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BRADDELL BROTHERS
Unit 430, 4th Floor
Colombo Court
North Bridge Road
Singapore 0617

Filed this 12th day of November 1981



Exhibit A3

CERO#TWOLOGY

1. November 1971 - Santhiran esployed as a
Legel Azsistant by the
Respondent, the sole
proprietor of Braddell
Brothers, ’

2. February 1976 - Respondent bocomes &wvare
that santhiran has
misappropriated wonies
from the clients' account
of Braddell Brothers.

3. March 1876 - Santhiran admits to

’ Respondent that he
{santhiran) has
nisappropriated sums
totalling $298,270.75.

4. Between 9.3.1976 Santhiran mekes restitution
&nd 10,.6,1%76 - of 8297,95€.,12, .

Se. ¥ovember 1976 -  Respondent appoints
independent firm of
accountants,

€. Cecember 1376 - santhiran ceases to be

easployed by Respondent,

Te Late March 1977 - Responcent informs Attorney-
Generzl and Vice President,
Law Soclety, of Santhiran‘'s
misconduct, and states that
a complaint iz forthcoming.
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6.

9.

i0.

11.

12,

13.

1{.

15,

16,

30,4.1977

6.5,1977

26.5.1977

27.5.19%77

27.5.1977

October /Rovenrber
1877

17.2.,1978

1£,3.1978

9.4,1978

Respondent reports Santhiran's
misappropriations to Law
Society.

Reapondent inforws Rttorney-
General and Vice President,
Law Society, that complaint
will be cdelayed due to delay
in finalieation of accountants®
report, '

Respondent reports Santhiran
to police.

Respondent makes formal
complaint to Law Soclety
concerning Santhiran,

Police begin investigations,

Santhiran goes to Malaysis,

CID coampleins te Law Scclety
concerning, inter alia,
Respondentts celay in
reporting Santhiran.

Inguiry Committee (IC)
writes to Respondent for
his explanation,

santhiran is arrested by
Malaysian Police in
Kuals Lumpur.



Exhibit A3
- 3 - (continued)

17. 10, 4.1978 = Santkiran is brought
back to Singarore,

18, 11, 4,1378 - Santhiran is produced
in Couart,
1%, 19, 4.1978 -  Regpondent provid-s

*preliminary explenxtion®
to Law Society, sccoznpanied
by ®"fuller detsfle”.

20. 10, 5.1%78 - Santhiran ie convicted,

21, 11, 5.31978 - Letter fxom IC to Acspondont
requesting *full explanation®,

22. 15, 5.1978 - Lottar Respondent to XIC
rointing out that “fuller
deteile™ already sont.

23. 24, 5.,1378 - Respondent reguested by
IC to eppear before IC
O!l 26. 5.1378.

24, 20. 7.1976 - Regpondent notifiesd that
‘ there iz to be formal
investigation by Disciplinary
Coomittec,

25, 23, 4,197% - Senthiran is struck off,
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4.

AGREED FACTS

1. Raving discovered the defzlcations in
February/March 1976, the Respondent &id not

report the matter to his owvn firm'e Auditors,

2. rid not inform them of the appointment
of Medors Tong in 1976,

3. Auditors found out avout Suspense Account
in or about July 1976, They checked with Santhiran
who told & pack of liea., Zuditors asked Harry Wee
in Decembar 1876¢/Jenuaxy 1577, Fe saild “¥ill see
you later about ;t'. Ferry Wee inforwed Auditors
of defalcations for the firat tise in Harch 1977,



5. Exhibit R2

IR TEE MATTER OF HARRY LEE WEE
AN ADVOCATE AHD SOLYICITOR

‘And

IN THE MATTER OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION ACT
*t & ¢ w o

AMERDED STATEMENT OF CASE

1. Harry Lee Vee (hereinafter czlled 'ghe Respondént‘),
&n Advocate and Solicitor of the Supreme Court of the hepublic
of Singapore of some thirty years standing, practises, and
has at all material times practized, under the name and style
of Braddell Brothers (hereinafter called *the Fire"), The
Respondent was at variocus times a member of the Council of
the Law Soclety of Singapore,. and was the President of the

Law Scciety for the périod 1975 to 1977, inclusive.

2 In or sbout 1971, one 8, Santhiran, an hAdvocate
&nd Solicitor (hercinafter called *Santhiran®"), entered

exployment with the Firm as 2 legal essietant,

a. . In or about February 1976, the Respondent had
reason to believe that Santhiren hed misappropristed, in
sggregate, & substantial sum standing to the credit of

the Clients account of the Firsm,

4. In or about Harch 1976, Santhiran admitted to
the Respondent that he, santhiran, had misappropriated or



Exhibit R2 &
(continued)

otherwise misapplied sums totalling $298,270,75 from the

Clients s«count of the Firm,

Se Between the 9th Herch 1376 and the 1l0th June
1976 Santhiran, with the ]mowiedge 2nd encourajement of the
Respondezt, made restitution to the Firm of $297,256.12 in
respect of menles misappropriated or otherwise misspplied

by Santhiran as aforeszid,

6. In or about Yovember 197€, the Respondent
eppointed Kedora and 9ong, & firm of public sccountants
(hereinafter called "the Accountants™) to inspect the
aeccounts of the Firm with & view to ascertaining the
extent of the misappropriation or migapplication of funds

Ly sSanthiran from its Clients account,

7. Hotwithstanding the facts referred to in
paragraphs 3 to € 1§c1usive of this statement of Case,
the hespoadent fziled to make & report to the Police
concerning the conduct of Santhirsn, who coatinucd in
the emploprent of the Firm as an Advocate ana Solicitor,

2lbeit without szlary, until he left the service of the

Firm on the 31st Decemdber, 1976,
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7. (continued)
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in the preceding paragreph, to inform Santhiran ¥, Or
to the effect thats

(1) 80 long ez sSanthiran wfde, or caused

to be made, fu estitutions and

(i1) applig®on his (Santhiran's) own
ﬂyu”ion to have his {Santhiran®s)
//////lname etruck off the Foll of Advocates

end Solicitors,

€~ o IS AT TS ~ PERLrY X W) o e o~

B The Zccountents delivered their report to the
rRespondent on or about the 25th May, 1977, 4TLe Respondent
first reported the conduct of Santhiran to the Police on
cr about the 26th Hay 1877, and wrote to the Law Soclety

witl: reference thereto en the 27th May, 1977,

Lo P santhiran was charged on five charges under
section 408 of the Fenal Code, One charge was proceeded
with, the prosecution asking for the remaining four charges
to be taken intco considecrstion, Santhiran was convicted on
the 10th May, 1978 snd sentenced to 9 wontha' Iwprisonment,
heving admitted the facts pertaining to the charge that was
proceeded with, and having consented to the four recsining

charges being taken into consideration,
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(continued)

—+%-10

2 to 7 hereof {inclusive), the Respoadent wae
=

=Gischarge of his professional

' grossly improper conduct i

tEning of section 84(2)(b) of the Legal

s T

By reason of the Respondent®s &feressid

dclay {n reporting Santhiran®s aforesaid crinminal and

professional misconduct to the Police and Law Sodoty

§3é§g3§2£} until the 3lst Decesber 1976 as & legsl assistant

with Braddell Brothers, and therczfter for some months on

biz own account. Py reascn of his aforeseid delay, the

nespondent was cullty of grossly {moroper conduct in {hg

discl:arae of hie profesasional dutv th . of-

section B4(2){b) of the Legal. pProfession Acty further, or

4n the alternative, the Respondent was guilty of zuch
conduct =g would render him lieble to be disbarred, struck
off the Roll of tha Court, nuspendéd from practice cr.
censureG 1€ & barrister or solicitor in ¥ngland, due regerd
being had to the fact the two profesglons zre fused in

Singapore.

42y 11, By reason of the facts referred to in paragraph 7
-hemaof.rinvcoajunctionnwlth!factafrefcrted-tOTinspnxaqraphsz
2 to 7 hereof (4incluesive), thc Respoadent waz gullty of sucl
conduct as would render him liable to be disbarred, struck

off the-Roll-0f the Court; suspended from practice-or -censared
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9. (continued)

i€ & barrister or solicitor 4&n England, due regard being

had to the fact that the two professions are fused in

Singapore,

35 12, It is sulxaitted that the Rkespondent should be
dealt with under section 84(1) of the Legal Profession Act,

Dated the 1l4th day of March, 1979,

rmended as underlined in red ink

this day of September, 1% 79 .

J. GRIMBERG

‘solicitor for the Council of the Law
Society of Bingapore,
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10.
1. Solicitor's Full Name : Mr. Harry Lee Wee
2, Firm Name and Address : Braddell Brothers
4th Floor, Meyer Chambers
Singapore 1,
3. State whether practising alone or in partnership : =s8lone
4, Accounting period : Year ended 31st Decewber, 1976.

ACCOUNTANTS' REPORT

In compliance with section 75 of the Legal Profession Act, Cap. 217,
and the Accountant's Report Rules, 1967, made thereunder,

We, Wong Siong Poon and Jamshid Keki Medora, have examined the books,
accounts and documents of the abovenamed solicitor relating to the above
practice produced to us and we hereby certify that from cur examination pursuant
to Rule 4 of the Accountant's Report Rules, 1967, and from the explanations and
information given to us, we are satisfied that during the abovementioned period
he has complied with the provisions of the Solicitors' Accounts Rules, 1967,

except so far 2s concerns :-

Certain breaches by a former legal assistant of the firm,
details of which are set out on a confidential annexure
hereto which we have signed for the purposes of identi-
fication with this report,

PARTICUIARS OF THE

ACCOUNTANTS

Full Name : WONG SIONG POON

Qualifications : F.C.A. (AUST.); P.A.S.

Firm Name TURQUAND YOUNGS & CO.

19th Floor,
Ocean Building,
Singapore 1.

Ll

Address :

Signature :

Date : 25th Lpril, 1977.
. e
To : The Law Society of Singapore

SIRGAPORE.

JAMSHID KEKI MEDORA

F.C.A.; P.A.S,

MEDORA TONG & CO.

15tf\ Floor,
Interpational Plaza,
Singapore 2

\ |

25th April, 1977.
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CONFIDERTIAL ANNEXURE TO THE ACCOUNTANTS' REYORT
IN RESPECT OF MR. HARRY LEE:WEE FOR THE YEAR ENDED
31st DECEMBER, 1976, IN COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 75

OF THE LEGAL PROFESSION ‘ACT, CAP, 217; -AND
THE ACCOUNTANT'S REPORT RULES, 1967.

Details of the matter referred to in our report dated 25th

April,- 1977 are :-

(1)

(2)

(3)

it was discovered in February 1976 that during the period
from mid 1972 to early 1976 certain clients' moneys had

been withdrawn without proper authority and in contravention

of the Solicitors' Accounts Rules 1967, by a legal assistant
who ceased employment with the firm in 1976;

due to the nuwber of transactions involved, the exact amount
improperly withdrawn from the clients' accounts cannot, as
yet, be quantified; however, it is estimated to be in the
region of $350,000; .

arising from prompt action taken by the firm, sums amounting
to $297,956 wexre recovered from the said legal assistant
during the period from 9th March to 10th June, 1976; out of
this amount, $148,211 was credited to the respective clients'
accounts and the balance of $149,745, claimed to be costs,

is retained in a "suspense account" pending clarification

or confirmation as costs,

This is the contidential annexure reférred to in our report dated

25¢h April, 1977.

o g .
e

JAMSHID KEKI MEDORA
3

WONG S7ONG POON
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12.

LRGENT
20th Zpril, 1977,

PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL

The Yaw Soclety of Singapore
Supreme Court Building
Singapore-56 Attn: Vre. wuex pec oce -

Dear Sirs,

I bave to inform you that certain defalcations and
niszppropriation of moneys from various clients' azccounts ard
costs dn ny firm- appears to have been cerried out by S. Santhiran
a former employee of this firm. Investipgations were initially
carried out by members of my firm and subsequently umdertakXen
by 1ndcpendent euditors, M/s. Medora Tong & Co. who have DPro-
duced a report. -

They &nd our usval avdéitors IN/s, Tugkquand Youngs &
Cc. have Just completed the report under the Solicitors!'! Accounts
Rules. I enclose a copy of their Joint repcort which is a
qualified report.

I will shortly be presenting the comnpleint arzinst
S. Santhiran for asction to be taken but currently he hes since
+the said report made certain representations or supplied
dnfornation to ¥/s. Medora Tong & Co. which will have to be in
the form of a %uoplemenuary report to Y/s. }edora Tong & Co.'s
rerort and hthh 'will hzve to be reed with the jolnu.report

Yours faithfully,

enc: ' ¥.L. Vee
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13,

27th May, 1977.

PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL

The Law Society of Singarpore
Supreme Court Building
Singanore-6 Attn: Mrs. Quek Bee See

Dear Sirs,

re: S. Santbiran

I refer to my letter dated 30th Aoril, 1977
and now enclose my Compleint against the agbovenamed.

I have made a* report to Commercial Crime on this
mgtter.
Yours faithfully,
Sd. H. L. Wee

enc: H.L,. Wee
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13.

27th May, 1977.

PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL

The Law Society of Singapore
Supreme Court Building _
Singapore-6 ‘AtEn: Mrs. Quek Bee: See

Dear Sirs,

re: S. Santhiran

I refer to my lebtter dated 30th Aoril, 1977
and now enclose my Compleint against the agbovenagmed.

I have made a*report to Commercial Crime on -this™

nagtter.

Yours faithfully,
gd. H. L. Wee

enc: H.L.. Yee
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-

(aontinued)

COMPLAINT_AGAINST_S. SARTHIRAN

sopetime in late February 1976 we suspected that
a forper ]egal assistont, S. Senthiran QI No.26 Salan
Kc%fmpong' 5ingapore~(wbo was in the ewmploy of this firm
from ovesber 1971) had been unlawfully iransferring

monies f{rom clients accounts.

It was f{irst discovered by Singa getnam an ex-

papil thet a sum ol $580-10 ip clicﬁts account wus withdra./n
without suthority by‘Santhiran's diréétidﬁ in the forr of
a crosgcd cheqﬁe issued in favour of the Comptroller of
'jﬁcouc Tax frowx the account of lnsuranco Company of North
Aericn (COplLS of Lhe said cheque und the Ledger shoulng
the;pransfcr of the said sun are attacbed and marked as
gyb{bjts vl and "32"). This sum was apparently ut%llsed
{6 pay w»antbiran's personal_income tax.

At about .this +time our despatch clerk, Lee Kok
Liang elso ru“nived compléiﬁts from -his relatives l/s.
ong Swee Lim and Ong Swee Hock that they deposited $1,250/-
with Santhiran during the period 1974 apnd 1975 regarding a
’sauatter's matter. ben nothing much was done by Santhiran
L/B- Cag Swee Lim and Ong Swee Hock 6801dEd to change

SOTJQltors and app01nted ﬁ/s. Chor Pee & Hin Hiong. 34/s.

-
-

Ong Lwee Lim 2nd Gng swee Hock came to see Santhiran
personally to obtain - refund of the balance of the deposit.
2ccording to then Santhiran sfated that there was no
bslunce due to then.

On going through the Ledger weé found that a cush
dcposit of £750/- wos entered on 24.10.74 and was taken out
O the sseve ugy by bearer chtoue parported to be refunded

/§47° Ong 3woee Bock.
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Un 26.4.75 another casp deposit of 5590-00 was
given by Ur: Ong 3wee Hoék but 2 days later the said surm was
recorded 2s gi?eﬁ £y bearer. cheque to one iir. Peh sun leng
%bo ves suPPésed to be sued by iir. Ong svee EOCk andﬂﬁf,’ODg
;weebij (copies of the.said chegue andeedger are attached
and rmarked as Imhibits wBlY end "32"l

ji/s. Ong Sviee Lim and Ong Swée Hock .denied that
2 sum of 2750/— was returﬁed to themvggd stated that they
did not give instructions to pay-the sumn Of £500.00 to
Jir. Peh Sun Meﬁg sinée hé was . being sued by themn.

Thereafter investigatiorn cbnnducted by the staff
of this firm into.the éocounts handled byVSanthirah

éveeled that thér clients:monies béd been-wfongfully;
faken by'Bim.

These were either effected by:-

(1) direct trdnafa? from'the_cliéntb accounts to
partiee vho uppcareduuncdnncthd to the

clients concerned -or

(2) by transfer of monies from clients accounts

to other clients aocounts_froi which monies

were drawn out for Santhiran's personal

purposes.

The payments to unconnected pértjes or drawn out
Ly cash are for nis Persopal ose. These incluvded the
Incope Tax Department and the Singapura Building Gociety
“hen chegues wefe iséued in ﬁheir favour. Others were by
bearer chegues purporting to Be_in.fa;our of a élient but
*1as cashed on bis directions:

In all these cases no suthority or receipts
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continued 16.

appeared to be given or received. NoO evidence supporiing
in “the files where the Tiles were

:
uTe mlsslng) ‘and no cyplanatnon supported

tliese was found
avilléble (sone
by evidence was oupplled by banthlren.

The following are Jllustraplons of some of the
unauthoriscd'payments or trabsfers justémentiqn?d;_

(a) A sum of %9??.50 was withdrawn by crossed
chegue issued in fzvour of theé;sia Life
Assurancé.SQciety'Ltd. from theléccount.of
the ﬁstate of Soh Chuan.Sweég.dec'd. which had
no comnection with the wmatter. ‘(Copies of
the éaid‘cheque and Ledger are attached?and'
‘markod ane Exhibits "Clv and "CE") {I‘hieji
chegue was. in payment of - bantbiran s pcrsonal
Jlfe 1nsurance policy premium;

(b) 4 sum of 2H1, 000.00 was w1tbdrawn by crossed
cheque issued in favour of Singapura Bu11d1ng
Society Ltd.\from the account of Nanyang
Insurance Co. Ltd. (Copies‘of the said
cheque and Ledger are attaohed 2nd marked as
Z>hibits’ "Dlv and "D2") Santhlran had
moneys dep051ted in this 5001ety'

The second method used was to transfer'tp the.
accounts of one client from another client's account of the
firm. The varions clients acceunts involved in this method
are 1isted in Exhibit "EL".

4 - speciner account of the Leager pagea show1ng

tbe transfer Irom cne account to snother is: sct out ln

Da\'?‘blts NE2Y png nL&n =hibit “BZ" 48 bhe accoupt of
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17.

Thapa Lefcbimi’d/o velasamy under the title "Velasamy™
which ligts out 5 itlcmns beginning with Chin Wee Kian.
;gﬁﬁldt "z3% has the aééouﬁtibf Chin jjce Kién ybd shows the
transfer to Thena Letchimi d/o-Velasamy. Exhibits “gh", wg5w
:n_ﬁ" (two accounus) RUFOFEX are Lhc oLber clients accounts
which are tbe uCCOUDtb from vhich moneys were' transferred
to Thena Letcbhbimi d/o Velasamy. (4s will be showm later
EODleS unlawfully w1thdraln Trom these sccounts were
_refunoed by Santhiraen. His initials appear in the Ledger
agoainst the items he was involved 1;1).

.thibit "Zl" shoiis payﬁents to Singepura
Bu4l1ding Sociovty ond to the clients in thesc acqqunts. In
the lutter caces the cheguces were bearer and/or cush.

ilany of the bedrer chegues that were purported
to‘be given to cllents were on the instructions of Santhiran
coshed at the bank by our despatch clerk Iece Kok TLiang &nd
our former court clerk, Lawrence Pinto. The cash from the
cheques were handed 0 $énthir;n. (attached are specimen
Pb?tooopies of one of the said éheguéé endorsed by the said
Lé% ¥ok ILiang and Léwrepoe Idnto marked as rxhibits “"Fl®
ond “F2v).

(On the reguest of a Legal Assistant}chggues are
icsued by the Csshier wund signed by a fartpner or by two
svthorised Iegal issistants. The Legal sssistant requesting
Piynent 60untersigns on the’ cognter{oil his responsibility
Tor the receipt of cheques from clients zccount. The Legal.
Assistznt is obliged Lo bbtgin the usualihﬁtbority or

Feeeipts from the client for the payment of mopeys an3 this

filed in the relevant file).
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The preliminary 1inves Lngatlon showed that
Ehnuhlran took w1thout authority Tor his own purposes sums

am@untlng to hpprOLJmately a595,415 75.

Santhiran was queried and he gave various
Q$Flgnqt10ns for withdrawing {ron the ‘clients acoount YJe
/n51sted that until he proved that thcse w1thdrawals were
?{oper be had to repay the amouvnts that were 30u supported
} ureceipts or written 1nstruct10ns from clients. In _
;q"ch 1876 he admitted that he had wrongfully trans fefred

ﬁﬂ(:éken or was unable to support 1tems totalling

1458 270 75. Of thais ﬂmounf he retﬁrned surs anounting
Jr-a tcaal of $267,956.12 to the Tirm. He- initialled the
@hrﬁunts b¢é had unlaowiully w1tbdraun ‘or transferred on the
Llﬂrcr Account of thelcllents concerned. From that amount
| ;7,77& 61 was put 1nto a "ouspensé ;ccount" to enable
féfidjm:to sort ocut The costs due ﬁo the firm from
ﬂ”%eys due to the clients. Suwms toﬁalling 580 181.3%1 were
(Lhunoed direct to varlous clients aocounts as these were
cd(ﬁ; y clients moneys as admltted by him. These were
lq£t1811€d by Santhiran in the Lcdger. 4 1list of these

IS :sttached hercto ond marked as Ixhibit "G".

Subscquently we JbCLrtqlDOd further arounte that

biﬁ been UHlulfully trancfcrrcd making a total of

733.786 69 ')ppro> irately.
Senthiran claizea that some of the monies wita-
Ao vere Given to clients. Some clients vwere then
(&éled in by hir to verify- the alleged payme ts. 4 feﬁ of

/P( OIICBCQ Paymcnts were verified but after that he @ia
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n?ot call for iore clienls to verify furtber. ZEventuvally
hé mpde excusoes for the delay in calling more clients and
5uid fio conld not trudo,thc'clionts or th¢y wore unwilling
Joso call at the office for'such verifiCUtion fﬁfposes.

