
香港醫務委員會 

The 悶edical Council of Hong Kong 

DISCIPLINARY INQUIRY 

MEDICAL REGISTRATION ORDINANCE‘ CAP.161 


Defendant: Dr CHENG On Cheong （鄭安昂醫生） (Reg. No.: M03228) 

Date of hearing: 25 February 2026 (Wednesday) 

Present at the hearing 

Council Members/ Assessors: 	 Prof. TANG Wai愉king, Grace, SBS, JP 
(Chairperson of the Inquiry Panel) 
Prof. WONG Cl吐，sang, Martin 
Dr CHUANG Shuk-kwan, JP 
Mr WONG Hin-wing, Simon, M詞， JP 

Dr CHUNG Y at-ming, Danny 

Legal Adviser: 	 Mr Edward SHUM 

Defence Solicitor representing the Defendant: 	 Mr Chris HOWSE of Messrs. 
Howse Williams 

Legal Officer representing the Secretarγ： 	 Mr Martin KOK as instructed by 

Department of Justice 

The Charnes 

1. The charges against the Defendant, Dr CHENG On Cheong, are: 

"The pαrticulαrs ofthe comp！.αint αre thαt in or αbout November 20泣， he, 
being α registered medical prαctitioner, disregarded his pγofessionαl 
responsibili旬的 his pαtient M叫α＇m－（“你 Pαtient ’，＇）， in that 
he fαiled to: 

（α＇） 	 properly prepα:re two X-ray reports ofthe Patient﹔ αndlor 

(b) 	 properly inform or αrrange his stαrjf to inform the Pαtient ’sαttending 
doctor αnd/or the staffofthe Pαtient ’sαttending doctor ’s clinic ofthe 
subs的ntive chαnges mαde to the first X”rαy report in the second X-ray 
report. 

Jn relation to the facts αliege益， either singulαrly or cumulα＇.five旬， he hαs 
been guilty ofmisconduct in α profi的sional respect. " 
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Facts of the case 

2. 	 The name of the Defendant has been included in the General Register 
from 16 June 1978 to the present. His was included in the 
Specialist Register under the specialty of Radiolog

name 
y from 3 March 1999 

to 5 September 2023. 

3. 	 Briefly stated, the Patient sprained her right foot whilst hiking. On 9 
November 2021, the Patient consulted one Dr LAW, a private general 
medical practitioner, who then referred her to Hercules Medical 
Diagnostic & Laboratory Group Limited (“Hercules”) for X-ray 
examination to rule out bone fracture in her right foot. 

4. 	 According to the Patient, whose evidence in this respect is unchallenged 
by the Defendar哎， she was subsequently told by Dr LAW' s clinic 
assistant that no fracture was revealed 企om X-ray examination of her 
right foot. The Patient later collected the relevant X-ray films taken at 
Hercules on 10 November 2021 and the radiology report from Dr LA 'f.尸s 

clinic and no further consultation was arranged. 

5. 	 On 17 December 2021, the Patient consulted one Dr WONG because of 
persistent pain in her right foot. Dr WONG reviewed the X儡ray 血ms 
taken at Hercules on 10 November 2021 and found the f泊ctures in 2°d, 
3rd and 4th metatarsal bones on the Patient’s right foot. Through the 
缸rangement of Dr WONG, the Patient underwent another X-ray 
examination of her right foot on 24 December 2021 whereby the 
fractures were confirmed. 

6. 	 With the assistance of the Chairman of the Kwun Tong Sau Mau Ping 
Area Committee, the Patient lodged the present complaint to the Director 
of Health, who then relayed the same to the Secretary of the Medical 
Council sometime in 2022. 

Burden and Standard of Proof 

7. 	 We bear in mind that the burden of proof is always on the Secretary and 
的 Defendant does not have to prove his innocence. We also bear in 
mind that the standard of proof for disciplinarγproceedings is the 
preponderance of probability. However, the serious the act 
omission alleged, the more inherently improbable m

more 
ust it be regarded. 

or 

Therefore, the more inherently improbable it is regarded, the more 
compelling the evidence is required to prove it on the balance of 
probabilities. 

8. 	 There is no doubt that the allegations against the Defendant here are 
serious ones. Indeed, it is always a serious matter to accuse a registered 
medical practitioner of misconduct in a professional respect. Therefore, 
we need to look at all the evidence and to consider and dete1mine each of 
the disciplinarγcharges against him separately and carefully. 
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Findine:s of the Inauirv Panel 

9. 	 There is no dispute that the Defendant had issued two radiology reports 
on his findings of the X-ray examination taken of the Patient’s right foot 
at Hercules on 10 November 2021. One of the two radiology reports 
bears the print date of “ l 1111/2021 09:21”(the “ 1st Report") whilst the 
other bears the print date of “17112/2021 15:1 。”（the “2nd Report’,). 
Copies of these two radiology reports, both dated 11 November 2021, 
were placed by the Secretary before us for our consideration. It is not 
entirely clear to us how Dr WONG obtained the 2nd Report. But then 
again, it is unchallenged evidence of the Complainant that she was 
provided with the 2nd Report when she collected the X-ray films and the 
pt Report from Dr WONG's clinic assistant after the consultation on 24 
December 2021. 

