1984] AC 606 (HL) applied in Coshy v Chief Executive HKSAR CFI [2000] 3 HKC
662.

H [2000] 3 HKC 688.

12 Cosby v Government of the USA and Another [2000] 3 HKC 688; Lay Eng Teo v Superintendent of
Tai Lam Centre and United States of America HCAL540/2001.

3