On furtber queries Santhiran Ieturned a further

‘ﬂ30 000.00 of moneys withdrawn end which was also added
In the meantlme $166,029.82

Z

~pnto the "“uspcnse accoovnt".
W;erc withdrawn 1rom the "Suspense Account' and paid back
L/y Senthiran 1nto certain clients accounts as he said
¢VTJ{,y were being returncd". A list of thesc is attached
héereto’and,marked'as‘Bxhibit "Hu, This for =z2ccounting
Surpé%és was done aé."reverscd entries" and initiaglled by
>anth1ran pending further 1nvest1gatlon. |
. Whlle.hc was supposed to cgll in clients to
&eriﬁy the alleged peywents the accounts books were gone
over again, files and otbef office payments ﬁere being
;eﬁfched“for\and éhepked for the period 1972 and t5‘1976.
Je suid 15 would co-operate but he did little to help.
Vrhgb;tgsk eve#tgglly provéd difficult ADdgas-it was
iappaient that Sunthiran could not substanfiaté these
fnndhﬁhorised withdrawals an independeﬁt_auditor was
‘appointead to.conduct an investigotion into the clients
;and Off%Ce accounts which were effected by him from 1872 to
Harch 1876,

For obvious reasons it would'have to be a person
to act indeécﬁdgntlj of theupiesent ;uditors, /s« Turquaond
Youngs & Co. In the~méantime we were still attempting to
cbeck for defalcations which did not pass througg the

-
-

‘lﬁf;ts account.
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;n doverber 1976 M/s; Nedora, Tong & Co.,

Chartered ACCountunus end TPublic Accountanis of Suite 15?5,
15th Floor, Inuernatlonul Plaza, Lnson ﬁoad Singapore~2
was aPpolDLed to inspcct: and audlt the accounts where
Sanuhlran was involved. Santhiran agreed to uhe S3ue.

The prejamlnary 1nvost1gaulon conducted by H/s.
Ltedora, Tong & Co. was completed at the eDd of December
1976 gnd their report shows that a sum of_§494 450.)? had
been withdrawn Ltrouvh Santhiran and that such with-
draQals were not supported by‘documencary evidence (a copy
£;>the Report on the accounts.is attached and mafked-as
Exbibit niun).

The said Report Shows two totgls. The Iirsg is on
Page 1 thoreof relates to files then:ndfavailable and which
c}ﬂus ¢51 758 05. The other on pdge g shows $462 692 52
man»ng a grand total of $&94 4)0 576 The key'on page S

i

shows he V&rlous reasons Tfor these flgures belng 1nc1uded

in the total.

jrt’ Faid

After further checking and 1nvest1gat10n the total {u

g v Gttt in 9

( roducod to 32& 001.45 on ‘page 1 wnd £279,750.05 on pogo ; -
T A ‘,“(

ry l
S Hmklng a total ol $)03,751 51. The reasons for redu01ng the J P
P et
arlous anounts are clerlcal dupllcatlons in amounts and ;ﬂw,«
i
CDPlanatlons by Santhiran which 1i/s. Medora Tong & CO- as ? {(

h)

d“dlfors wereguenuﬂtlvely agreedble to accept.
Vhile ithe investigation was being czrried out

Senihiran vho had becn suspended and left onmly to clear

up nnflnlubed gattcrs suddenly left the firm on 22, 12.76 but
J“tcr 1nforhed the firm thut he would be avoilzble to

f? ¥CTr ony querles relatlng to the withdrawals of vhe Cl*hﬁts
Lor*ties ong Ljs. Yedorns Tong & Co. were inforned accorﬁizgly-
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In the meantlme we reguested +he Bank for the return

of the various cheques relating to these accounts for 1975

jand 3976, The Bank have 51nce ‘been asked to producc the 1974

an:i1 earlier chegues (or coples) cenocrned but aCcordlng to
the‘Baﬁkythls will tzke some time.

Despite the ppportunities given to santhiren-he.
failed to produce evidence to support theipther itens in.fhe

A

saja’Report. ile was given. 5 ‘aays on 10th ltarch 1877 by

tedora, Tong & co. To produce the said evidence but he failed

~,
é{.respond during .that. period.

on the 1st Aprll 1977 1 GCdora,'Tong & Co. produced
2 wﬁltten btatcment rcgarding the prellnlnary Repogt of the
Qccounts (Zhibit "I") and this is now marked as Byhlblt wgn,

" In the Jdast few months Wedora, ong & Co. and
Turéuand.Xoungg & Co.. ‘have been rechecklnb the accounts and
have produced:éhe Joint Fuallfled Report: under the 5011c1t0rs
Accountsﬁﬂules. \Aﬁcopy'has been Tiled with the Law Society.-

| On the é9th April l97}uafter_the_3oint qualified

-Rfeg?t had been cbmpleted séﬁthiranma?proacﬁed yedora, Tong
& Cg. and pade certain representations on a few items
cohéhined in the preliminary Report of the Accouﬁts;of
ilcdora, Tong & Cco. (Exhibit "I") which Wéfe duly.considered.

is a:iésuit of further investigdtions sinée the
Pre)inipary Report of the accounts (Exbibit "Iv) waé made
an 22nd December 19?6 certﬁin:émen@ments wefe nade. The

rore ?5 set out in a supplemental report of H¢dbra,jTQng &

;co, doted 26th ey 197?,éb&i#3rkea~as.thibif'hgy.
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The supplenental report has faken into consideration sub-
sequent to the frelimiﬁa;y Report various ch0gpes which
were .obtzined from the Banﬁjand the saia représentations—
made by Sanrthiran to lledora, Tong & Co. |

Thehamount estinated by‘ﬁedorafiTong & CO; which
appears to have éeen\unlawfﬁllj transTerred is 1572,108.80
approximately. Of this the sum of.§297,956.12 es mentioned
above has been returned to'the Tirm b& Santhiran.

Nany files relating to igems in the cliénts
accounts which santhiran.was handliﬁg:are missing. ILec Kok
%iang ifhe clerk meintioned above) bas observed him taking
away files in the past but when Santhiran.wés ﬁuestioned he
lenied this.

~We also.believe Santhiran or an ex-pecretary,
Patricia Cbia Jiei Ping initialléd or put.fiﬁger prints on
several receipts in order to obtain monies from the office.
(4 specimen feéeipt»is?attgghed“&ﬁd-marked as‘fmﬁibit "L ).
Thic cunnot bDe génﬁino us th; punn involved (vide Exhibit
"E1") wab 6ra11y aduitted Ly Soanthiren to bo ﬁnluwfﬁlly
“ithdrawn and 1s included in Exhibit »Gv.

Sgd. B.L. Yee
27th lay 1977
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Purther statement . of Harry. Hee as recorded by Insp. Yong Chou
flen on 25.8.77 at 11.10 am..The usual caution was administcred
to him -~

Q: When you first discovered that S Qanthiran had misapprg-
priated funds from the cllents"accoun»o, why dld you not

report the matter to the Lay Society at that time as it is
or itk is it not your duty as the Pre51den§4;??fg: Law
Society to report the 1mproper conduct of a lawyer to the

sald society ?

At As I have mantioned earlier in my statement, after we
| first d1300vered that S Santhiran had mlsappropriated
-our CIlients' funds he was suspended by mA ‘and kept under
oYose ouparv1sbo. until he left the firm sometlme in \
December 1976. Before I could report to the Police and
or the Law Society T must have 3—full- réport on tha
facts and flgu*oq of what Santhiran had done from 1972
io the cay ke haq suspended. It was no: until sone time
'in March 1977 ‘when the 1ndcpenaent audit firm completenl
theéir report that T prussnted the case to the Low Socint LYy
of Singapore. It is my duty to report the matter to ths
Law Society but I was unable to do so until I received

the full report from the audit firm.

Qz th»iS~y0ur5firm’keepin7 all thses 014 clients' account

and what have you done about them T

)
.

A: VWhen'I JOlned Bradd 211 ”rothers in 1969, ¥Mr X T Hee was
the other pa artner of the firm. In 1973, when K T S°a left
he took some of the 0ld clients' files with him and he
lefi some behind. These clients were backdated to befors:
I joined PBraddal Brothers and in 1974, I instroctad my
stalf to reorganizod all the old files. 4o have %o call
back the clienis conczrned to' find out what was thn 2
canos I think thal was why Santhiran cotl }4_ h;\d into
these old clients® accounts wvhen ve were trylng ﬁo
straizhien out these ol¢ records left by . X T Yeoas Bven
now we ars st111 in the process of cleariag. up these olad
clienta' accounts as some of them are hard to locate.

Statament - read over by me
14 I affirmed it tru~ and ¢orrect,

4
) L s
! . _"/1/1'." - ® /.(-" N

I




EXN1ID1U NOeo5 e
GOVERNMENT OF SINGAPORE

Your Ret: f{ii::fﬁ CLL/L;%3§<,QJ§( /QL&Q,Cb/
?L«\%/O J/gw e—

Out Re!: IP/ jicic I7 ; \».ﬁ 2
Date: 17 F;b 78 }"
CONFIDENTfAL e 7
The Pre§;dent él_—757£51.

Law Society
Supreme Court

St Andrew's Road. -
Singapore 6 E-T FEB 1978

Dear Sir

" The Commercial Crime Division' commenced inves-

-tigatiois on one S. Santhirasn for the alleged offence of
Criminal Breach of Trust as an agent on 24 Jun 77. S.
Santhir in is an advocate and solicitor who was formerly
employe:d by the law firm of Braddell Brothers, 4th floor,
OUB Chambers, Raifles Place, Singapore. It was alleged

" that he from June 72 to Feb 76 had dishonestly nlsappro~‘
priated a sum of approximately $350, OOO/ from the CLlent
Account of Braddell Brothers.

T2 In the course of our investigations, the follow-
ing become apparent :

(1) The defalcation by S. Santhiran was
first discovered by Harry Wee, the
sole partner of Braddell Brothers in
Feb 1976.

(2) Between 9 Mar 76 to 10 Jun 76
S. Santhiran repaid $297,956.12 to
Braddell Brothers for the defalca-~
tion on the firm's Clients' Account.
(For details of the repayments please
see atteched list E-1). Out of this
amount $¢153,253.13 was credited to the
respective clients' account and- the
balance of $144,702.99 was retained in
a Suspense Account.

(3) 1In Nov 1976 Jamshid K Medora, a partner
of Medora & Tong, & firm of public
accountants weas approached by Harry Wee
to carry out investigation regarding
S. Santhiran's misappropriation of the
money f£rom the Clients'! Account of
Braddell Brothers.
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(continued)

(4) On 1 Apr 77 Medore & Tong sent their
report to Braddell Brothers.

(3) Ga 26 MzY 77 Herry Wee sent a letter
to the Commercial Crime Division
alleging that S. Santhiran had unlaw-
fully transferred moneys from various
accounts of Braddell Brothers.

(6) On 24 Jun 77 Harry Wee lodged a formal
Complaint with the Commercial Crime
Division, C.I.D.

3 The events leading up to the police report are
described in the police statements of Jamshid X Medora,

a partner of . 2dora & Tong and Wong Siong Poor who is

a partner of Turquand, Young & Co., a firm of public
accountants., "Copies of the statements are enclosed and
marked A-3 and A-4. A copy of the statement of Harry Wee
is also enclosed and marked A-1l.

4 It would appear that when. the offence of S.
Santhiran was first detected in Feb 76 by Harry Wee, he
¢id not report this matter to anyone but procceded to
accept restitution of property from 9 Mar 76 t> 10 Jun 76€.
The auditor, Medora & Tong was not engaged unt il November
76, some 9 months” after the date of discovery.

5 According to Jamshid K Medora, Harry Wee had

on st least two occasions asked him to speak to S. Sznthiran
that as long as S. Santhiran admitted to some of the -
breaches, voluntarily allowed his name to be ctruck off

the roll and get someone to give an undertaking to pay

the balence, he (Harry Wee) would not report the matter

to the police. (See A-3 para 15).

6 Pzres 7, 8 and 9 of Wong Sipng Poon's statement
(4-%4) also indicasted that as late as March 1977, Berry

Vlee wes still reluctant to 2llow his zuditors to Teport

on the misappropriztion of S. Santhiran in the Accountznt's
report for the year ending 31 Dec 76 as required by S.75

of the Legal Profession Act, Cap 217.

7 ) I&# appears that there may be a possible contra-
Venvicn of5.213 of the Penzl Code, Cep 103, on the par:
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of Harry Wee. You may, therefore, wish to investigate
into the conduct of Harry Wee in this regard.

8 .~ The exhibits referred to in the enclosed state-
ments are in the custody of the Commercial Crime Division.
You can get in touch with me if you require copies of

them.

9 I ar Sending copies of this letter to my
superiors, the Commissioner of Police and; the Attorney-
General. : ’

iburs faithfully

(s

- (ROGER LIM CHER KWAN), ASP
for HEAD

COMMERCIAL CRIME. DIVISION
 CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION DEPT
SINGAPORE

ENGCS

cc

Attorney-General

Commissioner of Police.



Date

9.2.75

9.3.76

12.%.76
15.3.76
18.3.76
18.3.76

18.3.76
18.3.76
18.35.76
18.3.76
18.3.76
10.5.76
14.5.76
10.6.76

27.

Drawee Bank

HonzXKong & Shanghai

_Bankina Corporation

n . L n
The Mitsui Bank

The CharteredtBank_

United Comilercial

Bank -

" "
" "
" "
" "
" "
" "
Cash
Césh

Cheque Wo.

950497
950495
. 962317
30845
436561

008579

008580
008581
008582

- 008583

008584
141494

Qotal:-

Exhibit No. &

(continued)

Amount

$24,225.50
55,525.58
87,146.05
20,877.68
41,000.00

6,597.69
5,631.54
1,374.28
5,276.29
20,184.51
116.60
8,000.00

'~ 1,000.00
21,000.00

$297,956. 12

B i b B
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’ "‘
P Now ot ot IS AL
Iy !
Report Nd. l.(CU? ..........
-S‘tm‘e:ncnt of Jnuhldl’ado*a AlGSES oveeeeeiveeeiiensrnnaecneunns Father's Name eoveeveeiveernaronensenseneiinne
37 M Iale - }\lbla.c Accountant
A ) TRt  Se33 165 2 11 et AL LLE
. NeHonality and dialect LBtporsan i Tdentity Card No. .10 “02=L ...
502 -C ako Ct : 605
Addressf Addresses ’2010‘30 ...................... Telephone No: 3 ..... 35 .........................................
Language spoken -........ E:gllsh ................ Interpreted by ......................................................
ecorded by Nomg ChomTon . Rank ... 2/T938E  Time . 10200 22 pae 221

1 administer the following warning to the witness: )
CBT as a Serveatl
“I am conducting 2 Police investigation into an offence Of ... eneeen alleged 1o

- d Brothe St
Fove been committed on 1972 ..... 19‘6 at Bra:iell ............. ra, ...... pora ....... You are bound
(Place)

‘to ¢tate truly the facts and circumstances with which you are acquainted concerning the case save only that you

| ey Jdecline to make with regard to any. fact or circumstance a statement which would have a jcodency to cxpose
; .

jou to a criminal caarge or 1o a penalty or forfeiture.”

Question: —What do you know about the facts of this case?

Angreer:

.

- 1 e2m the aloveasntioned, a Futlic .'&cl,ounJJu by pro 5isne.

l

I 2am a partner of edera Tong Chouw & Gen.

™~

Scinetine in carly MNovember 1976 iir S Santhiran cane 1o s23

ma in my former office ad 1523, Internstional Plasza with a view 1o

vy cordwcting en indapendent investigation to osz0ertain oertein Jocis

rolating to a matter concerning Bralddell Zrothers (his employer) 224 himzelfs

A% tnis tizs, Mr Sanihiran did mot explain the exact mature of the

fcdependent investigzation, tmt, statzd that Vr Harry Vee (412 sclo-

propristor of Braddall Brothers) wonld ge% in fouch with me. -A fou

¢aya later Mr Harry Wez rang me and arranged a meating batveen cura=lvaa.

3 About a woek later I went to sce Harry Wee in his office at

Nraddell Brothers. Farry Vos and I were tho only p2resons presont duvring

153 neeting., Tiarry Viee shoved ms a 1ist (J=1) which was propared

h,j-'_.hlsx staff and cliizad that Saathiran bed miszazopropriatod the pmoun

f:'c": ihe clienis' sncsunia as showa ia the initial lias. Ee gaid tha

—

3

11 ths early part of 4he year (1576), scme of his clients had complnined

v—__~? hin sinfrig ah..:-t Sonthiran. Aftor the initial iuvastiga‘lon corduchad

37 hiz gtaff wed- s hig supsrvision, they come up with the 1ist. Tac

~——

s N .
~xenas ’i tel wera pay.‘x-"n'-‘ﬂ pads by cheques under the instrustlons ol

1\“ st..
luncnls and further statements are to be timed and dated. Witnesses will be re-warned imanediately

i* to 1l
r iter ’: r=¢ording of further statemeénts. Statements and further statements will be signed by the Reconlia?
or .
s p cler. Statenients of witnesses must be signed by witnesses as per Sec. 120 (3), C.r.C.
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Santhiran between 1972-1576 and my main task was to check throuzh
tho relévant filen to sco whether .there were any documenis to
pupport each of the paymenis licted. Subsequently, a letier of
appointment dated 9 MNov 76 (JK-2) listing the terms of referance
for my investigation was sent to me by Draddell Bro»hera. I

was Eupposed to sifn and return a copy of the letter aa ev1dence
of acceptance of the assignnent. However, ds I did not agree
to para 2{11)(a) of the letter (JK1~2) I did not sign and return
the letior to Braddell Brothers. - 1 subsequently vent to,eeou
Ilarry Vee at his office and after a.discussioﬁ} we mutually agrced
trat para 2(ii)(e) of the lettor (JKi4-2) should be struck off
25 one of the terms of reforencs. A further qornespondence

w23 sent to Braddell Brothers pertaining to this mattier.

(am-3).

4 The gist of our terms of“refercnce” was to list the
?aymenfs wnich were not sufficiontYy supported by documentary
"evidence from the files that were given to us by Hr Vee's firm.

These f}les related to Santhiran.

5 The investigntion waa: conducted under my personal .. -
suoervision Sy olr firms sonior qualified assistant, Mr .
Ramanujem, B Com, FCA (India).. At the very outset of our
werk, it becanz clearly evideat to us that the systen of
internal control relating to paJments on clients accounte was,
in our o ion, quiteé poor. This fact was communicated to

Me Earry Woe ceveral iimes and subsequently recommendations

Mere made to him (JG+-4, JXS).

5 Due Torgely to the aforesaid weakness in internal
€onirsl we were. not abid to reach:any conclusion as to the
validity-of the payments from a mere exanination of the books
and records of the firm. Honce, all we heve done is listed
the various payments which were.notpGﬂppbrte&ffy”sﬁfficieni

dOCumEntnxy evidence verifying- such payments.-
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7 .In addition to those as per tho initial list given
to us, ve oxamined at least another 80-100 files recleting to
dr S Santhiron. Our cxamination of all these files resulted
in our deloting severzl poymeats that were inoluded in the

original lict, and alco in edding sceveral othors.

8 Baving compiled our original 1ist of payments which

‘1n our opinion were not supported by adequate documentary
evidence, we 3invited Mr Santhiran to assist us in ascertaining
the validity of any of the payments which he might wish to
explain. This was doﬁe with concurrence of Mr Wee. Yr Santhiran
was not very co—opecrative in assisting us to ascertain.the
velidity of the payments. It was after many requests that he
gave us a 1ittle assistance. However, bis explanations could not

bo proved conclusively due to the absence of adequate documentation.

9 The bulk of the payments comprised of Mr Santhiran's
.drawing up beerer cheques for credit balances on the accounts
-of those clients he bondled, Several credit balanoces were also
.transfer:cd by means of a journal entry from the clients
accounts handl¢ by other solicitors to the accounts of those
clients handled by him and then using a bearer chequa to

‘¢lear the resulting credit balance in the clients accounts

he handled.

10 In a very few instances payments were also made by
crogssed account payee cheques. However, we oould not deternmine
tue relationship betwcen the payee and the client from whose

account the payment was made.

11 We have exemined substantially all ths returmed cheques
vhich were given to us by- the bank and confirm that most of them

¥er3 endorsed by two or three particular signaturese
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12 .. Ve gtress that our indecpendont 1nvestlgations vag not
”hloh B view to expressing an 0p1n10n on %he valldlty of the
payments, but merely with a view:to 8¢erlng at a list of
:paymanﬁa whlch were nol adequately sunported by documentary

ovidenca. -

13 Turing our investigation, Sarithiran only ceme to my
office two or three times. He was not. eo-operative and very
1itile assistance could bs obiained.from-him. (JXH 6 a,b,c, JKN-T).

14 Our 1nvest15atlon cane up with a total of approxlmately
2350, ooo/— out of this Santhiran had paid back about $297,000/-
and this was put inls a "suspense account". About

$150,000/~ was taken,_d{lt_from this suspense socount and

credited to various clients accounts,

15 . At least on iwo occasions, Mr Harry Yee a2sked me

+o speak with Santhiran thet ‘so lopg as Sanbhiran dmitted
to some of breaches cnd got struck off voluntarily from

the Law Society of Singapore, and somebody gave an undertdking
to pay -the balance that wonld’ be-the end of the matier and
Parry ¥ee would not report the matter to the police and
prefer charres against Santhiran. I have aekxed Harry Vee
wby couldn’t the police taken action agaiast Santhiran if.
Santhiran wvere to‘gtrike off from the Law Society of S'pore
Tor what he had dong._-Harry Vee said that if ha didnr't
complain to ths Police, then the Police'ﬁouldwhéye no basis
for a charge against Santhiran as there was ﬁoféomplainant.
1 did speak to Santhiran about the proposal from Horry Wee
and - Santhiram said he would think about it for about a weok.
Two weelg later I called Senthiren by the phone ond he said
he woula not accep+ tha offer. This happenad sometime in

Harcen 1977.

16 Aftor we coapleted our? 1nvcst1gatlon, Wo were asked

to becoms the fir’s auditor. - After we- consulted th2 previous
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aﬁditor frem Turquand Youngs & Co, we subsequentiy accepted
to b> the 3oint auditors with TY for the clienta account

for the purpose of issuing the Accountants Report for the
year ended December 31st 1976. Subsequently we also accepted
the appointment as the auditor for the year 1977.