10. 	 The material parts of the pt Report read as follows :” 

“X-RAY RIGHT FOOT 

FINDINGS: 

Normα1 bony αrticulαtions ofrightfoot αre noted. 

No αbnormal bony erosion or sclerosis is seen. 

Articulαr surfaces αre smooth. 

No significαnt nαγrowing ofjoint spαces is note品
 

No frαcture is seen. 

No α＇bnormal soft tissue calc嗔cation is present. 


co說ME封T: 

No definite bony fi·acture is noted." 

11. 	 The mater詰i parts of the 2nd Report read as follows :” 

“X-RAY RIGHT FOOT 

FINDINGS: 

Normal bony αrtic叫“ions ofrightfoot αre noted. 

Oblique crack fracture of distal shα戶。if 2nd metαtαrsαl bone αnd 

trαnsverse frαcture of distal metαphyseαl region of Td metatαrrsαi bone 

αre noted. 

No α＇bnormal bony erosion or sclerosis is seen. 

Artic叫做 surfiαces αre smooth. 

No significant narrowing ofjoint spαces is noted. 

No αbnormαl soft tissue calcificαtion is prese耐．
 

COMMENT: 

Oblique crack fracture of distal shαr.ft of 211d metatαrsαl bone αnd 


transverse fracture ofdistal metaphyseal region of3吋 m叫“αrsαl bone ：鬥
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12. 	 In response to the complaint against him, the Defendant explained to the 
Preliminary Investigation Committee (“PIC’,) of the Medical Council 
(the “Council") by letter dated 21 Januarγ2025 inter alia that：指 

'. .. The report comment of "no definite bony fracture" wαs mα品e on the 
films given to me in the morning of II November 2021 wαs 品'4e to the 
imα＇.ge quality thαt shows no definite fracture, and it did not meαn 
definitely no fracture. 

The second report comment ofmultiple bony fractures wαs mαde onfilms 
sent to me in the αrfternoon of11 November 2021， αrfter the 1st report hαd 
been sent out. The difference in comment is due to difference in 
αppeαrαnce of the 2nd set ofprinted films, which were of better quality 
αnd showed definite bony fractures. The 2nd set offilms αnd report were 
lαter collected αY 

How and why two sets offilms were printed αnd sent to me for report 
were determined by the referrαl compαny αn品 not my decision αnd order, 
αnd wαs definitely not due to my purpose to αmend the 'nothing wron豆， 
first report." 

13. 	 In his subsequent letter to the PIC dated 6 September 2025, the 
Defendant reiterated that:­

“As a semi-retire pα！rt-time diαgnostic rαdiologist, my mα'in work is to 
report on rαdiographs sent to my office room. Where, when and how the 
radiogrαphs αre tαken αnd the further hαndling of my reports αnd the 
rαdiogrαphs αγe not under my control. I hαd no meeting or contact with 
the imαgined patients. The mαnαgement αnd treαtment of the imαged 
pαtients are handled by theiγ referring doctors αndlor clinics. I αm not 
involved nor hα！Ve the power to hαndle their further treαtment αnd 
mαnα！gement by these clinics. 

Thαt is to sαy, who, when, where, why αnd how the rαdiogrαphs αre tαken 
αnd sent to αnd further mαnα＇gement αnd treαtment of the pαtients αre 
totally not under my control 的1d knowledge, but αre totally the medical 
professional responsibility of the referring doctors αnd/or clinics, i.e. 
Mα挂αm Chαn Kin Oi is not ‘my patie則， αnd I hαd only given my reports 
on her radiogrαphs taken." 

14. 	 At the heart of the Defenda哎，s submissions to the PIC lies the 
misconception that there was no doctor-patient relationship between him 
and the Patient; and he “only reported on X”rαy rαdiogrαphs given to 
[him by Hercules]'. The true legal position was summarized by Professor 
Michael A Jones in paragraph 2-038 of Medical Negligence (6111 ed.）的 
follows :“ 

"From ancient times medical prαctitioners h的e been held αccountable 
for αfαilure to exercise reαsonαble care in treαting their pαtients, 
in品ependently of αny contrαctuαl relαtionship with those pαtients ... 
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Today the duty αrises from the tort ofnegligence, but it does not depend 
upon a doctor's s的tus, qua！｛丹cαtions or expertise. Rαther it is imposed 
by fαw when a doctor undertαkes the task ofproviding advice, diagnosis 
or treαtment. It is irrelevant who cα!led the doctor to the patient or who 
pays the bill ... " 

15. 	 As a reporting radiologist, the Defen吐ant owed in our view a professional 
responsibility to the Patient to take reasonable care to ensure that the 
radiology report bearing his signature is accurate in all material respects. 
In case significant error in reporting is discovered after the radiology 
report has been issued, correct information or advice should be 
communicated in time to Dr LAW or when appropriate, for example in 
case where Dr LAW cannot be contacted in good time, to the Patient 
directly. 