The above statement congisting of § pages
was read over by me and I affirmed it to

be true and correct, Recorded‘ﬁy.me,

/’

A

(/i

(JAMSHID X MEDORA) (WoNG “CHOU NEI)D/INSPT
“cen/crp
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Witness £, .0 0.
\\ . )
oty Fuge .........0 N
Report N {N’ﬂ/{ .......... /%
Satement of ..0ng, Siong Poon - ynice feeeeeeeeenneeeeanna——s Faber's Name oo
Ape 1‘4‘/‘3“5 %- "410. Enployment Accmu.tmt ........................ Creer ceeenanns
’ . 3.0./C: 2z : .. 0420901~4
Nationality and diulect .:C/Cmtonwo ..... terceernrneinenras ldcuu{y Cird No‘UJu ...............
- 20A Jalan Luabi- fanis (19) 911117 (0)

Address[Addresses ... creees B IR aees Telephone No:

Lapguage spoken ......... eeee L ‘ ' ‘
Recorded by ... ong ChouYen . . Rank ... 2P . Time .2:00.2m  py 20.20.77
1 administer the following wa:ning to the witness: o '
° . o . e . CBT as a Servant
“] am conducting a Police investigatiou into an offence of S SR PN R TN
‘ 1972 - 1976 'Braddell Brothurs, S'pore
Yave been comuilted O viiviiiivriiiiiiicraesiisineesesnssenss 8L enn.. tetterarrenanns ceernnne feeteeneennersiannnenas . Yuirare buou.d

: ; (Placc) i »
[state truly the facts and circumstances with which you are acquainted concerning the case suve orly thet you

may decline to make with regard to any fact or circumstance a statement which wouhld have a tendency o expuic

you to a criminal charge or to a penally or forfciture.”

Exumining Uglicer.

Duestion:—What do you know about the facts of this casc?

Answer: ‘
I am an accountant by profession. In 1950 I Joired Turquand
: Youngs & Co as an audit assistant end in 1969, I becane o partner of

the firm.

2 . 4s far-as our company record shows, Braddell Brothers was oné
of our clienis since 1948. Prior to 1969 Hr Buckley who had since

retired was the pariner in charged of euditving, DBroddell Brothers'
azccount. After his retirement I took over as the partrer in charge.

.. e were then doing a quarierly auditgfor Braddell 32rothers. As from

1970 onwards (4SP-1 — letier dated 23 Oct 70) uec ccascd to do the

~ cquarterly auditing end changed to a half-yrearly zuditing. A reply

o Irp= Braddell 3Brothers came on T lov 70 “(Vs5P-2) and sulsequent an - )

. .:L:-r.'m.galent was drawn up 2s shown in the letter dated 25th March 1971

o e (252-3) for the h2lf-yearly audiiine. -
3 ATter I took over as the partner in chzr-¢ of Braddell

. dreiers anditify, T found that the Tira's interaal control systems

—__¥€22 rather poor mnd I put up an internal conirol roport dated
3 n ) . ‘ ‘. - . . .
13 ov 69 (13p-g) ~ukiny certain recommendations o Briddell Bretlwcs

- a4 3 . - -~ . T .
s "9 --den up ther syvitem. . Special -canhiasis vere 2leo dravn to the

— Ly.n | _ . :
-—=37 09 Ypeaymimdnt 2 snelled owd on noge 2 OF ihe roponi SOME e

AL s23icn.0,5 and fu
FrR e ke recond
h‘.\(r“ 'b&c:p;cl

rther statements are 1o be timed and duted. Witnesses will bz re-warsed wangehant,
ing o_f furthee stacements. Stutements and further statements will be sizned by' the Recorde,,
<f. Statements of witnesses must be signed by witmesses as por See. 120 (3), C.P.C.
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reconzendavions verc 21lsco made vhen a quarterly report was put

up on 14th Aug 1970 (115P-5) as shovm on Page 4, para 5 of the
reports  igain on another rcpért put up on 23 Oct 70 (liSP-6),

we brousnt to Braddell Brothers’attention that our recommendations
mcntioﬁjin our levicr dieved 18 Tov 69 (HSP—4) had not been
jmplemented as yet (Pg 3 para 5). 1In the following years,

lenzthy internal contrcl reports were put up'and sent.%o

Braddell Brothers (:SP-7 dated 24 Nov 71 and VSP-8 dated 1 Dec 72).
Flov;iever, vwe rcgret ito say that some of our recommendations on '

the internal control systems of Braddell Drothers were not

" implemented by the firm.

4 In 1974, our former audit assistant Mr Stephen leong
had a lengthy discussion with Braddell Brothers on our
observations of the intcrnal control system of }he firm.
Recomtenéations were made to the firm and almost all of them
iore accepied by 3raddell Brothers. ilowever, our record
Joesn't show that the i.aternal control report was of ficially
sent 10 2raddell Eroéhers a~ter the discussion and uwe only
have the noies made during the discussicw betiueen 2raddell
Brothers and[andit assistant (43P-8). I'm not sure vhether [ our
the report was actuz2lly sent to Braddell Brothers. Tbe
matier. can only be clarified after I consult lr Stephen
Leeng vho has 1eft our firn in 1975. TFrom the notes, it can
be secn that certzin observations & reccamcndations were made
on cheques {para 3.1.5, 3.2.5) and clienis' accounts (Para

7101, & 7.2.1.).

5 Again in 1976, an internal conirol report dated 30 Apr 76 .
(::3p-3) wégigéﬁt to Braddell Brothers. Recomamendziions on

chesues and clienis' account uere azain included in the Tepori

as they had not oecrt implemented by the firm. ‘e zalso

observed that ikhe villing system was rather weak and recomrnendations
Lere pade to the firm (para 8.1, 8.2). The s .dervisor in 1376

Yas tirs Esther Sin.
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6 Mnother internal control report was put up and sent

to Bradcell Brothers (}3P-10 dated 12 Jan 77). The report
vas drafted by 1 Ramasamy Subramaniam. znd supervised by

Hr James Low. Ve have observed that a "susponse account"

was opcned up in the Four Seas Communications Bank. Certain
oxplanition was given to Mr Subramvaniam by 3 Santhiran, a
legal assistant of the firm, At that time, the explanation
given was accepted by us. However, we vere unhapﬁ& about the
use of 'suspense account?! and .this was su%sequeptly brought

up in our internal contirol report.

7 In March 1977 vhen we were finalising the a2udit

report for the year 1976: 23ain the matter of "suspense account”
vas brought wp Bj'our supervisor Mr Victor Fernendez and

lir Herry Vee then informed him about a suspected 22falcation

by one of the l2zal assistoent ¥r S Santhiran between the years
1972-1976. Fr Ternendez imnediately brouzhi the matier to

my attention and I arranged to sce Mr Harry Wee with my

ductner Hr ¥ Subramaniem on 10 iar 177. Mr N Subramaniam

tas in the proczss of taking over as the partner in ch:rge of '
Braddell Brothers auditing from me then. The meeting weru

held at Braddell 3Brothers office and those pfésent in the
‘meeting were kir Harry Vee,-Mr N Subramsniam and I. ‘e were.
inforred Wy it tlen th2t S Santhiran had misapororricted o larsge
sun.of zoney from the clients' accounts and it was first
discovered in 3eptember 1976. ifr Vee s2id that ledora, Tong

& Co was appointed to carry out the investigation as this wes
mutually agreed by him & Santhiran. UVr Hee 2lso sz2id.ihat
Senthiran did not want to inform us about the investigation
antil it was. completed. Mr ee explained that his intention
Y25 Lo complete the investigation to’ ascertain whesher the

fira or the firms’clients had been cheated of moneys and havingz
satisfied himsell that there was o case the matter vould be
Zeport=d to the pblice and the Law 3ociety. ‘le were greaily
dizturoeg that'ws hiad not been informed of the possible
iofalcat?on of the funds of the firm/clients at ihe time it

“a3 first noticed. We 2ls6 felt that there seemed %o be a



Exhibit 4B

(continued)

%6.

breach of the rules of'thé‘Legai Pfofession Act and it'WaS»ouf

responsibilitios io drau the attcntlon of the Law Spciety.

to such a breﬁch or brcacﬁuu. Hoxever, ¥r ee felt that the
*ter “Should not b= reportcd in the Accountant's Report -

as his own clients? acgounto_yere glgar and -secondly the.

investigatibn was‘incgmpléte_(Notes of Heeting ~ W3P-+11).

8 Aiothér meeting was held on 14 Mar 77 to discuss -
the issue and the notes of meeting.(WSP—12) was %aken by -
lr I Subramaniam. e felt that the defalcation should be .
included in the” Account 1t's Report to, the Lawr Society tut
Warry ee would not Lccept such a report He also told-us
that he would termlnute our serv1ces. No agreement was

reached at the end of‘the meeting.

A day or tu ‘0 after the second meeting lie received

letter dated } arch 14, 1977 from Nedora, Tong & Co.

0

bl

informing us Braddell Prother" whnted them to aet. as. their
auditers and’ th:J 11uo_a,Led us \hhthcr t“oro Mere-any s
professional rei ono_wny thny vhould not accept- such’
appointment. Suboeaucntly ve had a meetln" with Medora,
Tonig & Co aoout our otand on the matter.‘ Finally it was-
agreed amonv the three partles tbat an accountant's Teport

be jointly put up oy Hedora, Tong & Co and ry firm for the
Law 3001ety w1th the allegbd defalcatlon included in the-
repard, On our nart ‘e alzo carried out our ovn.investigation
and wve came Lp Uluh a flwﬁ}e more or. less similar-to the =
finlinT of uedorh Tonﬂ.a Co. A 301nt Accountant's Reoort

vag sub,cquentlj ;land on thc 25 Apr 77 after which we
ce:sed to be ibg ;kdluor.fqp‘angQQl;rypgﬁngibﬁ

10 ocur invﬁétlzyt;ons merely showed that- p2yments made
upon the 1n°truc~10ns of 5 a_ninnran were not sapsorued oy
dorunenuﬂny ev1dence anu no r"Culpt _vers.ebiained - from: the=

P20 as in *he case of bnarcr cgnaups issueds . The ‘total
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~anount in our joint report was about 3350,000/L out of which-
about Sé97,00Q/— was paid back by Santhiran and put into the
suspense account pending clarifications from clients. Part

of the money had been returned to clients nccounts. Howevern

ve are unable to say conclusively thai tho wnount .stated in-
th%ﬁﬁpint“repbrtwmaS'actuallylmi§appropriatod by Santhiran
as we did not have thz opportwtity to inteiview any client

invalved., -

The statement consisting of § pages
were read over and affirmed true

and correct by me, Recorded by

’
/

71/

(iiong”Chou Ilen)D/Thept
"/ ccp/cIp
e

Yiong Siong Poon
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U ' RN PP PO . e
4_,,”,~a.4"}ﬁ?9?{2?. ; |
| . - . H
tcment of Harrywee ......... Ahases .............. cereieers Father's Name .......cocoveniriennne. 1.,
A~ S'jyr‘;. M— ..... Nale ....... Emp]oymcnt ........ I’ axryer ....................
N tionality and dtale/ct SF/HOkklen ....... rereenenerenns Idcntily Card N0029076O/G\ .....
* Niess/Addresses 32ParburyAvenue(16) Tclcpbonc No: 433436 ............................... ......
i ~npaage spoken ..... BngllSh ................ Intcrprcted by creeedva i beaaeanns teredenieesnanin
wocorded by .ARSPs Wong C.N. gaok ...I0SP:.  Time-.. 5.‘.9@...1)(?’?... Date 76777 .....
1 administer !hc following warning to the witness: © - - . .
**] am conduclmg a“Police investigation into an offence of C.B.T.asservent ............ alleged to
' we been commitied on '...3,9.7.2...'—.'.‘..197.6.1 ..... e B L Slnganor(g....s'....? ............... " You are bound
ace

.+ state truly the facts and circumstances with which you are acquainted concerning the case save only that you
nay dzcline to make with regard to any’ fact or circumstance a statement which would have 2 tcodency to expose

.~ 1o a eriminal charge or to a penalty or forfciture.”

Signed ... /.

Exammmg Officer.

«rtiont; —What do you l.now about thc facts of this case?

..

ez T am the sole vartner of Braddell Brothers offlced at &th

FIOOr, OUB Chambers, Raffles Place, Sinmsnore-1s

2. Tn 1959 T too% quer the Cirm-with Mr ¥.T_ Noi and all_along
\Mghvd.from 4 to 6 lemal assiatants working for us on g monthly

Salarv basis., In 1973, Mr. K.T. Ooi left the firm and I became the
SO[g,Oartnnr.

3. Sometime in November 1971, one Sivagnanam: Santhiran 3oined

the firn ana became one of the legal assistants. There wss no writien
contrnct or arreement drawn bhetween Sonthiran and the firom ;ecard
his employnent. In 1973, Mr. K.Y, Ooi left the .firm and Santhiran
Who wag then one of the qenlor legal assistants was guthorised by
meﬁﬁ_PE:j_g? ~sifnatory on the firm's cheques. Cheques of the firp
Nﬂ?,hOrMa;1y siFnrd either by one of the Fartners or jointly

Q}a” ‘EI_Z:z two leral assistants who rust be authorised sirn-iories
2;1 Under the firm there are two bank account one office accomt
on

RrCll”hb's a2ccount at the LoncZone & Shorahal Bark. The thicd
‘«‘DQ & ruople

Tentary office account which included Fixed Denosit

(ﬁ€£¢eg
=iy t and Sysrans se Accommis. Yorey derosited by clients either.,
cas X .
-ROQ‘-?' or chQQJGS when they first anproached the firm for servicss
an —-_~_~£;§lre°t Lo the i2z2] acssistant who was handline the
el ' -
13 and fur); .
hadl bevomiding: oof Cr statements arc to ke timed and dated. Witnesses will be re-warned immediat.
"’*"w hgtﬂﬂwb of further stuements. Sttements and further statements will be ° signed by the Recondir:

Statements of witnessgs must be-signed by witnesses as per See. 120 (Y CPC s
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matter And on his instructions the accounts clerk wonld

then 8eposit the money in:client's account. When their caseé
were édmnleted their devosits would then be taken out from
1uhe cllent s account. Part of it would be transferred to the
ofrlce wccount as ccsts and tﬁe balance, 1f any, would . be
refunded to the clients after being dealt with acc0rd1nm to
the-mnttér concerned. Naneys refundéd to clients were usually
Fiven in crossed cheques unless in cases'where clients svecially
requested fér bearer cheques the legal assistant would have to
ob*a*nvthe.usualAauthority or receipts from the client for

the payment of moaevs and this wou]d be f11ed in the relevant
fiie. Norrmally a ]qul qSSlsfant in the firm deals only with
accounts of the clients he is in char~e of.

5 A/ Sometime.in Tebruary 1976 I instructed the lamsil
sssistants and mapils to undate their control files (i.e; to

o through all files handled by them snd to revort the vosition
cf the nmatter). An ex-puoil of the firm Mr. Sings Retnam on
~oing throurn some of his files discovered thal a sum of
$230.10 in client's =ccount was w1thdrawn without authority

by Southiran's direction into the form of -~ crossed cheque
issue@ in favour of the Comntroller of Income Tax from the’
rccount of Insurance Comvany ofi”nrth Aneriqq. (Covies of
*he naid cﬁeare and the Iedcer showinp the transfer of the

5214 .sur are attached »nd mo=ted =8 Exribite "AL" and "A2").

g,

At about this tire ounudespatch clerk, Iee ok
Hone o1s S0 Treceived romﬂlqlﬂtq from hie relative ¥M/s. Onc
Suee Tin ang Ons; Swee Hock that they denmosited ) , 250/

*.
¥ith Sﬁntbqun during the »Herind 1974 -=nd 1075 re~ar€1nw o
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,quatter s matter. When nothing much was done 5y Santhlran

M/s. Ong Swee Iim and Ong Swee Hock decided to change

solicitors and avppointed lN/s. Chor Pee & Hin Hiong. M/s.

Ong Swee Iim and Ong Swee Hock came. to see Santhifan personally-

to obtain g refund of the balance of the deposit. Accofding

to them Santhiran stated that there was no balance dﬁe to‘%hem.

7. On going through the Ledger we found that a cash

deposit of 3750.00 was entered on 24.10.74 gnd was taken

out on the same day'purported'to be refunded to Mr. One Swee

Hock. |

8. On. 26. Y, 75 qnother casb deposit of $500.00 was given

be HMr. OﬂF Swee Hock but 2 days later the said sum was recorded

as glven by besrer cheque to one Nr. Peh Sun Meng who was

omposed to b2 sued by Fr. Ong Swee Hock and Mr. Ong Swoe Tim

(covies of the said cheque and Tedger are attached snd marked

73 Exhibits "B1" and "B2").

. ‘ ,.3 76 1/s. Cng Swee Iim and One Syee Fock

¢"me to see ws and denied that a sur ‘of $750.00 was returned

10 Lhem znd stated that they did not give instructions to

1y the sum of ¢5OO 00 to Iir. Peh Sun Meng since he was belng

“urd by them, The Cashiers who have since left the firm were

“nlled o explalnathe above. Accordlnv to then oanthl“
*hT2ateneq to gack them if "they asked too meny questlons"

% n q0’1101‘ leeal assistont Santhiran was civen authority

s'\b
ack ANy clerk durine ny absence.

o, T
. Thereafter 1nves,1ppt10n conductaﬂ by the Staff

=T th
is firn into the qccounts hwndled by npnfh1rpn Trevealed

‘H"t o
ther Clients monies bad been werngfully taken by hin.

P
<
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11. These were eithef effected by:=-

(1) dlrect trensfer from the clients accounts
to parties who aDpeared unconnected to the
clients soncerned; oOT .

(2). by transfer of monies from clients accounts
to other clients accounts from whlch monies
vwere drawn out.

12. The payments to unconnected rarties or dﬁawn out
by cash were for his versonal use. These included t?e Income
Tax Deoartment and the Singavura Building Society when cheques
were issued in their favour. Othefs were-by berrer cheques
purportine to be ir favour'of a client but was cashed on his
directinns.

15. ~ Tn 311 these cases no authority. or reéeibts
aoneared to be piven or received. Fo evidence supporting
these was, found in fhé files where the files were available
(some are missing) and no expianation spnported by evidence
v1s supplied by Santhiran.

14, - The following are illustrations-of some - of the
1authorised payments or trensfers just mentioned:-

(a) A aum of 9977.50. was withdrawn by croased

) cheque issned in favour of the Asia Life
Assubrnce Societv Itd. from the account cof
the éstnte of Soh Chuan Swee, deceased which
had no connection wifh the matter. (Conies
of the said cheque nnd Tedrer are attached

and marked as Exhibits "C1" end "C3').
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(v) A sum of %$41,000.00 was withdrawn by
crossed cheque issued in favour of
Singapura Building Society Ltd. from the
account of Nanyang Insurance Co. Ltd.
(Covies of the said cheqgue and Iedger
are gttached and marked as Exbhibits "D1"
and "D2").
15. The second method used was to transfer to the
accounts of one client from another client's account of the
firm. The various clients accounts involved in this method
are listed.in Exhibit "E1".
16. A specimen »ccont of ths Ieﬂénv —~ageg showine
the tr-nsfer from one account to anothgr.is set out in
Exhibits Y'E2" and "E3". Exhibit "E2" is the accoﬁnc of
Thana Letchimi d/o Velasamy under the title "Velasamy™ whisch
lists out 5 itemz beginning with Chin Wee Kian. Exhibit "E3"
haé the. account of Chin Wee Kian and shows the transfer to
Trann Letehimi d/0 7Jelasany. Exhibits "E4" . YES" and "ES"
(two sccounts) are the othér clients sccounts which %re the
accounts from which moﬂeys were transferred to Théna Letchini
1/0 Velasamy. (s will be shown later monies unlswfully
withirawn frog‘thege accounts were refunded by Santhiran.
e initials anmear in the Iedrer~néqinst the itewrs. .h~ wag
involved in).
17. - ©xhibhit "E1" showus nqyments.toﬁSingapnra Buildinm
Society and to the clienés in these accounis. In the latter
carns the chesnes vere on tre instructians of Santhirsn css*ted

at the Ba~% My our deswatch clerk, Iee Xok Iiane znd our
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former court clerk, Lawrence Pinto. The cash from the cheques
vere handed to Santhiranm. (Attached are specimen photoconies
of one of the said éheqﬁes endorsed by the said Lee Kok

Liang and Lawrence Pinto marked as Exhibits "fl" and "F2").
18. The preliminary investigation showed that Santhiren
took without guthority for his own purposes sums amountfng

to anproximately\3?95,415.75.‘

19. Santhiran was queried but he was unsble to give

a satisfactory exolsnation.

20. In November 1976 M/s. Medora, Tong & Co., Chartered
hceountants and Puﬁlic Accountants of Suite 1523, 15th Floor,
intornational'Plaza, Anson 3oad, Sineganore-2 was avpointed

‘2 insovect ~nd audit the accounts where Santhiran was involvéd.
21. - The.final report of M/s. Medora, Tong & Co. as =i
20th Iiay, 1977 shows Santhiran bas misapprorriated s sum of
5551,025.90. Of this the sum of %$297,956.12 has been returned
to fhe firm by Santhiran. Out of this amount %153,253.15 was
credited to the respective clients' account and the balance

of 3144,702.99 is retained in a "Susnense Account" vendirne
Vcl:;ification ar confirhntion as the firm's costs.

22. | Many files relating to items in the clients
accounts which_Santhiran was handline =re micéinq. Tee ok
Tianc (the clerk meutioned above) has observeAR hin takine

»way files in the p;st.

23, Ve 2180 beliavé Santhiran or r:: ex—-secretorr
Patricia Ghin Mei Ping initi-11ad or vut fineer orirts on
=everal receints in order to obk-in monies from the of fice.

(A ;nacian Teceint is athached apd marked as IXhIBiL "3");

*his comnob bo eenuine s the sum involve:d (vide Exhihit "=1")
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vas orally admitted by Santhiran to be unlawfully withdrawn.
Thia sum has been refunded by him to client's account and

he has initialled in the Ledrer.

2y On 20.12.76 Santhiran and Patricia suddenly left

the firm without any explagnation.

Fhe obove stafimul mﬁ Crcsyded oy e
&) aeven fagio Aiﬂxéci:;*‘ 4
/ § St

?W T T T % A)(II’:.’ ”’nn:'l 1. -

s
Conmerzonl (i [ 00 o5
. MA Cll. S:au; ¢
- . ® .

5/ g
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FURTSR STATEHENT

Further statement of Harry Wee as recorded by -

Tnsp. Yone Chen Jen of CCD/CID on 16.8.77 at 11:30 a.r.:-

W¥hy was the case renorted only in June 1977
although it was first discovered in Febhrusry 19767
‘Ye wrote to you in May 1977 as soon as the

sveciagl independent suditor had compnleted his report.

Yher. the first defalcation wgss discovered there was no

admission by Santhiran’ who said -he had been authorised
By clients to deal with the money. He was asked to nroduck
authority -or tre zlient. Subsequently he regu=asted for~

tire to do this in. However I démanded that he renay back

“alY the moneys that Fnd been tﬁken by hir from c‘lonts

aceounts urtil eﬁrh cllo*)+ Fad nrov06 to hmve aut“nrlsod

or given discharce. Fe aFreed to Go that and we went

through the clients vook androbtalneﬁ“afllst of £ll the
mdneys hﬁ‘hqd fgkentlwifhin asoct three renths of the
first discovered d-~te, he revaid back.close to_%$300,000/-.
Most bf.fheéé'*oneyﬁ were taen out h¥ bearer cheques

but durine this neriod we glso discovered that mary other
crossed cheque had to 58 checked._This w-s more difficult
haasuse we h=d to fird out which were authortsed or un~ -

anthorlsed or legitimate wayrents: qn4 which were n~t. The

investiration on these was dore (while we rot; hirfto renay

~nonex)dur1nv ad - after thigs reriod. I+ plso resvlted in

15 have to take someQmur%_ti"P.

Q.'g/"‘.
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Jiernwhile he was ot first broducinq receinté or
vouchers authorisine payments. This was unsatisfacfory 2s
we doubted their veracity particulap}y as they anpeared
to have just been obtained. Ye then insisted. that he
send for clientsdéo come and we intérrozatéd the clients
until we were satisfied that they had been paid. Many'’
however turned out to be tfyinn to cover at‘Sgnthiraﬂ's
regnest for hinm.

Becguse of these scrutinies clients became aware
that we were not agccenting any statement they made to
cover him snd many admitted that they were coverine for
him. In one or two cases he had given them IOUs. ¥e later
in July or Ancust 1975 stopped calling clients because
~L leaagt one of two were blackmailing hir in turn when
they discovered he hnd bheen cheating tbém.

Between this neriod which was from Tebruary to
hﬁrust 1976 I was heavily involved with the Slater YWalkxer
case ard was =21so out of the country a substential nart
of the time., This tamnered my.overSeeinq the investimgations.

' Before and from Aurgust 1876 onweords we were
investipatine intovthe 'office account' (where no noneys'
are paid into clients acconnts). He offered %o co-onaerate

-

.on this hut we got no result from this. In Au~ust 1976

he ‘seéreed tn ns avpointine n senarate irndevendent ~nditor.
. Fedora wes fin-lly orreed %o he the anditor '~ 1-%Te
Sentember or October but ne comanced work in Nove~her

1976, Since then tre matter was in the hands of the

eel3/-
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‘the matter to the Attorney Gereral.

Exhibit 4C

47. ‘(continued)

auditor. (Please-see report of Medora). When. Medera
fin?shed his main reporty it was some tiwme in>Na§ and
the Police ard tre Low Soeiety were informed.

My primary concern and respon51b111ty are my

-

clients and their accounts. It is of Drlme 1mportance

to recover back as.much money as 00891b1e from Santh:ran
to\be Tepaid back into the various clients accounts. I
balieve I havc recovered them.all. As for as costs and
fees (office ncbount) are concerned.I have no way to
check as the files are missing and I believe substantial
sums have been taken by Santhiran on"these.

Wés there -~ny sethlement between yﬁﬁignd]Shﬁthiran?

There “is no settlement whatsvever bhetween ?ﬂnthirén

and e, At one share throuch biz lawver David Cheliiah

he offered to pay all the balance .that the esuditor founad

~due and unnaid. He 'asked not to b2 prosecuted. I said

that because of the seriousness .af the matter and my
vosition as an officer of the TLaw Sbciety I would hnave
to consider this unfavouradbly.

Recently another letter came in from David Chell 1ah
confirminn ~ conversntion between Chelliah and me th=%

any sattlement was out of my hands and trat he hest refer

L4
-
“—-

Vi

L, ‘\ - /"
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(continued)

Statement of Appellant dated 25th August, 1977.

M

Prease see page 28.
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Exhibit 4C

(continued)

Further Staterent of Mr. H.L. Wee recorded by
Insv. Wons Chen Tlen on ‘7’/2?77 at /15 :_‘1- - "7#"‘

The: tatal sum tzken by S. Santhiraﬁ for the year

1975 was $158,353.34. I believe from inquiries and investiration

by my office excent for the followine sums which were either

refunded to clients or pendine clarification from.clients. the

balance were fcr the firm's costsiy~

I%em No. Client
6 Ho Toon Caln

14

21
25

36

42

Jainah wiie of

Amount

$2.283%.14

‘Hussain (and not

Mdm. Aissh bte
Ghulam Pussain)

. Teo Thugns Hal

_ Nuek Shin & Sone
ve. T.t4.

Tinggi Mining &
Anvestment .Co.

How. Ene .Lim .

F. Mathusany

‘Yee Keaoe XKoon

-$1,'500. 00
$1,850.00
47 ,002. 40

2,000 00

£4,000.00:

Remarks

A sum of 32,183.14 was
refunded to client on 13th
October 1977 when client
called in to see us. The -
balance was.for the firm's
costs.

"Péndine inquiries. and

clarification.

- do -

- do -~

Santhiran adnitted’ this wak

client's money 3nd he re-
funded it. He initiglled
admission against this-item
in the Ledser.

Ksomof “5k 000400 iash -

-refunded to client when” he™

315000.00

51,204, 50

czlled in to see us on 11tk
July 1977. -The balance was
for firm's costs. -

€1tent admitted he recetved
this arount from Janthiraw.

Santhivan ednitted 4his was
client's monev an? he re- "
funled-.it. He initiailed =
admission-against this:ites
in the Ledrer.

AT
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(continued

Item No. Client Amount
47 Goh Teng Twee $925. 50
48 Toh Kian Kok 43,600.00
“49- ~Brin Dutt "$3,400.00
52 Tong lism Contrac-

tors Ltd. 41,659.40
54 Yew Hai Onp, & Sons ' .
" " Pte Ltd $175.00
55 (Climate Engineering o

- Pte. $1,295.45
_;518; uug Yam Peng 31‘]‘83?‘OO°
59 Chiv Hua Contrac-

_Yor Pte Ltad . % .000.00
60 Neo Yam Peng ¥ ,000.00
61 Ng Yam Peng 4::,000.00
€4 Chip Hua Contrac-

tor Pte Ltd 35,265.00
91 Di. Chen Chi Fan = $350.10°
72 Gepbrge Lawson
: Dorai-Sinrsam 4500.00
7% Cumhox Znterprises

Pte. Ltd. 51,950.00
74 Jee Bros. (Vee

Kee) Dec'd. %5,000.00
72 Est. of 32h Seow-

Hwee 4950, 00

50.
)

Remarks
Santhiran admitted this was
client's money and he re-
funded it. He initialled-*
admission ggainst this item
in the Ledger.
—- do -

T T aﬁi"—ﬂ KT

0 -

.dya Tewm Lt

- do -
- do -

- do -~

From 1973 to 1975 Shnthiran

risaporonriated = total sun
of 33,643.00. ‘Je wrote %o
client on 13th Seotember -
informine hir that there is
a .credit of 3%,45%.10-due %o
him. The bslance were for
firm's costs. Awaitin= reriy
from ciient.

Sdnthiran admitted this wis
client's money and he re-
funied it. He initinlled
admission arain~t this iten
in the Ledcer.

- do -~
- do -
- do -

/4§y52»’x_{__

-— -



51.
Item Wo. Client Anount
8% Tan Mianp She $3,476.00
84 Vong Siew Woon $5us, 36
85 Soh Chuan Swee 1800.00
87 China International 4600.00
99 Hassan Mohd b. A. Rahman$399.62
111 Poongothsi d/o.Vellnsamy3450.00 f
118 Dr. Chen Chi ian 51,248.00
120 Est. of Soh Chuan Swee %977.50
. Co. ‘
121 Insurance/of Worth
America : $280.10
122- Brin Dutt $£450:00

Gtatement~read over by we and
I affirmed it true and correct,

Exhibit 4C

(continued)

Remarks

Santhiran admitted this wa
client's money and he
refunded it. He initislled
adrission grpainst this
iten in the Ledrer.

- do -
- do ~

Pénding inquiries and
clarification.

This sum was received by
one of the Staff (Mr.

‘Rabman) for personal vaymen

The account is that of his
brother—~in-law.

Client came to see us on
15th Wovenber 1977. A sun
of 3300/- was refunded to
her and the balance . .was
for firm's costs.’

(Please see renar¥s on
Item 71).

Santhiran adritted, this was
client's monex and he
refunided it. Fe initialled
admission amainst this
item in the Tedrer.

- do -

This was an accident matter
wvhere client breached the
Insurance Policy. He 1is
payine monthly instslment
to the Plaintiff. This su-
should be refunded to
client's account.

Recorded by me

l/ ]

,
;-
S -
1297 S
X' ./)’/

(Insp;’Xoﬁq Ther. Ten)
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o

3 12th March, 1978 7%
CN1T/T8 CONFIDENTIAL.

Harry L. Wee Esq. .
c/o. M/s. Braddell Brothers,
Singapore.

Dear Sir,

The Inquiry Committee bas decided of its own motion to inquire
into your conduct in the {ollowing matters 1-

(2) the delay in reporting the defzlcations in the account of
Messrs. Praddell Brothérs of which fiy m you were at the
material time the sole proprietors

(b) the statement: mzde by Mr. Jamshid M :dora to the Police to
the effect that you hed asked him (In h's capacity &s your
firm*s Accountant) on zt:lezst two (2) occasions to speak to
Mr. Santhizran (your former Assistzrt) informing Senthiaran
that ss long a2s he sdmitted the defalcations and applied on his
own motion to have his nzme siTuck of the Roll ¢f Advocates
& Solicitors and satisfled you of repayinent of the balznce of
the momeysteken By-him jth=tyou vorld not report the matter:
to the Police end prefer charges sjain- t Mr. Saenthiaran.

In reapact of (2) sforesaid, according to the report mads by you
{o the Law Socieiy dated 27th March 1977, the {i-st defzlcations were dis~
covered in February 1975 and Mr. Santhiaren wis szid to have admifted
sometime in March 1976 that be hed wrongfully ransierred and taken or
wzs unsble to support items totslling $298,270- 5. F‘uﬁher you gay in
your report thet between Sth March 1976 and 10tk June 1976, Mr. Santhicren
repzid sumg up to a total of $297,956-12 to Messrs. Braddall Brothers for
the defslcations on the firm's Clients' Account.

In respect of (b) zforeszid, I enclose herewith xerox copy of a
letter dated the 17th February 1978 Iroem ASP Rejer Lim Cher ¥Xwan for the
Hezd of tlm Commercr_l Crime Division, Criminzl Investication Depzrtment,
‘Singepore, zddressed to the Presidenit of the Lavr Society j together vAth
xerox copies of the enclosures mentioned therein, including the statement
by Mr. Jamshkid Medora made to Det/Insp Wena Chou Nen en the Ist
Novemker 1977,

-
L) - e



Exhibit No.5
53. (continued)

3 18th March, 1978
IC/17/78

Please be good enough fo Jet me have any explanation.youn
wigh to offer in respect of the ‘above within fourteen (14) days in
.meprdance with section 87(5) of the Legal Profession Act and also
advite. the Inquiry Committee whether you wish to be beard by the
Inguiry Committes.

For the convenience of the Inquiry Committee please let me
have your explenztion in sepmplicate.

Yours {fzithiully,
Enc.
. r;%\:n.us oL TAR

ceesesrmossRccOoCcBROEBBOPS

{Miss Phyllis P.L. Tezn)
Cheirman
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) 54.
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. 433436/8 (3 LINES) & 92929

+ REE:

REF:

‘The TLaw ‘86¢itty of "Sinpapdite = 3]

i = o sl

(14, . BRADDELL BROTHERS

. ! (Incorporating C. J. Xoh & Co.)
IC/l / 8 Advocates ~& Solicitors, Notaries Public, Commissioners for Oaths
= 7 7 OUB Chambers, Rafles Place, Singapore 1. P, 0. Box 1001,
\,J/CLE Cables: BRADDELL SINGAPORE ’

20th March, 1978.

3@3

The Chairman
Inquiry Comrittee

5th Floor 518 Colombo Court
Singapore

Dear Madam,

- I have your letter of the 18th
instant enclosing a statement made by Vong
Siong Poon referring to exhibits "WSP8, WSP1ll
and WSPl2".

Will you kindly let me have éopies

of the same at your earliest convenience gnd = -

any other. documents other than those referred

“to-in the bundle you sent me -or in my Complaint

(and exhibits) against S. Santhiran.

Yours faithfully,

ek 24
Vi

H.L. VWee

o

SR



IC/17/78
W/CLE

H. L. Wee Eag
c/c. Mozsrs.,
Singapore.

Deczy Sir,

With refcrence to your lotisrof th
PR REE

WSP 8, 11 & 12 are

e s
are nov v

Exhibit No. 7

22nd Merch, 1978

CONFIDENTIAL

tmmrre eyt S e
v eiich my Coran )
INUD VOQUT COInaMLY CONTiET ¢
C e n i3y ? o, P S . B
SCIUNRTAT OO0 JOrNlr ¢ liC~
Yoo TlomansT T 1T Lleimflren v o om o e e T s > "
G 2D e G ERCQOnOss on nClom G vieur it
N o Rad . -
LOUY T oo iy,

) /\ 5 /l ¢ .
L / \ ) vw‘ M"‘V‘A
63~ - ‘

\,w‘\v'r

® & NI LR N ELrO O

tes oamnee

_‘a-" I3 L* “ ’3‘:;"4" 1 )
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2 i B K » (®m s % & & n g )

TELS: 433436/8 (3 LINES) & 92923 = " BRADDELL BROTHERS

{Inzorporating C. J. Koh & Co.}
Advoontes & Solicitors, Notaries Public. Commissionera for Oaths

YOUR KEF: / OUB Chumbers, Raffes Place, Singapore 1. P. 0. Box 1001,

OUR REF: IC/l?/?B Cablea: BRADDELL S!NGAPORE
22nd March, 1978.

The Chairman

Inquiry Commlttee

The Law Society of S'pore

5th Floor 518 Colombo Co t 34

2
Singapore g
32 506

hank you for your letker of the
22nd irfstant. As inspection of zll exhibits
referred to in the Statement have been offered
by the Police to you I shall be glad if you
will request them to let me have inspection

of the same.

Dear Madam,

I would appreciate if this includes
8ll exhibits referred to and not only WSPE,
WSP11l gnd wWSPl2.

Yours faithfully,

Y i

H.L. Wee



57, Fxhibit No.8,

. . _ (continued)
42 G R - i £ # = a )

TELS: 433436/8 (3 LINES) & 82928 BRADDELL BROTHERS

(Incorporating C, J, Koh & Co.)
Advoertes & Solicitors, Notarfes Public, Commissioners for Oaths

. {/CLE
YOUR REF: ‘I/ OUB Chambers, Raffies Place, Singapore 1. P. O. Box 1001,
Cables: BRADDELL BINGAPORE

OUR REF: I1C/17/78 7
(iiz> 22nd March, 1978.

The Chairman 5 i
Inquiry Committee N3 }

The. Law Society of S'pore. |
5th Floor 518 Colombo Court <:E> N
Singapore

’

3
@

Turther to my letter of today's/date
I note that copies of exhibits as are required
can be supplied by the Police I would appreciate
if you would mention that in your letter to them
should some be necessary.

Dear Madam,

I apologise for troubling you again.

Yours faithfully,
yy [
/054@¢29§¢<¢’Q

H.L. Wee
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58.
W/AL

19th April 1978

The Chairman

The Inquiry Coumittee

The Law Society of Singapore
518 Colombo Court

Singapore

Dear Madam
re: IC 17/78

In reply to your letter of the 18th March I set out a
brief outline my explanations.

The Committee must be aware that Sgnthiran is now being
charged on a number of charges in our Subordinate Courts,
everyone of the charges arising from the defalcations in ques-
tion. May I respectfully point out that the Committee is not
immune to the provisions of the Court for subpoenaing witnesses
and it may well be that the Courts will hold that there is no
privilege to the documents or evidence obtained in the course

of your inquiry.

Hence my preliminary explanations are brief, but I would
add that the preliminary explenations in detail are available
and will be given to you in writing on demand (or orally at any
time) if you consider it appropriate to proceed with this in-

quiry at this stage, rather than await the finalisation of the
criminal proceedings against .Santhiran.

Explanations as to the delay in reporting the defalcations

The very first ground for suspicion as regards the inte-
grity of a trusted and able Assistant came to my attention around
late Fgbruary 1976. My first reaction was one of horror and
acute anxiety as to the more than thousand files of which he had
been and was in control and the monies in the Clients accounts
to which he had access. It was a time when I realised that ny
jmmediate duty was to obtain as much assistance as possible in
clarifying the position of Clients' files and accounts.

ee 2/~



59. Exhibit No.9

(continued)

After many confrontstions and bitter exchanges
Santhiran promised to co-operate to clarify the position.
He was, of course, immedistely suspended from duty and
remain so suspended till the end of the year except under
my supervision to finish uncompleted matters.

A number of my staff were put to work to look for
and delve into moie than 1000 files including 300 current
ones which were involved.

It wes found that material files which were in
the charge of Santhiran and material documents in respect
of accounts in respect of o0ld files hsndled by my predece-
ssors were missing. Clients who were requested to call to
clarify their files either did not turn up or, if they did,
1 suspected were “"covering up" for Santhiran. Admissions
that Santhirsn made from time to time were from time to
time retracted. ‘Figures admitted were amended and re-amen-
ded. I called from the Bank for cheques claimed by Santhi-
ran to vouch for pesyments to clients.

During this period I was completely satisfied that
I was on the right track to clarifying the position. I had
no fear of Santhiran running awsy or esceping justice.
There was no. question in my mind but thast il I made a par-
tisl report forthwith without adequate documentation or even
an adequate everall picture of the realities, I would dry up
whatever little co-operstion thst I was obtaining from San-
thiran and would maske the position of my clients and my
office impossible or acutely difficult.

I have every respect for the ability of the Police
to investigate. 1In this particular case, however, I felt
that I was achieving results to the benefit of my clients,
including refund of monies which the police investigations
would have taken very long to clarify and perhaps even fail
to achieve.

At the end of this period with Santhiran doubling:
back on his tracks again and sgsin I persuaded him to agree
to s mutuslly acceptable auditor to be appointed independent
of the firm's auditors so that he should not fe:l thet the
scales were weighted against him. We agreed on.Medors Tong &
Co.

/2
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(continued) 60.

This takes us to the second period, November 1976
to May 1977. Messrs. Medora Tong & Co. were appointed
in November 1976 with a view to investigating our files
and accounts and reporting on any payments which were
not adequately supported by vouchers.

I anticipated that in view of the amount of work

so far done a report would take no more that 3 to 4
week.s Ip point of fact, a preliminary report was put
up in December 1976. Hpowever, they suggested they
would like a little more time and on Jgnuary 26 1977 I
received an amended reconciliation. Up to 7th February
. Sagnthiran co-operated - with the auditors and it seems on
".that date he asked for inspection of files in order to

finalise the clarification of the detailed defalcations.
However, he did not turn up.

I was abroad on professional work for many weeks
both in dgnuary and February of 1977. After my return
I repestedly urged Messrs Medora Tong & Co. to finalise
their reports so that I could place it before your
Society and the Police. I was informed that Sgnthiran had
not attended to explain some accounts. I asked that they
give him final notice to attend.

At about that time soon after that our firm's normal
auditors, M/s Turquand Youngs & Co. had discussions with
the independent auditors, Medora Tong & Co. and it was
agreed that there should be a joint Accountants report
under the Legal Profession Act submitted.

In view of the unfortunate and unexpected delays, I
- contacted your former Vice President in the last week of
March 1977, informing her that I would be making a com-
plaint to the Law Society as well as making -a report to
“the Police as soon as the report of 11/s Medora Tong & Co
was ready and, on the same day if my memory serves me
right, I saw the Attorney General personally and informed
him of the same.

Unfortunately owing tc the delay arising from the
completion of the joint Accountants report of followed
by further representations made by Sagnthiran the final
part of the independent report of M/s Medora Tong & Co
was handed to me only on the 26th May when I wrote promptly
to the Law Society and reported to the Police immediately
thereafter.
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61. (continued)

Re Statement of Mr Jamshid Medors

3 . I .bhave read with more than a little sur’ri e.
paragraph-15.d¢f the Statement of Mr Medorsa. P ‘Si

First, he is ‘obviously confused over the date
of the alleged conversation. The general report 'gigned
by him under his firm's name which is Exhibit "J™.to my
complaint of the 27th May 1977 states that as from
the 10th March 1977 his firm had no further communi-
~cation from Mr Santhiran T must alsc point out in March
I already reported the matter: orally both to the Honou-
‘rable the Attorney General -and the.Viceée President of
your Society. '

. As 1 remember the position, although I have no
records a number of approaches were made to me by San-
thiran inter alia through Mr Ramanujam, the accountant
of M/s Medora Tong & Co who was in charge of the inves-
tigations® into these defalcations. The purport of
these. I made it abundantly clear that there could be
no question of settlement and that the matter had to
take its normal course both with the Law Society and the
police. The statement of Mr Ramaniijam herewith attached nRn
may assist the clearer appreciation of exactly the nature
of the approaches and the terms of my replies.

v My conversation with Mr Medora on this aspect
could have taken place™in May but not March 1977. His
approach was to the sawe effect as Mr Ramanujam's and I
reiterated my position. The exact terms of my discussions
I naturally cannot remember but I know the position I took
‘at all times and -one~which I sought to make plain was ’
along the following lines. :

(1) that Santhiran should immediately admit
his wisappropriations.

(2) that Santhiran should himself agree to
apply to the Law Society to ask to be
struck out for unprofessional tonduct
arising out of misappropriation of funds.

(3) that he undertake to pay all the money.
" still owing.

~(4) that there be an adequate guarantor of
such undertaking of refund. ‘
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62.
(cpntinued)

I informed Mr Medora that if these conditions
were met, the full facts could be placed before the
Attorney Gaonerel with a view of his-considering
‘whether he would prosecute or not in the circumstances.

I would suggest it is in the highest degree absurd
to suggest that I would say thet the Police would not
~prosecute if I did not meke a report. The very fact of
Senthirzn edmitting the miscopropristions and asking to
be struck opt.would necessarily compel the Low Society
to meke s report to the Police, whether I did or not.