16. 	 Our view is echoed in the following extracts from the Hong Kong 
College of Radiologists: Guide on Good Medical Practice for 
Radiologists: 

“4. I I A doctor ’s signαture ... on a report signifies thαt the doctor hαS 
taken reαsonα＇ble steps to ensure thαt the content ofthe report is αccurα＇te 

in every respect ... 

5.1 Rαdiology (or imαging) repoγts αre medical reports ... In h仗， 

the written rαdiology repoγt constitutes the legαl record ofthe rαdiology 
investigαtion or procedure. It is therefore v

，

ital thαt the information 
contαined within this record is αccurαte, explicit, understαndα＇hie αnd 

informαtive. 

5.2 Relevant medical information should be communicated in time 
to relevant pαrties for prompt medical cαre ofpatients .. 

5.4 For the communicα＇lion of critic叫， urgent or unexpected 
significαnt rαdiologicαl findings, the responsibilities of the radiologists 
αγe: 

To contact the rφrring clinician or αnother appropriate 
member of their clinical team, and 的仰sure them receive the 
il份rmation ... ” 

17. 	 The Defendant sought to attribute the error in reporting to the quality of 
the X-rays films given to him by Hercules. And y仗， Dr WONG, a 
Specialist in Orthopaedics & Traumatology, whom the Patient 
subsequently consulted had no difficulty in identifying from the X-ray 
films fractures in her right foot. We have no idea whether the Defendant 
was looking at the original X“ ray films or copy images of the same. But 
then a皂白n, the real point is that the Defendant ought to exercise 
reasonable care and ensure that the X瞞ray films were of sufficiently good 
quality before issuing the 1st Repo1i. Or else, the Defendant would have 
to qualify his findings and comment in the 1st Report. 
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18. 	 We appreciate that "[w]hilst it mαy be αccep的ble from a procedurαf 
stan命。int for an αccurate X-ray report to be issued on the same day to 
αddress αn initial diαgnostic error”, but as Dr WONG, the Secretarγ’s 

expert witness, said “the problem with the second report wαs t｝的f it did 
not expressly and properly state that it superseded the first X-rαy report." 

19. 	 For these reasons, we are satisfied on the evidence befor‘e us that the 
Defendant failed to properly prepare the 1st and 2nd Reports. 

20. 	 In failing to properly prepare two X倫ray reports of the Patient, the 
Defendant has in our view by his conduct in this case fallen below the 
stand訂ds expected of registered medical practitioners in Hong Kong. 
Accordingly, we find the Defendant guilty of misconduct in a 
professional respect as per disciplinary charge (a). 

21. 	 In view, the assumption of responsibility by radiologist is an 
ring effective and 

safe medical care for the patient under investigation. It extends beyond 
routine reporting of imaging findings and covers, amongst others, as the 
Secretarγs expert witness quoted from the Hong Kong College of 
Radiologists: Guide on Good Medical Practice for Radiologists issued in 

underta
our 

king that reasonable care will be taken in delive
a 

June 2021 ,“[ e ]jfective communication 。ifradiology’,; and “ the necessity 
for direct communication ofsigni)切ntfindings 的 rφrring clinicians". 

22. 	 We are particularly concerned about the Defendant’s submission to the 
PIC by letter dated 17 April 2023 that “fαmαpαrt time worker αnd only 
reported on X-rαy rαdiogrαphs given to me... how the rαdiogrαph 

imαges were tαken αndprinted ... αre totally under the mαnαgement ofthe 
referral compαny… the complαint ofMs Chαn Kin Oi should be α旦αinst 
the involved referral compα吟， not me﹔ becα＇USe iαm not the owner or 
even a staffofth的 company﹔n 

23. 	 This demonstrates to us the Defendant’s lack of understanding of his 
professional responsibility as a reporting· radiologist. 

24. 	 In failing to properly inform the Patient’s attending doctor and/or the 
staff of the Patient’s attending doctor’s clinic of the substantive changes 
made to the first X-ray report in the second X-ray report, the Defendant 
has by his conduct in this case fallen below the standards expected of 
registered medical practitioners in Hong Kong. Accordingly, we also 
find him guilty of misconduct in a professional respect as per disciplinary 
charge (b). 

Sentencin!l 

25. 	 The Defendant has one previous disciplinary record relating to practice 
promotion. A warning letter was ordered to be served on the Defendant 
back in 1990. 
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26. 	 We bear in mind that the primary purpose of a disciplinarγorder is not to 
punish the Defendant but to protect the public from persons who are unfit 
to practise medicine and to maintain public confidence in the medical 
profession by upholding its high standards and good reputation. 

27. 	 We appreciate that there is no evi吐ence that the Patient has suffered 
permanent disability as a result of the delay in diagnosis of the fractures 
in her right foot. However, the additional pain and suffering occasioned 
by the delay should not be underestimated. 

28. 	 Taking into consideration the nature and gravity of this case, we shall 
make a global order in respect of disciplinarγcharges （吋 and (b) that the 
name of the Defendant be removed from the General Register for a 
period of 3 months and we further order that the removal order be 
suspen吐ed for a period of 24 months. 

Prof. TANG Wai-king, Grace, SBS, JP 

Chairperson of the Inquiry Panel 


The Medical Council of Hong Kong 
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