I would add that despite substantisl restitution
by Senthirsn I nevertheless took the first opportunity
after receipt of the report of the independent auditors,
to make & report both to the Law Society snd to the Police.

Acutely embairassed although I naturally am to have
my conduct queried in this matter and conscious that at
first view it msy seem thet I was dilstory, I would ask
that the Committee recognises and perhaps recoilects from
its own exnerience the considerable intricacies of clari-
fying questions of defslcstions in clients accocunts and
the imuense emount of ‘work involved., I believe that I
acted vigorousiy and honestly in the orotection of my
clients” iInteresis ond inm no wey whstsosver delasyed or
condoned the criminel and necossarily unprofessional
activities of Santhiran, :

Yours faithfully,

H.L. Vee

encl:-



63. nRw
K. Ramanujam
41, Vioodsville Road

Singapore Exhibit 9A

I was employed in Medora & Tong ond handled the inves-
tigation of the Santhiran’s matter for the fixm,

The first time I{mét Santhiran was on 17th December
1976. - General questions were put to him and a feﬁ specific
questions were ‘put on 5 éartitular matters.

. After the preliminary report Santhiran came to the
office once or twice next at Médéra’s*requestfbutvl did not
see him at that time.

For-.myself I.did not see him but spoke to him over the
phone on January 6th and on the 8th to explain the total
amount of §50Q,000 unsupported items and to explain aSout cer-
tain account payee chequgs.-aArgund this time he asked me many
times over the phone about paying.up such amount as may be due
and to ask Mr. Wee of Braddell Brothexs to dfoP the criminal
actions against him. I spoke to Mr. Wee. 3dbout this and he said
he could not do so as it.was not a matter of money but a question
of principle.

The next time I met was 7th February regarding the pro-

duction of files for.his inspection. Braddell Brothers got the
files ready. I was still then checking files in Braddell Bro-

thers office. However he did.not turn up. That was the last

time I saw him at the office until 29th April 1977.

| Subsequently ébout 10th March I met him at the junction
of Cecil Street and Cross Street and we spoke for about 5 minutes.
I asked him why he did not come and clear up the matters raised
in the accounts_rebort. He asked how:guch would definitely be

owing and I said it was approximately between -$50,000/- and

$70,000/~.
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(continued)
He sald he was unhaeppy and wanted to clear this

"matter up.
He said he could eésily’iaise this money and again
asked~if’Mr; Wée‘woqu drop the criminal action égainst him,
. I soid I did not know. He contacted me aéain over
the phone about two or three occasions and pressed me tb
speak‘tc%Mr. Wee. Subsequently I asked Mr Wee on or about
~26th March 1977 and he refused:
Santhiran rang me up after a few days after 26th
March and I told him what Mr Wée'saidff He fhen said that
even if he had paid before Mr. Wee would go through all the
‘actions against him, '
o o hapd&g??;y;ﬁprilwéL(
Around the latter part of March/1977 1 started :
assiStﬁngvin“tﬁeiﬁaﬁihgsof?the‘Joint'ACC6untant’s.RepOrt'of
Medora Tong & Co and of Turquand Youngs & Co. |
"During the time f”ﬁa; assisting he agoin rang me
up and asked me what was golng on. I asked him to contact
Mx, Medora and not myself, ,

On the 29th April 1977 he met me éf Medora & Tong
and we séent a few hours going thraugh the accounts.when he
made representations on them..

Folloﬁing<that.l assfstéd'Mr. Medora to check the
accounts for a few days and then handed the papefs to Mr.
Medora after I had gone through the files and pabérs in Brad-
dell Brothers I returned it to Medora & Tong on the 4th or
5th of May. I did not have anything further after that to
do with the firm or the éccounfs of ééhthiraa;

I left Singapore for Ihdia on 15th May and returned
on 23th-May 1977, |

I met him by chance in June 1977 at Sersngoon Road.
He sgald thet it would havefbden;uhwtse if he had paid: ogs Mr.

Wee would never let him go.

il 17




Exhibit No: OB.
65¢

EXPLANATIONS

l. Delay in makinq the report

(a) The delay in reporting the defalcations are divisible
into two periods:

(1) The discovery and investigation of the defalca-
tions by the Staff of Braddell Brothers between
Februaryv197éfand'SeptehbeIWIQTG;

(1) The investigation of the independent -auditors
M/s Medora Tong & Co between November 1976 and
May 1977.
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(continued)

(1) February to September 1976

It was not possible for the staff to establish the
amount and number of items involved in the defalcations
except over a period of many months. Admissions were re-
tracted and figures amended right from the beginning and
throughout this period and thereafter.

The "admitted" or unvouched items which he did not
deny or query began with an initial totai of $324,840.34.
This tdtal was however amended by withdrawal and additions
until it reached $300,540.01. Other items totslling a
further 396;282.80 were denied and which he claimed would
be vouched for were eventually increased to a larger amount.
Towards this he had repaid $267,956.12 and refund of this
‘was pressed for. Whgn we discovered (March 1976) that he
had entered into a contract to purchase a house 28 Victorias
Park and pald a deposit of $40,000 we pressed him and he
refunded $267,956.12 which he held in cash and various
accounts under his name including current, fixed deposits
aﬁd an account at Singapura Building Society and others.

Dbring this period the changes took place for the

following reasons.
o Clients came in purportedly to reduce the original
"admitfed" or unvouched items. Some however refused or con-
firmed only part. One of them asfter confirming later retrac-
tea.part of his original confirmation. During this time new
jtems of defalcations were discovered. These together with
the changes 3ltered the totsl to around $296,000/- as against
the $324,840.34 mentioned above. .The items denied was also
changed from the said sum of $96,282.80 to $113,731.16.

In the mganti@g Santhiran made further payments amoun-

ting to $30,000.00 but no other moneys were paid since June
1976.
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67. (continued)

As he‘repeatedly requested for:a chance tdvcontiﬁue
proving that thé totais could be:reduced and because:he
managed in fact to reduce some of the "admitted" amounts
which were proved by verification we had to give him a
chance to prove what héﬂtould. .

To be fair:to him we agreed to an independenttaﬁdi-
tor. During this Santhiran had.been. suspendad.but through
questioning and confronting of. him in our offlce with docu-
‘ments we were able even after this period to discover more
defalcations and forced him to produce files which had 16
been “mi&sing;*

"Fuller details of these numerious. changes are :available.

(i1) November%IQ?GW{d?méyL1977'
“THe" fnvestigation "of the defalcations was throughout'
this period in the hands of Medora Tong & Co who were: "
appointed in November 1976. On December 22 sfter goimg
through the files and account books they mdde™ s preliminary
report. .;heir total figures showed an dncrease ‘of |
$462,692.52 plus $31;738.05 makint a-total of $494,430.57:
On January’ S64H°T977T we Teceived an améndedrecancikiati on 20"
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68.

between our figures and those of the auditor stating
that a total of $494,430.57 was unsupported. By May
25th 1977 ‘the final figure was changed to $372,109.90.
As a.result of our applying for the return of many |
more cheques which disclosed new items further defal-
catioqszﬁere.discovered -These were made known to the
auditors. The total reported and confirmed by the
auditors in their first final report submitted with my
oomplaintAwas.$494,430157" This was about $100;000/~
more than initially discovered in the first.period.
During this (second) period we had no direct

-contact with Santhiran on the éccounts. He dealt with the

auditors and on the 7th February 1977 he asked, accor-
ding to the auditors, for 13 files which were made
available for him but he did not turn up to examine
them. |

I was abroad on legal business for some weeks

- forxr part of January and February 1977. Soon after my

return I repeatedly inquired from M/s Medora Tong &

Co what the position was on the acoounts and was informed
that Santhiran had still_oot attended to explainior to
account forrvarious 1tems or to look at the files.

In March 1977 the audltors sald they had almost
completed in draft their main Report. I then on the
10th March 1977 insisted that they give Santhiran a
final notice to aiteod on them to show or prove what-
ever he claimed to be incorrect on the accounts.

At about this time our former auditors M/s
Turquand Youngs & Co and the independent auditors
after somevdiscuseions between themselves agreed to

make a Joint Accountants_Réport.uoder the Solicitors

Accounts Rules.
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The result of this was that the Report of the defalcations

ready -in-March was held b&ckfaSmTurquand'Ydungs & Co wanted. to

check the figures for themselvesam The latter eventually confirwmed

the independent auditors Report.

In the latter part of March 1977 I discussed with the Vice
President of the Law Society and informed her that I was making
‘a.compilaint to the‘Lhw Society of the defalcations of Santhiran
and- that as a joint Report under the Sollcltors AccountantS‘Rules
:was being put up by M/s Turquand Youngs & Co and M/s Medora Tong
&.Co. the independent auditors. I said there would be: some-delay

in filing it and I would be making a rep@ﬂt;toethe%?@iices’ To

the best “efn
General and toXd "him of the same.
M/s Medora Tong & Co gave me their general Report of their

‘investigation on Ist'Apnil 1927’bhtfwithhe1d~the"Schedule showirig

‘fhefdetailed'account‘of“theg@efaICatiOHSMae-these were still in-
‘the course of being cng?%-éheckedhby M/s Turquand Youngs & Co.-
" The Joint@Apceuntants Report was not.expected to be-ready:
for anothef‘B weeks, - From about "April 3rd t¢-21st I was-abroad
on legal;business in7HongKong and subsequenﬁly as a co-leader -in-
ia’delegatidn of”théaMedice Legal‘Society*sﬂvieib"tbﬁﬂﬁiﬁax

On the 25th of April 1977 the Joint Solicitors' A¢countants -
Report of the 2‘auditors was delivered to me.

I was informed a few days before the 29th April 1077 that
‘Santhiran had requested M/s Medora Tong & Co to go-over;on that
dax/ggrtain representations he wished to make on the Schedule.
‘My complaint was ready at that¥t1me<except'forfthenateéehmsnt;
of the.Schedule offfhe account of the defalcations and other
exhibitéibut this againrwas,delayed be;ause*of Santhiran's.last
minu&ehrepresentationggg | |

‘On April 30th 1977 I wrote to the Law So&iegyeregarding
defalcations andfmisapprOpniation*of*moneyéﬁbygsanﬁﬁiran:and
“enclosing dfcOQy%o@ﬁﬁh&%Joﬁuﬁxkceeumtanﬁ&%ﬁ&bﬂrt&and1bh@&;

P
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I would be shortly presenting a complaint againstnSanthiran.
On about the 6th of May'1977 I spoke to the Vice President

-ard ‘some time after that-agaim:saw the Attorney General-and -«

repeated in greater detail the defalcations.,

In the meantime my office was asked by M/S'Medora Tong &
Co to supply further information and 'pApers arising out- of - the
last representations made by Santhiran on April 29th. This was
chpleted and all information supplied by lhth May 1977 to Medora
Tong & Co. |

On 26th May 1977 the Schedule with a summary of the

adjustment to the original report of that date and referred to

" in the Report dated April 1st 1977 was delivered to me (Exblbit

ngn of my Complaint)

| On the 27th of May 1977 I wrote to the Law Soc1ety en01051ng
my Complaint and on the ‘same day I wrote to the Police 1nform1np
them of the unlawful transfer of various accounts by Santhiran.

On the 30th May 1977 I forwarded a copy of my Complaint to

‘the Police. On the 8th and 1lth of June I forwarded to the Law

Society and to the police respectively an Addendum to my Complaipd
and setting out in ‘account form the defalcatioQg;qu§9p§§iy§p.

On 20th June 1977»the poiice wrote to me to see the Head
'of the CiD. I didiso,on 24L,th June 1977 after obtaining an
appointment- with one of the Inspectorss |

(b) Most of the files relating to the items concerning the

defalcations could not be located. Some of the avallablo old

files which Santhiran got his hands on were in reSpect of old
dormant accounts left by my predecessors and in respect of which

Mr K T Ooi was in charge.. It was the organls;ng and

0-6.5
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- Clearing of these files that gave Santhiran the idea to
manipulate them.. What were available were:fncomplete. - However -
as time went. on during this period ri;eévwere either produced -
by Santhiranfor?mysperiouslyéppearéd in the officel’ By.
August/Septémberwiggé;g_ﬂaingnumben were available. |

(c) As many of the"iﬂems included,crossed&cheqnes:;_
‘'we had to look and write to the Bank for: evidence in the
form of cheques.. This was a very slow buSineéS@thnGughbut
asgiﬁitﬁok?ﬁﬁﬁksifor them tO'locate the origénal cheques.

The staff were instructed to quickly go through 10
about 300 current files in the office that were under his
charge to ascertain the position*partlcularly‘when we
realised that some of the cliEnts were in fact trying to
cover for him. . A¥so it was becomlng apparent that while
‘we were dealidg ‘with. ¢lienta acéounts on %he»Ledger we'Had:

Ao infermation a&;to eost s  Hot pal'd into’ €l shts” Accounts
recelved by himiand‘ﬁOt accoUhtéd fore. |

| » It took my &taff many weeks to run through the:
files to- look’unsuccessfully fbr both'clients mmneys and”
moneys ‘that had not gone thridugh clients accounts.g Qverwthé' 20
perigd .of. L to'5 yrs when }ig";e’awrias ‘with the Tirm hewould"
haveahaﬂ&ledfmmmﬁ@wﬁhanf%ﬁfhﬁﬁﬁ@hhﬂffiéﬁt

:.(d)- - Buring this period (February to: September 1976)
I was engaged from around noon' to 8. OO‘pm ‘dlmost daily in
Haw Par offices and<it restricted the time available for my
‘supervising and.checking“by‘the”Staff‘of'aécounﬁsféﬁdﬁfflégd
ﬁgp;to‘Aqgqu“IQ?GﬁI had§ﬁ6“bé1iﬁ*Lﬁhﬁéﬁffbf“péfib&§‘B@%ﬁé@hﬁ

10 to 30 days on 4 separate occasions*to istriuct Counsel

and Solicitors: in,the_action: conimehced by‘Me-there “Fid fcr

E of this- organisation.
5f..le) . Bventually when.the Tigures were St411 unssEered

R 2 .r'I-6~.
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(continued) 72.

I decided to appoint an independent accountant to clear up the
position. He agreed to this and to ca-operate and further

produce and verify amounts that he claimed were not taken by

~him, He repeated that it was only just as he had paid in

"substantial sums that he be given an opportunity to satisfy

the auditors and I agreed to this. I also wanted to know at
the same time how the firm's auditors had failed to discover
the defalcationse . i T

The firstfirm named as auditors after various discussions
were not appointed; “This took place while I was in England in
September andionkghen;1926.prepariag"and appearing-inan-appedl”™”
in the Privy Council.

Subsequehtly on my repurn at the end of October after some
discuésioﬁa-M/vaedora“Tcﬁg“&‘06‘Weré“hpﬁdintéd”€3"ﬁé'fﬁéwfhdepen-

dent auditors in early November 1976.

~ (f) Santhiran Yoft the firm's premises on December 21lst

1976, During the period from February he had been -suspended

;except to finish off uncompleted or part heard matters and he

H i 24

was under close supervislon. He remained partly for his own

benefit and partly to explain the defalcated items.

(g) It was not possible to file a complaint or repbrt\
until the independent audiﬁors had completed their report as
I did not have the final figures. MAlso if any report had
been made during é;y of the above times Santhiran would have
refused to co-Operaﬁe to locate files& clients or their addresses
and Ldeﬂti{y_fignrgguand cheques and other documents. He,alsq
Would.hawe instaﬁtly left the premises'ard it would have difficult
Af not impossible to reconstrrct files or to send for clients
“ﬁase'addresses were rn the files that were missing in order

to check the amounts of defalcations,

....63’
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I did;not expect: the independent auditors report to take
.80 long to.completewbutmaaalxhad agreed toﬁgngLSanthﬁfau a_
chance to clear up any4items which he challenged I‘had toilet,
" them complete their report before I could take steps to complain
to the-Law’Society or report to the Police. Santhiran was as
late as April 1977 still challenging the.figures. In any event
"we could only: report ‘On.. aams of the figures we were certain of,
-ThiSrnouidghaveaput:us in an embarrassing position i.e. that
thess had to be subsequently'confirméd by the auditors together
with other figures of defalcations that were being cﬁeé%ed by
them. The Law Society or the Police would not be in any firm
position'to*take action. In fact the Police'deSpite the

'indapendent auditor 8 repgrt-had tq,also investigate ‘the matter

sver more than 6 months.
. were

There wasy I‘believe aftar the report#made, an inspection

by ‘auditors under the Solieitors' Account Rules which showed no-

defalcations and,as faras I am aware there has -been : ‘none: while

Santhiran was practising on his own.

10
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(continued)
2. (1) Re Statement of Mr Jamshid Medora

Sometime after the preliminary report was made in
December 1976 Santhiran made a number of~appr0aches to
me and later through others including Mr Ramanujam the
accountant of Medora Tong &.Co who was in charge'of the
investigation to ask me ﬁélsettle this matter but I refused
to do so. |

At -all times I was very insistent that the matter

10 must take its course both for the disciplinary action by the
Law Society and'prosepution fbr the'criﬁinal acts which appeared
to have been cdmmitted.

I'enclose.the signed'statement of Mr Ramanujam attached
to this statement and marked "R" which sets out the attempt
to ask me not to proceed agaihsﬁ Santhiran.

During March 1977 the Schedule of accounts had been
held back as M/s Turquand Youngg & Co were checking it and
only completed their Joint Report on 25th April 1976. I
was .also away from‘Singapore the greater part of April.

20 Durihg the'latter part of May 1977 I pressed Mr
Medora to compleﬁe his report but because of the raising of
-all kinds of queries on April 29th months after Santhiran
had been given the opportunity to do so it was becoming
apparent éhat.h; was attempting to deny his admissions by
raising at the last minute unnecessary and false queries. As
a result the auditors were being delayed in producing the
Schedule of the defalcations although they had in fact signed
a written gerieral Report of their investiéation on lst April
1977.

30 I had a few discussions with Mr Medora complaining
of the delay in completing his report and consequently

Santhiran was practising for such a long time. I remember
it being raised by him whether the matter could not be expedited

by Being "gettled" and as has been my stand throughout I informed

him this was not'posaible;



Exhibit No.9B
5. (continueq)

Santhiran must show complete mitigation- by admitting his
misappropriations and he apply to the Law Society to be
struck out for- unprofessional misconduct and also in
-mitigation if hefundertook to pay and give an adequate
guarantee for what was still owing.

| ~Af this was done.the matter could: be pIaced«before.
the Attorney General for him to consider whether ‘it was
possible in the light of the above he would not be prosecﬁted
in. the criminal courts as the discretion to do so or not
lay in.his hands. “'Mr Medora appears not to have either
wmderstood or forgotten this.

- /Mr, |
I did not say to. Medora what was patently incorrect
and absurd as set out in his statement namely that.if I
did not make a complaint the Police could not prosecute.’ I
certainly.wapwinjno~pésition-bo‘compromiSe’or'méke any stuch
agreaement with.the Law Society or-the Courts before whom:
Santhiran would be brought before for striking out.’
Mr Medora also appears to have beenalso confused

oye;.the’date he.stated the alleged requests ‘were made. The

general;Report signed'by Mr Medora under his firm's name

10

20

which is Exhibit "J" -toumy Conplaint - dated’ 27th May ‘1977 s%ates .

that from the 10th March 1977 'he had heard. nothing further
from Santhiran after that date. .

I must also point out that in late March 1977 I had
already reported the matter both to the Vice President of
the Law Society: and the'Attorney‘General.

| Subseguently..I alsewcallédﬂﬁﬁ”fﬁé*Vicé”PYesidéhf“aﬁ

- 6th May 1977 to state that my Complaint had to be delayed.
I also saw the Attorney General agaln over thls matter,

At a later interview in Mdy 1977 with the Vice
President I auggested 1n view of -the delay that had Occurred

that one way-to stop Santhiran practising was for-him to

00009

30
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admit the defalcations to the Law Society and be struck off
I also discussed the possibility of placing the matter before
the‘Attorney General or his office to consider whéther in the
cir?umstances-he or his office might not brihg“Effﬁiﬁgi”bharge%
against Santhiran. |

By the last week of May 1977 the. machinery setting off
the matter before the Law Society and the pblice had already

taken place.

Although the report of Mr Medora was taken on or

about the 1st November 1977 none of this was ever put to me

by the police although I was available at all times.

(11) Re Statement of Wong Siong Poon of Turquand Younsgs & Co

This firm of auditors was emgloyed by Braddell Brothers
for nearly 30 years and were its auditars whgn I joined in 1G069.
From time to time they made comments some uséful and others
lez= 80 or merely procedurals.

The relevant paragraphs appear to be paragraph 7, 8
and 9 of_his statement. The facts étaﬁ:? there are not.

¢

complete. It is correct that they were informed of the

defalcations of Santhiran. What they omitted to say was that

I complained that there had been clear negligénce on their

part over many years in failing to detect.the defalcaﬁibhs.

In the circumstances as. the .accounts were still under invest-
igations by the independent auditors M/s Medora Tong & Co who

I had appointed for this purpose to ascertain the extent of

the omissions they ought not put in a qualified report as the
clients moneys had beeh repaide In my view a separéte complaint
against Santhiran should be the proper way and}fhe report should
refer to this complaint,

They became ﬁpéet~and angry that they had not been
informed of the appointment and insisted on putting in a
qualified report. .

As M/s Medora Tong & Co had not at the time we spoke

P 1 0



Exhibit 'No.9B
11.

(continued)
quite completed their report Turguand Youngs & Co could

not for months ashead if they were to carry out this audit

be able to make the'report; I was also somewhat apprehensive
that they'might attempt to cover up their negligence. However
the question of a qualified report never became an issue as

I was prepared for the independent auditors to make one.

I therefore terminated their appointment:and appointed

M/s Medora Tong & Co in their place. They however manag e
after aome'discuésions with the independent auditors to allow
them to make a joint report together.

In the circumstancesI agreed to their doing -so as
the independent auditors thenlassured me that they would see
td it that there would be no attempt by Turquand Youngs &

Co to cover up-their negligence.

10
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C/Lt/70
\'*.’/J"S.L

Horry L. Vea D=0
c/oe M /na Broml

Singupors.

il Prothoea,

8.

1ith Mry, 1978

51 PR SSTR X

10 full e slnnntion
H i T "ot

.’.' C’,:,.\l PR e I

. i*./‘ e

.
N\ RRVRER

.Y SN R O I
o fevateh vy Conunliter vt a
o Yo NN gyay r" ra R Y ae
< N : ORISR t 1.‘»_,’ }'E‘;‘c

A3 §¥53 A VT

VY pieaem bt ey >
L'f.':.:-.ﬁ .f.:;-',;.f.‘::Z},

€ €& r st wd @b eCse el 2sroeCCe

Y Y 2vieeat il Lo -
T - IR “3
FRER SEI tivdia s Jelia [

Chalsmna)



79. EXhlblt No. 11
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. ————— e

TELS: 433456/8 (3 LINES) & 92929 BRADDELL BROTIIERS
(Inearporsting. C. J. Koh & Co:)
Advocates & Solicitors, Nolaries Publie, €e:r.missiontrs for Oaths

TOUR REF: IC/l7/78 OUB Chambers, Rafes Place. Singapor¢ 1. P, O. Box 1001,
Cables: BRADDELL SINGAPORE
=2 REF: W/AL @
15th May 1978 PRIVATE AND
CONFIDENTIAL
The Chairman
Inquiry Committee /
The Law Society of Singapore e
518 5th Floor Colombo Court I “
Singapore 6 %& > e
RN
Dear Madam %¥§
. S
Re: Ic/17/78 Q@
‘In reference to your letters of the 1lth and 10

12th instant I believe 7 further copies of
the Explanations were sent through the Law
Society to you.

The "preliminary explanation:in detail" re-
ferred to in my letter of the 19th April 1978
subject to oral explanations or to the “Fuller
details" under 1 (a)(i) at page 2 of the Ex-
planations is the explanation requested.

Yours. faithfully

/,%),(L{ 20

H L VWee
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IC/17/73

24th May, 1978
W/AL

CONFT '131 “SLIAL
rlarry L. VWee Esq.
c/o. M/s. Breddell Brothers.

Dear Sir,

I aclnewledue receint of veur letter

L,mkl IJ'..
contenis of which arve noted
Thiz i

ont 101 you to apis
bolore the Inguiry Cominities on iy

10

Sth tnstent @

4.30 penme ot the Law Society g

€ 41 &P 4P ool ivieoeOovEeEren

(Chairseey)
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Ic/17/78
W/l Z0th July, 1978

l'h‘c H«Lo '.‘.'ee,
Messrs. Iraddell Brothere,
32/&1 Lfa Chambnrs,

Re: Complaint by the Secretary of the Law

Socinty of Zincanore

T am directed to infora you ' thni the Council cf the Law
bcc1ctv ¢f Sinzopore k s accepted the {1 C
as I0llowsie

(1) that there shell te a formel investication by a
)15~xn11haJ§ Cormilitee into the following complaint
agcinst you, vizie :

crininsd bhrench
T e Sanbniren
zped Assisiant in the

Fhors 4o e e
srothers to St Law

be made to the Chiel: tice under
the Lezzl Frofession Act (Chapler 217)
T eriminad wrocesdinge osainst voue
r -
{(2) »cc:,t;ng
i contravention

L3 “ OV}.CU:}'&CE: VinS
dotion was wace by the

., i R
fovrs foitnfully,

v

/ook

ﬁo.

naings of the Inguiry Committee

13
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Ja/cc/11-79 15th September, 1972

The Secretary, URGEHRTD

‘The Law Society,

The Law Society's Hall,
113 Chanceory Lane, )
London ¥WC2& 1BL,
EXGLARD,

Dear $ir,

In the matter of Darry Loe Wee an
Acvocate zné Bolicitor (Singapore)
#nd In the matter of The Legal

Profession Act (Cap 217) Sinjapore

I anm the Seolicitor appointed by the Council of
the Lzw Society of Singapore to act for it in the matter
of tisciplinary Procsedings against = meunber of the

profession here, Mr. Harry Lee Yeo,

Theie is enclosad with this letter a copy ef

the Armeonded Statement of Case in thesé rroceadings.

You will observe that 4t iz contended on behalf
of the Council thzt the HRespondent Sclicitor, vwho wanithe
sole proprictor of Lis Firs, permitted his legal assistant
(L.c. Assistant Solicitor) to continue in practice &z &
Solicitor fcr a period in excess of & year when he, the
Respondent, knew that the lezal gssiztant in question bhad

been guilty of criminal and professional misconduct,
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(continued)

It is further contgndeérbn behalf of the Coun&il,
in the alternztive, that the Resr-ondent wag gullty on
these facte of such conduct as would render him Yfable.
to be struck off the Roll of the Court, suspended from
yractise or censured if he had heen a solicitor in Pagland,

We shall Le grateful to know whether, on the
facts disclosed in the Amendad Statement ofi case, tha
Respoadent would e conszidered by the Lavw Society in
England to be guilty of such conduct, '

I ghall be grateful to bhear from you as soon 10
ez poszsible, a&cs the proceedings 4in question sre due to

zko place in Octobor.

I 2m porxy to have to treuhle you im connection
with this matter 2n? thank you,.on bohalf of the Council,
“in anticipation of vour help,

Yours fzithfully,

Signed J. Crimberg

(J. GRIMBERG)

Encl,



The Law Socicty’s Hall

113 Chancery Lane London WC2A 1PL
84. Telephone 01-242 1222

Telegrams Interpret London Telex

Telex 261203

Exhibit No. 15

The Law Soclety

PRIVATE & CONFLDENTTAL

Tear off this
J. Grimberg Esq. portion and attach
Messrs. Drew & Napier Our reference  to your reply
Maxwell Road  EAB99B . EAB9YB.....
P . O R BOX /I 52 ............ .
STINGAPORE 9005 Your reference JG/CG/’] 1_79

Date .
L J - 9th November 1979

Dear Mr. Grimberg

I-did not see your letter of 15th September until my return

from leave, whereupon I immediately discussed it with one of

my colleagues on whom I rely substantially when considering

the institution of Disciplinary Proceedings and when tendering
advice to my Committee. Ve both reached the same conclusion

and it is as follows. -If a Solicitor is aware thHat an employee
(admitted or otherwise) has committed a criminal offence in
connection with that Solicitor's practice, then it is misconduct
not to report the matter to the Society oa discovery.

I-am in no doubt that this is a case in which Disciplinary
Proceedings would certainly be instituted in this Jurisdiction

on the facts which you have provided. My Cowmittee would regard
as perhaps most serpus -~ aad particularly with someone who is a
Tormer and experienced member of the professional governing body -
the failure to report the position to the Society at the earliest
possible moment. Where the client's funds have been misapproprisated,
and however commendable and strenuous the efforts of the principal
or partner concerned to make them good, there is a continuing risk
to the clients. In the event that restitution in full proves
impossible, there is a direct interest for the Society by reason
of its trusteeship of the Compensation Pund. This is all the more
reason why default should be reported instantly.

If it is of generel assistance to you in this case, I think I
should add that our assessment of the gravity of the case leads us
to the belief that Disciplinary Proceedings here would not result
in a striking off or perhaps & suspension. Our view is that a
'very substantial fine - perhaps the maximum of £750:00 - would be
the 1likely penalty.

\

You%7ﬁsincer y

. /
oY /
J .1\%?)??051157 4

/

Secretary

ProfessionzljPurposes

=




1976

7th February
16th Aprii
l5th May
gth June
11th June
6th October

1977

16th Januery
ard April
29th April

18th September

21st October
27th November
5th June

2Lth July

85.

HLW'e Abrmences Abrord

21st Februery
30th #pril
22nd Hay

oth June
19£h Juné
22nd October

2nd February

21st April

8th Octcber
22nd October

K.E. Pepes &re pages in Passport.

Exhibit 16

U.K. p.17 p.16
U.X. p.19
U.K. p. 21
Australia
U.X. p.21 p.19
U.K. p.16 p.17

U.Ke polk
HongKong p.lk, 15, 16 10

Kuala Lumpur (Mzlaysis)

‘Kuala Lumpuwr (Melaysiz)

Kualg Lumpur {Melaysia)
Kuala Lumpur {Malaysia)
Johore Ezhru (Malaysie)
Johore Bzhru (Ealaysia)
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87.

The Honglkong and Shanghai Benling Corporation

Incorporsted in Bong Kong vith Limited Liubility

Singe pore Office Exhibit No. 18
P O Box £96 Sirngapore

Our'Reference C/A CY/sw
Your Reference W/NSL/TPI/Misc'?76

Braddell Brothers :

Meyer Chezmbers, Raffles Place

P O Box 1001 .
SINGLPORE 1 8 March 1876

Degr Sirs

YOUR CLIENTS' ACCQUNT 141-014050-001
141-845149-001

We thezrk you for your letter dated 5 Februery 1976 and

confirm that we have deleted Mr S Santhiran from yourlist
of evthorised signatoies for the above accounts.

Yeurs feithfully

— \\\\\

TN

LCCCUVTL T

‘Ozzan Lveilding 10 Cellyer Quzy Telephone: 9165%% Telex: HSBC RS821259 Telegrems: “Hongbunk” 'Singej.cre
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Exhibit No. 19

P P PAp Qe B IR POUEERCEEE

e e————

SO —

oy T

") ]
PR

2

L ek
.Cg‘

M .“
A«
RS
-~
A
-
b
.=
R Ly
<5

.

N

TR

-

ARV

-y

IE3
. e
- - . .
£ —— e
" ) - [
. - = i pemwn D L
L TS st et AT RS -
LIt T N e 1o e T g
w areva e ) L fftee e L e e A oz
LT Tew™ AT “e-p . TN e - - e T

nyr._v.%‘vO.\u.... - ..L-H\.lr\r.l...'lvtl"\_ -0 olc'u. 7]

’

"~

e w/,t.n..,. l«ln w...w.)

P Resodiegiit -5 300~ 28 Yo o 27} R et I PSR DU AT L
=

P
)

Jh

.

.

[
g 3

.

(¢

J

b
fc./*// rrunt 7

R T - .
rmand tovrs by e S-S —ru N e

[ ot el i ShaP b

TN T LT

X . -—
“eg \ ca -
) etk . =

[N ~n = 5
BN S ‘
= Cal a2
E ~—0 <
a .
2 % | - ) :
T e
~ A 3
[\ I f=) (
< Wa.” m\\;
. PV . &4
~_. P e P R Tl e Sl R W .
L) i
P ——n

Tl

g

2

PER

RV e




Exhibit No.20
89.

[\ [CrC
The Hongkong and Shanghai Banking Corporation

Incorporated in Hong Kong with Limited Liability

Singapore Office
P O Box B96 Singapore

Our Reference C/A KAW/sw
Your Reference W/CLE/LT/Misc'?76

““BraddelY Brothers . . i0 v“*i\’ /\,/
Meyer. Chambers (71~LJ v
SINGAPORE 1 10 June 1976 C

Dear Sirs

ACCOUNT NO 141-014050-0021
CHEQUE NO 023617 FOR $8200-00

. As. requested in your letter of 4 June 1976 we enclose
a photostat copy of ths relative chegue for your perusal.

Yours faithfully

™~ -~ \¢ k\ ‘U \\. a‘!‘u'; Y
ACCOUNTANT - °

P

enc
N

Ocean Building 10 Collyer Quay Telephone: 918644 Telex: HSBC RS521259 Telegrams: “Hongbank”™ Singapore



Exhibit No.34

W/CLE

(L ci (I

Lb’/1/77

1C

20

30

(2)

L1t~ Zxhibit No. 34

| 25th Jdanuary, 1977.
90~

If.you think it necessnry you may proceed
to make. a short brief report hased on choque
(L/c.. Poyee -~ profcrablyy on BS without the
further.'statement which have ready for mg¢ aB
goon ps I get-backe.- | R -

But-héféiietﬁéf'ns comprehensive as poosible.

Ne hnanding over .files vherever there is no
discharge or “a-deubtful receint refusc to hmnd
over eny file thet concerns the amounts in the

cbt until client sends or an.gulthenticated receipt
or one witpessed by an independent person stating®
costs and the amount paid. Any receipts on files
and our copy letters are to be retnined.

111 files handgd over in his presence ppd a list
of pll documents mnde snd numbered.:rThe papers
that n client are entitled to nre only those
between BB gnd others and not between BB and
client. 411 notes receipts of client nre to be
retsined. Whercver necessary mande photo copies
of letters gnd documents. -

Be careful to see that none of the mavers pologp
may be required ms part of "the obt case.

(4) Phone me if you want gdvise oD ony of tTese.

(5

Type~ebo§e BS n sepernto note but vern oteflf
not to hond sny. popere out.

Have you completed your (a) report (b) billine - brief
note of chorges of g1l the edmitted or rvuhscgrently
admitted matters of SS which Telrte %o coots of BB

ind chich he claimfs as being costs refunded to Dupense
Afc.

Urrent am seeing Wslker of Norton LKos€- on Tuesday.
,As&Lee Hzan Ysng if he wants to mek any further
questions for Counsel. This part is sbout the
frsnsitional i.e. completion date on trensfer of

the financing and to preserve rights of PPD at that

Ny

| 2)‘4’ }Jﬂ(é47/¢5?~{ 1/

point.rx £sk him to phone me (before 9.30 z.m. on
Tueeday) or telex Welker.

SN A ;j,] s '
/ , '/"l//l /f /“/17‘7""' vh ;/0 S

!



QC wants the

ré Disco Appeal 91 , - following attached”
‘ . T . immedistely.
(Conferencp —,17/1/721- E  Exhibit No.34
o (continued)

)

Proof - statement of each of the following in.as much
detail as‘pOssible.~ It ‘should. include full particulars

of name sddress experience and qualifications. It should

,include date of 1nstruction8. what there were the activity

and work done. it will have . the dates and” places and

-meetings" etc.J The Tesult-end makn part of what the result

qf the report .isg.

In Casefof~CiT”Siew he must be able to justify each of 10
‘the comparables (1.3. the other property he has listed in |
his eaxrlier: raport or annexed to it) the "latest two, The
potential too (feasibility report -comment) R Liong.
Similar_wheiefapplicableand;asvmuch as he‘knoWs'of what 

the -consultant d;d;whe:ezhe‘waswiNVOlved’diréctly or in--

Gixectly. . He.must .line up.quanlity.surveyor {froa.l.ondon

- Evexy )

Hashinm ~ As per notes in file, . Test his;creditabtlitQ and the

2,

gaautneness-sad-his sbulity toshave large-group-to-

move, One other witness may be.necessary. 20

“Ask PS neme of the planning architects in the Bukit Timah
“Egnd Acquisition:ang wEk R Liong if he 'can “§§t tRIE tan to

give evidence as to-the way and various grounds for changing.
the zoning of any asrea. Also to glve examples of how often

this has happened.

All the papers on the option have to be listed and flagged

~ and.relevant files ready.--Can. you write up how-it teok-

‘place in'statement form (Phone Mr Godwin if you could

discuss this aspect — which is really D & B's job)., we

4&eedu$hewb53kgfpuﬂd~andfhistoryfanﬁ*reasoﬁé“fbrﬁfﬁé‘ﬁﬁtfﬁﬁ 30

the[figﬂre{ofpgzmilltoﬁ.CZJjwés,low«and will have to be

_gxpléined.}-



Exhibit No. 34

(continued)
4,
5.
6,

10
T

20

Q2.
Check filé'to'see 1f copy of our Vglustion was given to
the C L R.
‘(By the wey &sk' C' Thism Siew how early can-we exchange (or

file in the Boaxd) the comparables for esch side,

Re cOmparables QC wants prbpentiesulocated.on Mastex: Plan.,
Ask R Liong if he can have this'done. It would be useful
if- this was done a large plan showing all the comparables

photo
end then reduced by xerox/copying.

Ask R Liong to check that the rent payable by Hashim-and
teﬂanté/occupants wéré rents that they could afford,.* (Mr.
Chew says that it was going to be sbout same as Housing
Board rates). |

The income of Hashim and othexrswill have to be ascertained
for the relevant period.. |

R. Liong will have to'look»into’the'Filipino project where

squatters were moved by the developer as was intended in.

_our case,

Get hold of Aggarswal on the Indisn Law and do comparative.
notes. on our equivalent section and list out éllvrelevant

case — Do similarly with the.Engllsh Act.



. Exhibit No.34
93. (continued)

7 GO | 12th Pebruary 1977
DAILY ROTES

cxﬁ $. ‘.. HBave you completed thﬁ;mngpgnustateﬁbnt
L re-BSBe. It fé%nuwwomgrfﬂvwebka! old,

2. SH seems-to be very free. Shc‘BhQuiduagxist
‘ AR ‘whenever: 80s ’ )

(1) CLE and I need to review the lat_gﬁatementzwhich.

was completéd prior to your return from U.K.

(2) She is usually oocupied with work and I
ﬁndefsta%d she is plways avallable to help
others out, esp. AR, I can see that she’
frequently typas for others including pupils.

W/wA 14th February 1977
DAILY NOTE . (LT)

CLM 1 spoke to.you & CLE re: SS Statement

- ‘before I went:to London.

(CLM 14/2/77
initial)



LT 1t1le

W/MA %4. 23rd February 1977
Exhibit No,34
(continped) DAILYNOTES
CIM When am I going to have the'reviséd~SS Statement.
(C*¥'s initial CILE and I will review the Statement today.

4 23/2/77)

WEMA 3rd March 1977

DAILY NOTES.

MR AT MY T DAKD GLM. LUIte T AL & AskacLExig!s he-rha's"w ideﬂ’tif ied . all ’ theﬂethLbi’.‘ts oz mmnoeTaL o

to Statement including ledger papers and cheques.

(Clm’s initial
10 5/2/77)



CLM/SH 5th March 1977

95.
| Exhibit No.34
Mr Wee (continued)

Spoken to CLE over the phone and she informed:;

1. all the exhibits to her statement are xeroxed and they are
in the file.

2. Mr Rama did not give her a list of cases that SS. denied
takipng the money. She om her part earlier prior to
appointment of Mr Rama had prepared a list of cases that
SS denied having taken the money but this list was not

given to Mr Rama as she felt it was not complete. 10

CLM
See MraRamaAfirst,

I will see him at 12.45

S 7th March 19770

DAILY NOTES

CLM t P, pee Rama re. 85 a/os., &8 to point raised
with CLE.



96.

(continuedgat. CIM
l. My letter to Mrs Quek will have to be sent subject to

2.

3.

alterations:

All moneys'which'are believed to. be cllents moneys

have been reCGVered and the balance of ‘moneys misappro-
priated which are for costs are being confirmed with
cliepts w&$hu$bguéﬁslﬁ¢£ncg~o£~theunewwauditorvaedora=
Tong

Sign on my behalf and smepd any othex necessary partl,
Will you phone me early on Monday morning at Ambassador
Hotel, Hongkong (Kowloon 3-666321) or leave message if

you need to contact me.

I1f you- feel you have to. apt without Taiting for my ﬂeturn

An.xﬁspestnpf making\anuesyrbxief reporﬁutofthesPuiice~do”
- This first information 1s avzilable to the.accused

and should be as follows suitably amended if . necessary, .

b o ithk,a letter-wild-be-batter as fheYJhﬂﬂifcaii on me o

make & report and that will give me a chance to-put it in.

(from BB)
We have to inform you that we believe a series of embezzle-
ment of moneys from this firm has been made by a former

employee. .S.. .Santhiran ef - ‘Siﬁgsﬁﬁréi*

The matier hss been under investigstion by us and new in-

dependant. avditors.who have just completed this report.

Our k sole partner Mr wee who has asked us to write to you
and also
left for Hongkong: on legal business/is. npw/cn-leading 8

delegation of the ‘Medico Legal Society in Chima. He will

../2



97. | Exhibit No.34
(continued)

returning in the third week of this month and will call on

you to make the complaint in this matter.

Mr-Wee has alieady,nottfied_the Vice President of the Law
Soclety df*theﬂdefalca¢inn and the Attorheyfseneral -

1f we can be of any earlier assistance in the meantime

lease contact. our Miss Chahza legal assistant in:this firm.

yof.

BR

to: OC .
. Commercial Crime

thistettéfhshﬁuld:go;auﬁ:nexixweéﬁ)

3z E?BEMEaSpdﬁéﬂ“iﬂnighi“fO'Mﬁdbra for ‘him to settle with
you gvletter-toutlieﬂtgztcanfhmingfthétmﬂ:sﬁm of:
has been chaxrged for:bslance of wour costs.-for work and
gervices rendered and that if we do mot hear ‘te-the

order.

#¢int above on.:duplicating machine on letterhesd and send by
zertificate of posting or If Medora insists -by registered
post which is less likely to reach the recipient if the

house people won't accept the letter.

4. Please prepare short;bills;on. zest of files urgenily -
Organise CHfSH/IL and put bil¥s on file until you get the

response.
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L (continued)
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Exhibit No.3%6
101 . |
16/7/76

| TO GET FOLLOWING FILES
Client | | |
" James Tan & Co.

-T.C.. Swee & Co..

Shaik Mydin

Musa B. Affas-

‘Herve Barbezat

rThiégérajgh s/0 §up§iah»

.Chin.Kiang Paper & Plastie Co:

Est. of Abdul Hadjee Samat

Est. of Toh Kim Soo

~P. d/o Vellasamy:. ' 10
Aisgh Bte. Ghulam Hussain

S.P. Mamickam

Han 7ee Emi;»erpriée

Est. of Goh Seow Ewee

A.P. Ibrahim-w

Iyle Frazier

Goh Leé;Choo

S. Subramasnian

zﬁbé;fné€iim

G.J. Taylor & 3 Ors. - 20
Iim Min Chong

Fong Chee Leong

Kor Hui Yong -

B.C. Malgkar

E.J. Motiwallg -

Iim Pee Koh

N. Seeﬁivasan

Chong Yik Fah & 2:Ors.

Binusin.Pté. Ltd. |



Exhibit No.36

(continued) 102.

Glient

Mugn Chin Ying

Wasra Prorulla

Bank of India

Soh Hong Tuck
- Syed Massan B. Alhadad
Lian:Tiumg Yang
RosevBeng'Boey Eim

Brin ﬂutg

Foo Chee Fong
Kong;JOO’Pte. Lta.
Huat Seng 4 Co.
Rohma¥ B. Jurnimi
“Ahmad Hassinm & Aﬁor.
R. Lim toomn Nock
DPevgkignmal

Ho 7oon Nam

Teo Thuang Hai

Ho Nee 5heong '

Winm Fung Const.
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20

10%. ' Exhibit_No.37 -

Summaxy of changes of defalcations
March to September 1976
Under 1.(a3) of the Explanation

In March 1976 the preliminary investigotion
showed Santhiran hoad taken without authority approxi-

. mately around $400,000/-.

Of this amount Santhiran initislly admitted
he had wrongfully transferred and taken 3194 897.48 (b(h)(u:)¢(|»
He marked "not admitted® against items totalling
$217,063.79. He was unable to recall whether he had (V(vi(vil(v
tsken items totalling approximately_39,161.87 by put—(v04f6ﬂ
ting a8 question mark agalnst these items.

From the "not admitted” items he said he
could verify smounts iotauing $96,282.80 by calling ( X1)
in clients, |

Later he conceded that the items tofalling
$9,161.87 which he put a question mark on were in(:ﬁ§)4‘(X)
fact taken by him and he also admitted further sums
totalling 316 911.83 being some of the items from Cv§+0(V“‘)
the *not admitted® list making a total sum of $26,073.70 (X7b)
This brought the total smount of $194,897.48 and
$26,073.70 admitted by him to $220,971.18.

Various sums 1in the years 1973 to 1975 which
were originolly not admitted ($217,063.79) were re-
marked as admitted and set out below under "Altered
from not admitteq to admitted.*® |

The total smount excluding $#96,282.80 which
he wrongfully transferfed'ahd/or taken or was unable

to support at this stage was (approximatély) as followsi



Exhibit No.3?7 104,

(conpinued) ypjnittedn 11gt eees $194,897.48
Altered from not admitted ' ..
to sdmitted cees  206,073.70 (XI{)
|  ~do- eees’ 12,254.50 (V)
~do- . eeee  D3,447.37 [VU
—do= ceee  38,109.94 (Vii)
~do= ceee 9,672.02 (Vi)
£300,590.01

The sbove took Q}ace in March 1976 so that ot the c¢nd
of that month we were given the'improssiun'thét this was the
10 app;oximate sunm admitted. In this peridd h2 repaid various
suns totalling $267,956.12 to the firm. (llost of those were
cheques from United Commercial Bonk, Chartered Bank ond
Flxed Deposits at_singopura Bullding Spcioty and Hong Leong
Finonce Ltd. There were some cash payments. They were
belng used for the purchose of & house 28 Victoriahpark
worth around $400,000/- against which he had poid o deposit.
W's Donaldson‘& Burkinshaw acted for the Vendors).
Soon after Santhlran tried to retract his admissions
end ssid in fact he had not token the whole amount bul only
20 part of the $300,540.01. The reason he sold was thot in
fact he had giveh back psrt of tha moneys to some of the
clients concernad.’ |
In May and June 1976 he xepsid a- further £30,000/-.
Clients were then called in to verify some of the amounts
psid to them. There was trouble in calling clienis to the

C ol
office 8% many wera reluctant to come and thuse that did

not verify or sppeared to be covering up for him. "
* The emounts that were verified fxom the original
$400,000/~ smounted to $113,731.16 and not §96,282.80 as(}(l.l';)("){o[xii")(d')
0 centioned sbove. This tbok»ploce between /April and July.
_ As & result of the above the staff hod to go thiovugh
the whole 1ist sgoln as items which wore initially odmitted

Ly Santhiren were revised and consequently the
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(continued). /

105.

original total of 3300 540.01 was reduced,

While this was going on we discovered further
sums totalling $15, 533 80 which appeaxed to have becn CX\YL)
taken by Santhiran. He was asked. to prove thot these
had been paid.
He..again .asked-that in fairness to him as he
had Pald back 3297,956 12 he be givan further oppor-

fiun'ty to prove part payment to clients. |

| He then made a fresh claim viz that of the to-

t3l smount shown on bearer cheques drawn some were 10
p&*é to clients b; either a Legal Assistant or through

the- clerk in charge of the matter.

Ve gave him every chance to prove this and he
began producing files to reduce the amount by $40,056,37. (X\/)

.Furthexr sums totalling §19.117.00 were added baik
s having been taken by him. This is explained in the
next paragraph. - The main total of $276,000.00 pius the
$19,117.00 was tentatively fixed as the smount that was
miss{ng. _

One of the clients who had originally called at 20
the office and had admitted receiving $66,896.50 with- (XNI)CK)
drew his admission and sald. that only $50,794.50 had in (KJQ‘
fact been received and that the rest of $16,102.00 was |
not paid. He said Santhiran begged him to admit the
“original total of $66,896.50 but he was dissatisfed and
“,wanted.ha;kM316,102.OOJW.WE.chécked:this:with Santhiran
who admitted it by initislling against it in the Ledger
and we repaid the client from the amount he paid in.

hMAnotherwclieﬂtmagafnstvwhomvaQIistmo£Mi;em5wwas
prepared from the Ledgér}only acknowledged receiving 30



Exhibit No. 37
(continued)

"06.

some of the items but'denied items fotalling $3,015.00. C’qTi)Qj)
The two sums of 316,102, 00 and +3,015.00 made up the
sald sum of $19,117. 00 as mentloned above.

. Throughout the Iest of this period the position
was that figures were beingvchanged by addition or sub-
traction. The figures were checked and re—checked
against whatever files there were. The office looked for
more files and,addrésSes and began sort1ng out the figures.
It would have been unfair not to give Santhiran an oppor-

10 tunity to clear whatever he could prove. To do that hé
continued to "discover" more missing files. Apart from
‘some of the items and even these were challenged later
there was no finality on the figures ot this stage on

which to make a complaint.



'Date
3. 1 76
14 1 76

15.1.76
21.1.76
29.1.76"
17.1.76

27.1.76

27.1.76 -
29.1.76
4.2.76 .
4.2.76 _
6.2.76

23.2.76
25.2.76
1:.3.76 .
24.1;76

23.2.76
16.1.76

-\

Un

. |

Client

-.Soh Chuan Swee

Thiagarajah 8/0
Suppigh :

Herve Barbezet

Est. of Rine Ullmanm -

Katijgh Oomal

Singapore Petroleum

Wbrkers Union

Capt Roland Brnce
Duncan

: Yeo Seng Bock

K. Ramakrishnan
Century Estate Ltd
Porward Ross & Co.,
Cheok Peng Nghee
Thana ietchimi
Joiner -Enterprises

" Chin Kiang Paper &
_Plastic Co. _

Est..of Io Lai Seng

Java S'pore Trading

Nanyang Ins. Co. Ltd.

Admitted by 8S

Pazeej'

Mr. C. Soh“

fndm.~Rajammq;

Miss Gita Roy

K.A. Humble °

Katijah Oomal

Mr. H. Tbrghim:

P.T. Sherma

. . ..
Yeo Seng Bock
Rajendran

Sim Ah Choo

Iow Ah Lam

Cheok Peng'Ngoee.
Thana ietchimi :
ILim Siam Hoon' |

CﬁuahSiow Hue

B pore Bulldin

Society Ltd.

\%—
Tvhihi+ Nn A7

A:ﬁount ’
$1,294.00

300.00
150.00
3,195.26
 576.69

3,148.29

300.00
630.00
844,19
947.12
400.00
1,374.28
5,631.94
500.00
6,507.69

T 5,276.29
20,184.51
41,000.00

1183



Exhibit No,37 108 |
.~(cont1nged) 1925 { (f{)
Admitted by 88 .

Date Client ,zgzgg ' Amount
28.4.75 - Ong Bwee Lim and Ong" - : .
~ Swee Hock . Peh Sun Meng _ $1,250.00
16.5.75 China International Richard Lim Séon Hock - 500.00
4.9.75  Est. of Goh SBeow Hwee Khaw SiOw Kim 950.00\
4.9.752. Teo Chye Hong Teo Chye.Hong "600.00
24,395, China International L | | o
- Bte. Ltd. 'B.fLim ‘Boon Hock - 400.00 -
i.4.75 ) -Cumhox Enterprlses ‘ — : o :
i Pte. Ltd,. R. Iim Soon Hock 1,950.00
'10 1.75 ° Khong Guan Floor : ,7' '-~' - S
| , Milling Ltd. Gbulam Mohd. Khan 400.00
28.5.75 Soh Chuan Swee_j .'d. Soh' - . . 800.00
16.6.75 - K. Janagey Royan ‘ﬁdm. ﬁagamdal. _ 150.00
18.6.75 N. Mangayagarasu N. Méngayagarasu'~ ., 200.00
25.2.75 R. Doraisamy - . saminathgn : 506.00
6.3.75  Mylavagenam  Thivuchelvam ' 1,550.00
22.5.75‘ George Lawson : ) i :
‘Doraisamy : George Lawson Dorgisamy 500.00
18.6.75 Saxan Traders Naresh V. Mehta 250.00
7.7.75  Ranjit Singh Moban Singh 375.00 -
15.1.95 Yew Hgi Ong & Sons ] 4 . ‘ o
Pte. Ltd. o . Ong Eng Chai 175.00
3.9.75 Wong Biew Woon " Wong Siew Woon 544 .36
_20.11.75 Tan Fong'Seé- : See Ah Chew 150.00

8.9.75 Ng Yam Peng Goh Ah Lek 19,5838.00
9.9.75  Toh Kign Kok Ton Chew Poh 3. 600.00
29.9.75 ‘W.D. Joseph Sikender . ‘ 100.00
9.16.75 Ng Yamubeng " Chidampariam Periegkarup- N |

Pan 2,000.00.

15.10.75 Brin Dutt . 'Mdm. Fatimah - 3,400.00



109.,
Date Client
17.10.75' Cheseborough.Pondé‘
£ 23.10.75 A P:-IbrAhim%

:a,11.75 ‘Chin Kiang. Paper &
. vPlastic Co._ . .

:17.11,75 Est-*or~T6h Kim Soo

21, 7275 Est of M. Sullivan
'1,8;?5  My1e Frazier
6.8. 75 _Shaik Mydin
>16 1. 75 :Climate Engineerlng ,
i ;Pte..
27 1. 75' ggiﬁtgiaggofaper &
28.1.75 Goh Lée Choo" .
29,1@75fw.Chip.Hug_Cpnstruction
3-2 %5 Sipore Mariné Gugrds.-
>s2 75 : fEst of Toh - Kim "Soo
3.2.75" 8o Subramanlan |
5.2: Ui How Eng Tim
~7.2.7> -Nltchingam
7.2.75 Shgik Mydin .
1;9.75;;» Tan Hléng She
1;10;75* Tong Nam Contractors
. Il .
11.9.75 .Wee KgngiKodn _

13.10.75 Ho Toon“Nam

31.10.75 quﬂ Bock Thye
22.10.75 Teg Thuang Hai
18.9.75
25.8.75

Goh Teng Twee

Tinggi Mining &
Investment Co. ..

Cﬂ;fﬁl“;fiiéﬁkﬂviqﬁﬁ 4“7'¢&¢¢gggﬁ‘ﬁ5FﬂL.n~

Payee

William Poon

Haji Maideen

| Cﬁﬁafseowzﬂué,w

foh Chew.Poha

-_J F. Perera
Mdm. Max Payellal
7 Fqﬁimah Bee

-LeeIWee Gek

Chua Seiw Hie

Teo Koon Iian*-

Idu'Chiﬁ'ang}
W.D. Joseph
?oh‘Chew Pah-
A. Sebgstian

- How Eng'Lim '

Hanayégarasﬁ

. 'Fatimah.Bee

Foo Chee kew

" Goh.Siew Choon

~ Wee Keng Koon

Ho Toon Nam .

Lee Chin Swee

~ Tan Ab TLek

Iee Ah Teck

Koh Ah Lek

Exhibit No.37
(contihued)

Amount

130.00

~ 200.00

1,925.00
+3,600.00
© 2,600.00
| 300.00
#600.00.

B

1,295.45
'7oo,oo:
925.00

500.00

3,800.00
1,000.00
300.00.
4;660.oo>
1 200.00 .
230,00
3,476.00

~1,é§9,db

1,204.50

2,283.14

3,182.93
1,850.00
i925.5o

2,000.00

ov¢;7,

10

20



Exhibit No. .37

(continued). 110.
Date . . Client - Payee Amount
-'1,7.75.'. Iim Pee Koh Chua Seow Hue 497,60
27.9.75 ILinm Pee'Xoh"_ . Chua Seow Hue ©100.00 -
24.4.75 Iee Bros. (Wde Kee) - Tan Kim Eng 5,000.00
26.8.75 M:C. Swee & Co. _ Adaikkappan 200.00
27.8.75 Joseph Nayagam ' Mr. Sathish 600.00
27.2.75 Est. of Soh Chuan . . |
‘ , Swee .The Asig Yife Assurance

Society Dtd. - 977.50

8.12.75 Tasurance Co. of N.  Compt. of Income Tex  380.10
o America - : ’ o -

10



177
1974 Qur)
Admittea by 58
‘Client Piyee
Chen Chi Nan  Mdm; Ioh Sock Ngee
Idm Pee th ,I&m Pee Koh.
Chen G Chi Nan ,Ioh Sock Egee
 Yew Hai Ong & -Bons ﬁong Ehg Ghai
- Quek Shin & Sons fSin Bnp HiH
Chen -Chi Nan‘ o ;_,\.-_Mdm. Lohy Scrck Ngee»

Propulla Kumar- Hazra “£Jit’ Kumat Hazra

1@412{74 ¥W.D. Joseph - W.D, paniel“

-Queks Bhin & - Sons .r':Sinanp Hin.

W.D.. Joseph - - .H.D.;Danieli o
. Ghulam MGhd. Khan Ghulam Mohd. Khan =
'“"Idﬁ Min Chong, | . Mdm. Tow Siew Wah \

Exhibit No.37
(continued)

Amount
31;495,00
o 841, 00
1 250 oo
500 00
2;144;26
1,000..00
' 2,722.50
' 250.00
719.00
1250.00°

850.00

2178

10



Exhibit No.37. 112,
(continued) 1973 ,

(V)

Admitted by 8B

Date Client Payee-  Amount

30.8.73 Michael J. Clark &. o o | e
" ~.. Jemes K. Nooky . - Michael J. Clark $1,000.00

‘1¥10.75  Quék Shin-&'Soms - Sin"Fup Hin - 2,000:00
B8.8.73"* Thakral Pte. Ita.* * R.A. Hellen '1,000.00
25.5.73. .5idik Bin AR Bahin’ Abdul Rehim " 300.00

6.12.73" Chop Yeo' Yeong Joo  _ Mr/. Yeo Bock Swee © 160.00 .

10 : 4)45@ é)@




Date
10.1.76
12.1.76
12.1.76

153,96

/

15’ .76;
20 1.76

E- IR AT

22:1.76

28.1.76

‘29{1:76<

4.2.76

23:2.76
6 ._}f‘.:['\7‘6-4'f 2

7.C.

1976

113.

(}f}

Not Admitted by SS-

‘Ciient

.G K’rishn:égfﬁy.

-:James Tan & Co.

.T ¢. Swee & Co.
Swee & Co.

-

“Ehoo Cheng Liong'

“Est. or Soh Chuan i
.;Swee S

- Est._of ‘Chet Slngh

Settlement of Shari—
fah Zgingh

James Tan & Co.

mC.-Swee & Co.
~T.C. Swee- & Co;z

Yong EHong Thye"
Corpn. Ltd.

‘Han Wee Ehterprlses-

.p,C. Swee & Co.

Thiggagrajah.s/o

Payee
Compt. of Ppty Tax
‘Iim Ah Ghoo
Addalkkappan

Fhgtiah

Thiggaradsh-
"angjLeonngoldiﬁgsu

Miss Iilian Soh

Harbgns Kaur

Syed A. Rahman B Alwee

-Alsree

?ais B. Bujang:
&deikkappag
Bhgtiag = ~

" Tan Quee Choon

'Han Wee Enterprises

~Adaikksppan  —

Thlagarajah s/0 Sunpalh

%J[/Le $16-62

BExhibit No.37
(continued)

Amount
- § 249.20
- 681.60

1,500.00.

© 600.00

. 161.04

) 51696. 48'

' “150.00

1.,167.00-

900.66
3,000.00
* 5700000

-775.060
1,ooo.oo

511 60

e e

10

20

/%m 28



‘Exhibit No.32
(continued) - -

“ .Dgte "
17.4..'_?5
18.4.75

R 18.4.75 -

21.4.75

21.4.75

| 26.4.75
10:/“28.4.75
- 29.4.75
'\,5575
o 5.5.75 7
9.5.75
 14.5.75

Est.

- 25.6.75

A 27.6.75

20" B4.3.75

- 5.3.75

7.3.75

12.3.75 .

19.5.75
. 21.5.75
D 14.2.75
20.2.75

G

22.2.75

1.7.75

30 7.7.75

o Shaik nydin/
. Shaik. uycun” l~‘

" CHip {)

- m.C.

114,

1975+

Hot Admitted bJB&

'Client\<‘ug‘
#M

,Yepw Kok_‘-Hoogg .
James Tan & '06,
James Tan & ¢§. A'
Musa- Bin Ai‘faa .
¢S to o -

Contract ors

Chip Eua Contrgctors

. P.. Muthuswamy
) .‘dhvip",—B.ua-" Cont_racto-r's

Svee & Co.
Shsik Mydin
Chue Tock Chan-

Dec'd."

Est of Abdul Hadjee
Samat -

P. d/0 Vellasamy

“Aissh Bte. Ghnlam '
Hus Bgin

Chin Kiang Paper &
,Plastlc Co.

v .E. _Hanickam
Shaik Mydin
Ng Yam Peng
5.P. Manickam
CheB Chi Nan

Abdul Rshmgn B.
Fajid

Est, of Foh K:Lm
Soo, Dec'd.

*Iim Pee Eoh
Shgik Mydin

of Toh Kim Soo .

u,w‘M Payes

4

Hdm Isa Bevi

Shaik Mydin
: Tay,.Iok,..-Swee’

_Hr, 'Jame.s'} Tan

Forig Seék -Kwﬁn
Musa Bin Aﬁbaa'

Ng Yam Peﬁg

Ng Yam Peng_) (; cwu
P Huthuéwamy M
Ng Yam Peng " |

Athia‘ppan_ : -“7

Fafiméh Bee
Mdm. Iucy f(qh__

Heng Soon

Ahmad B. Abdul Rahim

'P. Vellasamy
" Aisah Bte. Ghulam Hussain1500.00°

Chua Seéow Hue ¥

S.P.. Manickam

Shaik Mydin Te Cn_:x/a(/ —
) - M
" Goh Bian Han

S.P. Manickgm -
Loh Sock Kgee

Shirin Y. Kgzaral

Toh Chew Poh

Chua Seow ﬁué

Shaik Mydin

Amoung
30,00 A
427.00

a,ooo.oo;

3,580.00

500.00 -
1, 000.00 &’

&, 000.00 K

1,000.00° .9(

1 837 oo*&

- 200. oo:(
1160004
" 897.83 v/

. 2,000.00

450.00
450 L} OO

. .60.10
1,500.00
150.00 -
500.00
325.00
1,248.00 V

100.00 -

2,000.00
477.60
~ 30.00 7.



Date
18.7.75
\/ 31 '7 75
. 27.8.75°
a 29.8.75
fﬁ 24.11.75
©18.12.75
23,12. '}5

~ 14 .75
Va s 75
| '\/1»1-56,7.,?5'" :
\/'ll-zié.'?s_

110.4.75"
11.4.95"

| Client

Chew Hiang Kuang

Bhaik Mydin

.Chlp Hua Contractors.

Khoo Soo- Chye i
Han Wee Enterprises
T. C Swee & Co.
T.},C:;.,;v.-.ﬁ__\;ge & . Go;, :
Ixiia:a:s&xfdéﬁ -

‘Tris Barden

Ng~Yem Peng

'Shéik- nydin"

'Shalk Mydin
Shaik-Mydin

Exhibit No 37

115, ' (continued)
‘Payee , > Axyoui:t'
Chew Hiang Kuang - $2,000.00 X
Shaik Myain . 100.004
‘S_yed_Husqgi‘zi._’Aiﬁlaka.r : 594, 500(
‘Khoo Soo Chye | - 350.00 o/
zf:'.nan. Han, Chuan "770 ooy/
'—Adaikkappan 1, 280 ooA

Adaikkappan "3 600. oo

Iris BardenS'a, M (‘j“’[ 2{8"%25’2;4“0

Ir’ils Barden . 1,500 00\/ 10
Ng Yam P_ehg/ 3,000.00 %
 Shaik Mydin 20.00 K

*’/Q g‘*&% (;4.,#/ S6F 74/%?;3

“Shetk Mydin - s0.00 8"
Shaik Mydin ook

760317



Exhibit No.37
(continued)

Date

A 28.6.74
ol BaD.7%

' % 4-7-74 ’

L/ 15.7.74 )

4.7.74
16.7.74
115.8.74
29.8.94
11.9.74

10

13.9.74

v 14.9.74
7.5.75
20.2.74
22.2.74
22.2,74
5.3.74
18.3.74
";1.12.74

20

- X2.12.74
13.12.74

14.12.74

18.12.74
A a.11.94
. 19.11.74

27.11.74

10.12.74

30 10.a2.74

10.12.74

10.12.74

B.A. Mannaksthie

Not Admitted by BS.

-Client

6.7. ";I'aylor‘& 3 Ors.

Xor. Hul Ybng

Shaik Mydin
Iim Min Chong'

' Fong Chee Leéng

R. L&m Soon Hock'
Kor Hui Yong

‘B.C. Halakar
E. J. Motlwalla & Co._

Shariff Bahman

Idm'Pee-Koh -

K. Seenivasgﬁ

Payee
J. Bastian
Kor Hui deg

. Bahat Abdullah
gnannakafhu

Shaik Mydin-

Abdul “Tathif

Mdm. Tan Su Chi

N\ , .
’R' Lim'Soon HOCk

Kor Hui Yong

'B C. Malakar

H;K. Chan - -
Shariff Rahman

_Lim Pee Koh

Mr. Mutg}ah_

Chong Yik Fah & 2 Ors. Mam! .Chong Yik Fah

A‘J.
om0 n on_
NI . - n

" . Shaik Mydin
Shaik Mydin

Ching Klang Paper &
Plastlc Co. .

- Bank .of Indla
"Iim Pee Koh

Devakiammal

Bin Sin Pte. Lta.n
Yuan. Chin Ying -
Kor Hu% fong
Sheik Mydin ‘

Mr.LChung-Fook bhoy
Shaik Mydin |

Shaik Mydin

Law Sang Kim .

Lim Kwang Ken:

Iim Pee Koh
Devgkigmmal -
Ioh Sin Bock
Goh Gek Ying
Kor Hui Yong

Shaik Mydin .

Est. of Peng Pébk Keow Mdm. Iig Soo Guay

1 . . ” " _ .n
Bank of .\ Indis;

Lim Soo Pang
Iim. Soo Whee ’
Lim Ewang Ken

Amount
$500.00 v
27,000.00X

642,004
| ég.oor('
.500.00
200.00
 500.00
s,isl;oof
* 100.00
1,200.00
2,300.00
i!ooo.oo
1,800.00
' 6,100.00
- 3,500.00 |
152,00 ¥
1150.00 7
1965.00
6,800.00
650.00
4,409.00
1,000.00
760.00 v
315.00
-~ 400.00 .
€6.60
400.00 -
533.34
3,000.00

7G5
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1973 (contlnued)
Not. Admitted by SS -
Date ) Client 2&&‘2 Amount
23.8.93" N. Seenivasan Muthigh $1,400.00
351.8.73- Syed Hassan Biﬁ Ahmatd ' ‘ D
- - "Alhadad - : Syed Mohd. Bin Hassan 38l.44
vV 5.,9,.73 '-.Lian Tiang- Yang. Soo Sook Keng ’ ' 273.30 '
5,*5.9;"7’3“. Ro.sjle« Beng- Bo:ey _Kim "?BéngﬂBoey Kim~~ ;-317.
A 21.9.73 fBrifnfimyt Brin Dutt. 1, 200. oo»/
©1.10.73 N. Seenivasan Muthish 500.00
A 8.8.7% “Foo Chee Foﬁg‘. Foo~Cheé’ -i?ong . "650.00 ‘/’Ki
‘A 13.11.73  Buat Seng & Co. ‘Ten Guan Hin ~1,801.22 V
. 27.4.73 S.A. Marakaths Mr ' Dorai Raj 1,100.00
/’,} 18“45-73 Foo Kok Hni. Foo Kok Hai ' 1,500.00
16273 Rohmed:B. Juraimi Eohmat Bin Jurami 2,100.00
( ?“5-3,73 | Ng Yam Peng Ng Yam Pen.g | l0,00Q.OO/"\
Mm 27.3.73 | Ng Yam Peng Ng:_Yam‘_Z_Peng ’ 506;00 a2
“ :\2‘9,3,73- Ng Yam i’eng; ‘Goh Puay Chien 14,400.60 s
:f;"".‘:'i»bof.i._?}. _ Hg‘Yan‘l ?eng- Rg Y,am-P.eng : '6Q0.00 #
23.5.75 Ng Yam Peng Ng Yam Peng 5,500.00 X
28.5.73 Ng Yam Peng Ng .Yam Peng 1 SOO 00 X 20
[1;6.73’"if%;‘ Ng Yam Peng Ng Yém Peng | _500.00 IS
© 29.6.73 -R. Lim Soon Hock Mdn. Leow, Sik Kee 11,100.00
| 28.2.75 “Ng Yam-Peng _Mdms Sim Ah Choo '1,000.00/4
[ 6.3.73 Ng Yam Peng ‘Ng Yam Péng o 700.06 >
9.3.73 Ng Yam_Pené“‘ Fg Yamn Peng 3,600.00 P
h:.i0.3.7§‘ Ng Yam Pe-ﬁgi Ng Yam Peng 100.00 ™
Zi 27.12.75 Abmad Kassim & anors. Kr. Abdul Earid 800.00 ™
8.1.7% | Rg Yar Peng - - Kg Yam Peng  4,300.00 .
| 11.1.73 Ng Yer Peng  Kg Yem Peng 500.00 >

- 48283 30
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Exhibit No,37

118.

DPlegtic

(contiqued) (ix)
| 1975
7o be confirmed by SS_
Date Client -Payee
22.4475 .  Chua Scow Eue_ Chua Peck ng"
7.5.95 Ten Tee Jusn Che Siti Nspsia Bte
- ’ : ¥ohd-
7e5.75~ »Herve~BafSé;ét‘ .Hgfvé‘Barbeiao
‘16.5._75: Eofian’co | “' Lidm;.‘iléim'soo_};{ei
] 19.3.75 Chen Chi Ean Ich -éécl-: Egee
6.1.75 Penk of-India IimEweng Ken
3.6.75 China International | |
_ B Pte Ltd. R. Lim soon Hock
4.6.75 W.D. Joseph 7.D. Daniel
1E.6¥5 ;Goh:ﬁee.choo 'Teg>Kooh Iizn
5te.75  Hoek szn Hectric . , o
service Eoo Ecoi Chong
21.3.75 Chin Hizng Peoper &

Chuz sesow Bue

Lrount

$300.00

150.00°
350,00

840.00
550,50

[}
H .

"¥82; 50~

600.00
950,00

120,00

700400

500.00

34{8423?0

oL ETE=m T

A

10



Date
23.8.73

30.8.73
5.98.73 .
5.10.73
8.1Y.73

) Tl o ths

1973
To Be confirmed by BS

Client ‘ Payee
G.S Taylor & 3 OTB H. Leishman

E.J. Motivwalla & Co.. Huang Han-chao»

Soh.Hong'Tudk’. ]Soh Hong Tuck
Kong Joo Pte Ltd. Yeo-. Seng Chuan
Management Corpn Choo_Tin Moy

con :Lnueg)al7

AEEEEE

- §700.00
-495.27.
766.00

1,500.00 .
858.00

-f:%523f9“3%7
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Exhibit No.37*

(cbntinued)

Date -
17. 4.75
as. 4,75

28.4.?5 thip;Hua Contractorsi_

29.4.75
5. 5.751.

5.5.75
9.5.75

14;5;75
?.7.75

8s ®o call in clients to verigx

Client

Shaik Hydin
Shaik nydln'

T \m W

P.’Muthuswamy

Chip ﬁﬁﬁ Contractors

T C. Swee & Co.

1Y

Shlak Mydln
Shalk Hydin

18.7.95 - Chew Hiang Kuang

31.7.75

27 8. 75 Chlp Hua - Contractors

Sha;k‘ﬂydln

18.12. 75 T. C Swee & Co.

23.22. 75. mvC;»Swee & Co.

11.6.75
12.6.75
’14:4:75

10.4.75

11.4.75

1.7.94
4,774

15.7.74 .
14.9.74 -

5.3.74

Rg Yam Peng

Shaik Mydin

~Frig=Barden

 (to get file'on this)
Shaik Mydin
Shaik Mydin

Kor .Hui Yong

S.A. Hannakathu‘

Shaik Mydin

Shariff Rahman

Sheik Mydin

18.3.74 . Shaik Kydin.

27.11.74 Shaik Mydin

26.3%.73
27.3.75
28.3.75

Kg Yar Peng
Ng-Yamr -Peng-

Kg Yem Peng

Paxee
o

“Mam-Isg Bevi
' Shaik;nyqin.

Né,?éﬁf?éqg;a

. . -
. = .-I"

A L B ”,
S, . " e

~,P;‘Huthuswamj
'LNg Yam Peng
fnth%appah.f
;ia;;ﬁah Bee |

: P4
Shaik Mydin

Che% ﬁiéng Kuang
Shalk Mydln

'Syed Hussal Albakar

Adaikkappan.

Adaikkeppan

Rg Yam Peng .
Shaik Mydin

ifiB%Bﬁfdén:

Shaik.ﬁydip'
Shaik Mydin

Kor Hui Yong

S.A. Mannakathu
Shsaik Mydin
Shariff Rehman
Shaik Mydin

Shaik-Mydin
,Shaik Mydin

Kg-Yam Peng

.Rg-Fam-Peng .-

'Goh Puay Chien

i

Amount
31 ooo 00
2oo 00
‘1,ooo.oo
4,600.00'
1,000.00
1,837.00"
200.00
1160.00
. 30.Q0
2,000.00.
100.00
594.50
'1,280.00
3¢600.00
3,000.00
20.
28422.30

30.48
30.00
27.000.00
- 642.00
 85.00
2,300.00
152.0C

150.00

400.00
10,000.00
500,00
14 ,400.00



.30v5;73;JNg'YémQPen§$
23.5:73 Ng Yam Peng’
289,72
-1{6}73’_ Ng. Yam Péng-
28.2.73 Ng Yan-Peng’
6;5-73 ; ‘NgiYam Peng,
9.3.73
10.3.75 Ng Yainr Peng

NgYam Pengt

27'.123'73 Ahmad Kassim & Anors )

8.1.'}3‘ - Ng Yam Peng
11.1.73 Ng Ysm Peng

'Ng YaJn Peng;

-Client

| Ng\ Yam Peng

121.

‘Payee-

Ng Yem Peng

Ng Yam Peng
Né Yam .Pehg':

Ng famf’Perig}--
Sim 'Ah -Choo -

Ng Yam Peng
Ng 'Yen Peng
g Yam Peng‘l :
Mr; Abdul Hamid

Ng Yam Peng

Exhibit No,37
(continued) .

~ Amount

$600.00
54,500.00

1’500-00

500.00
1,000.00

200.00"

3 ,600.00

100.00 -
~ 800.00.

4,300.00

500.00

10




Exhibit No.3?
(continued)
Dgte’ :

10

20

54

15.1.76

4.2.76

24.2.76: .

18.4.75 .
11.1.75
27.6.75.

14:2.75 1

20:2.75
29.8.75

24:11.75

8.1.75.°

22.4.75
2.5.75 )

16.5.75
7.5:75
19.3.75
6.1.%5--

'3.6.75

4.6.75

18.6:75

23.6.75

21.3.75

23.8.75
30.8.73
5.9.73

'5.10.73
8.11.73 .

21.9.73
8.8.73

“Dec'd.‘

,ManagemenfﬂCQrpﬁ

122.

\\;

(xi) " =

Subseqpently admltted by SS

Client
" Est. -of Soh Chuan Swee-

Yong Hong Thye -Corph.
Iitd. '

Thiﬁééiéjéhﬁs/o Suipiah_

Yeow Kok Hoon .
“Chue Tock Chan ..

P. d/0 Vellasemy

‘Ghen"Chi Nan’
“Abaul Rahfian B. Majid
‘Khoo Soo Chye

Han' Wee Enterprises

"Iris-Barden

Chua Seow Bue
Tan Tee Jual
Horianto

Herve Barbezat

'ChenuChinﬁan

Bank of India
China Int. Pte Ltd.

QW;D.*Joseﬁh

GOh'Lee.Choo
Hock Ann Electric Service

Chin Klang Paper & Plastlc

Co.

G.S. Tsylor & Ors.
E.J. Metiwella & Co.
Soh Hong Tuck

Kong Joo Pte Ltd

Brin Dutt

Foo Chee Fong

Egzgg_ ount
thiss‘Liliﬁﬁ Soh 83;696.48‘
ﬁ@g'QuEé Choon 544.%0'
Thisgarajah | 516.60°
Tay Yok Swee 42,00
Mdm Lﬁey Koh 89?.63
" P. Vellasamy 450.00
vIoh Sock Ngee i;gga.bo
Shlrln f. Nazaral iOD bOA
Khoo Soo -Chye 350 oo,
Tan Hen' Chuan 270.00
:iris Babﬁen . 1,500.09 
Chua Peck Ngo 300.00
Che Siti Napsla Bte. -
Mohd - 150.00
MdmA31m_Spg-Méi 840.00
Herve¥Barbezgt_ 350;06
Ioh Sock Ngee 250410
Iin Kveng Kén 182.50
R. L1m Soon Hock. ‘éod.oo
WiDs- Danlel | veéegoo
Teo Koon Llan : 120.061
Koo H001 Chong '700.00'
Chusa Seow Hue 300.00
H. Lelshman ‘ 700.00
-Huang.?gn—Chao .495f27‘
Soh Hong Tuck 766.00
Yeo Seng Chbuan 1,500.00
Choo -Tin Moy. '858.00.
. Brin Duff 1,200.00
Foo Chee Fong 650.00



Exhibit. No, 37
(continued)
Date Client P&iée* A@ount‘
13.11.73 Haat Heng & Co: ‘Tad. Guen Bin: $1,801.22
18.5.73' Foo.Kok Hai ¥6o' Kok Hai 1,500.00
R T - . T S
28.6.74 .3. Taylor &'3 Ors. J. Bastian 500,00
4.31.74 Yuan Chin Ying Goh Gek Ying 760.00

(’4*“+__f—_*f;f
- 26075 70
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Date.

26.3.73
27.3.75
29.3.73:
3043473

23.5.7%.

28'.5'.7'3’
.6 73

» 28.2.73

9.3.73

10.3.73
8.1.73

11.1.73
58,495
29.4.75'
5. 5.75

11.6.75
25.6.75

19.5.75

27.8.75

27.12.75

2.10.75

29.1.75

124 ;.

()

OHTP;HUA” CONTRACTORS (PTE) 11D .

o xr

Cep——

‘KRG YAM PENG.

Paid-to

Tig Yein Peng -
Fg Yeu-Peng:
Goh.Pugy Chien-
Kg Yem Peng' :
‘Hg Yem-Peng:
Fg. “Yem Peng

Fg Yem Peng

Sin. th (o8

Hg Yan Peng
Ng. Yan Peng

I\‘g Yam Peng
Hé Tan’ Peng
e Yau' Peng
‘Hg Yam I_’en-g

Fg Yanm Peng

Eg Yem Peng
Rg Yam Péngf

Ng. Yam :Pené |
Goh Bien Han

Syed Hussal_n Albakar
‘Yap Ah Toh
Chidampari_a’ml Perial%«aruppsn

Iju Chin Bong

Vot By, = 445,858 57

J



“ b —

Exhibit No.37

| 125f" (continued)
IN THE BIGH COURT OF THE REPUBIIC OF SINGAPORE
Suit No. 1169
of i973. ) Between
KOR HUI YONG <. Plaintiff
Anad .

B.R.C. WELDMESH (S.E.A.)
PRIVATE LIMITED

e Defendantsl

I, XOR HUI YONG hereby cetify that I did
receive the balance of Dollars Twenty-seven. thousand 10
(327;000/;) ffom'n/s. Braddell Brothers being full |
settlement of my claim in>th£¢abovementioned Suit on 1/7/74.

Dated this 21st day of April, 1976.

o

KOR HUI YONG
I/C No. 0924030/F
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Exhibit No.3?7 —— .
(continued) ? P '

Re- 0.A. No. 242 of 1973
James Tan & Co. Ve Ishak & Co. and

Reis Bin Bujang -

T hereby certify that I have received the sum
of $900.66 from Messrs. BRADDELL BROTHERS on 22nd January,

1976 being settlement of the* sbove matter.

Dgted this. 4th day of .June, 1976.

/
RO s

RAIS BIN BUJANG

ViR



Tate
12576
28.1.76
6.3.76
18.12.75
2%.12.75

127, (X" ’D@@ Exhibit No.37

T.CQ ;)“...E & CO.

Tay to..
A ikl arpan
Adai¥kappan
hdpikkappan
Adaikkappén
Adgikkappan

(continued)
‘Cesh Bke Folid; Anount
£-221— - ~£3.565:00
C-205, 3,000.00 A&
c-213 1,000.00 &4 |
1,280.00 kRA

3,600,00 W&

'(o?ng - k g #5000




_Exhibit No.3? Lﬁjé::ﬁjgj’” g e
()c{o;tj%.nue?l) 428. ) ( Xll_l/xé)

.\

Re: 5 Jalan HaJi Balam
D/C_Summonngo. 3608/73%

I hereby certify that I have received the
sum of $2,000/- from Messrs. BRADDELL BROTIERS on 18th
July, 1975 being refund of deposit regarding the above

matter.

Dated 19th June, 1976.

__~CHEW HIANG KUANG
=

7 &0 /67 6 [/W/ /- C-)



Py @ A ,
\'X\ 2T '-\ Exhibit No.37
(continued)’

Res: Suit No. 36481/74

I hereby certify that I have recelved the
Gum of §3,800.00 from Messrs. BRADDELL BROTHIRS on 3rd

February, 1975 being settlement of the above suit,.

Dated this 22nd day of June, 1976,

.....I..v.'»,...”l."

We Do JOSEFP . .
fe § nEapore ggr&pﬁ Guards.

S TS
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" Exhibit No.37 — Xy,

(continued) 130, L— «JQZ,J

¢

Re: Suit Wo. 2206/73

I hereby certify that I hagve received .the
sum of 92,300/~ from Messrs. BRALDELL BROTHIERS on l4th

Septerber, 1974 beingy settlement of the gbove suit,

Daeted this 23rd day of June, 1976.

SHARITF RABMANW

1/C o. .2/)7z3£3rF
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Exhibit No.37

(continued)
Re: Suit No. 822 . of 1972

I . hereby confirm that I have received
‘the sum of $1,000/- from Messrs. BRADDELL BROTHERS on
5th Héy, 1975 being repayment of debt'frbm Raki Corporation.

Dated this:2nd dsy of July, 1976. .

P. MUTHUSWAMY
I/C No0-0745035 £
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Exhibit No, 37 132, \ | ) ( “) (’
(continued)

Re: D.C. Summons No. 3632/73

I hereby confirm that I héve received
the sum .of $642.00 from Messrs. BRADDELI, BROTHERS on
4th July, 1974 being seftlement of the above matter.

Dated this 6th July, 1976.

PN &

SAHAT ABD. MANNAKATHU

//a_r\)o. /0693099 €
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20 9.12.75

Date.

15.7.74
5.3.74
js;3.74

27.71.74

17.4,?5

18.4.75‘

14,5.75
10.4.75
11.4.75
12.3.75
31.7.75
12.6.75
6.8.75

7.2.75

B5.9.75-

23.10.75

1332,

SHAIRK MYDIN (client)

Pay to
Shaik Mydin
Mr. Shaik Kydin-
Jr. Shaik Mydin
Shaik Mydin

" Mam. Isa Devi
Shaik Mydin
-¥atimah "Bee. (client 8- wife)
‘Shaik Mydin

Shaik Mydin
Shaik Mydin

~haik liydin

Shaik lydin
Shaik Mydin
Fatimah Bee (client's yife)
Fatimah Bee (client's wife)

°ba1k ¢ Mydin(teken from_Hassan
. —}ohd<Retman's—a/c) -

Sikander(Mydin's son)

(taken from W.D. Joseph's a/c)

Haji Maideen (takém-~from A.P.

.Ibrahlm s.account)

(ro Ty

Exhibit No.37
(continued)

Cask Bk. Folic Lmount .
C-67 85.00

| 0-39_§ét:Z:>r«>#452 00
.C—42 150.00
C-98 400.00
C-134 1,000.00
C34 200.00
C-141 160.00

C-132 <2 ~+30.00
C-133 I—SN~n/30.00

C-125 150.00
C-157 g=—e—<730.00
€160 . 100.00
_148_-@\\w,£/ 70.00
c-162" 600.00
C-117 230.00
. #3,387.00
—T=193 ———500:66
-175 100,00
c-182 200,00
Total: - %&,187.00




. 134, Xiv)
Exhibit No.37 A .

(con}tinued) o _ o
SUPPLEMENTARY LIST

Date Client - Payee Amount
6.6.75 Ho Nee §héong Ho ﬂee AShe'ong ‘436,00
30.10.74 ‘Wing Fung Const. | william.Poon " 400.00
15.9.75 “\Winé'fungAConéf;j W.D. Joseph - 200.00
5.7-7% Thakral ??é.-ﬁ;d: Foo Kok Hui A 5oo.oo

11, 595 - 6.J. Taylor &3 0r8 J. Bastlan : 1,000.00
19,4.731 | G,J;.Téyioi & 3 Ors 'Kigng Slang Teck , ..qoo,oo'
11’,7'73 -G.J.-'Tayipr -&.3‘; Qi's;._ R. le Soon Hock - ‘ '5C.)O -OO
;3.1.-'7'5; : _"I:Oh Siew Hui:.], - g ; I(’Oh Siew 'Bua Za ,é}" 829. 66_"
26.2.74 : L:Lm Pee Xoh R Wagrlp Ru ber Works - 8 200 00
29.6.72 - Chug Thean. Buat Chua Thgan Huat © 400.00
4.8.72  R. Jaganathan R. Jaganathan 300.00

117.10.72 in, Jaganathan . ‘Re Jeganathan 356.90
5.10.72  R. Iim Soon. Hock B..Iim Soon ‘Hock- 150,00 -
31.10.72 R. Lim Soon Hock R, Iim Soon Hoci: - -50.0..00“
| | L . $13,965.66
75 iy Buok Fois Bk, | 5B - 1f

—
1

15,533%0
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Dgte
10.1.76

15.1;7§
15.1.76

20.1.76

.25.2,761

14.&.75

10.12.74.

10.12.74
10.12.7%
7.3.75.

26.2.74 -

: vV
135. z}fr) Exhibit No 37

Proved - (eontinued)

Client
KN.G. Krishnasamy

Khoo -Cheng Lioﬁg
Est. of Chet Singh

Settlement of
Sharlfah Zainah

Remarks Amount

, A#'s matter "and he certlfled

the amount was paid to

,cllent. ' >$249;20

CIM's ‘matter and ehe cefti-

fied this amount ¥as paid

to client. ' 161.04 -

’ AR'B matter and he certlfled

this amount was paid to

- client. ' '150.00°
o o ] B n . . ]:,167.00
See file XNo. NB/147/74 99500

Han Wee Enterprléee'

Iris Barden

Est. of Peng Peck
Keow

" n " w

n - oon “ "

S.P. Manickam

Idm'Pee Koh

cheque drawn for purchase~f

~of A% to be returned to

client. Cheque drawn was
for $28,422.3%, Amount -,
renitted was. $26,854.19.
Balance not gccounted for. 26,854.19

AR's matter and he certi-
fied this amount was, . paid

- to client ‘ v 66.60
nmo . v moom 400.00
« n 4 a .m 533.34
Client signed in Ledger®  1,500.00

‘Crossed cheque returned from

benk with client's EigrEx
¢tndorsement on it . 8,200.00

$40,056.37

E RS S 2 - 2




Exhibit. No,37
(continued)

Date

26.%.73%
27.%.73
29.3.73
30.3.73
25.5.7%
26.5.7%
1.6.7%
2b.2.73
6.3.73
9.5.73
10.3.73
6.1.73
11.}.73
26.4.95
19.5.75
2%7.6.75
27f12175
29.1.75

Mrl

X¥r.

-1

-—,—'-—'___—;‘——-—

136.

Cg\/,)

CHIP HUA CONTRACTORS (FTE) LITD.

or

NG YAM PENG (Client)

Pay to
Mr. Ng Yam Peng
¥r. Ng Yam Peng
Goh Puay Chien

Mr. Ng Yam Peng

Ng Yam Peng
Ng Yam Peng
» Ng Yam

“Sim Ah

Peng
Choo

iir. Ng Yam Pené

kr. Ng Yam Peng

lir. Ng Yam Peng

Kr. Ng Yam Peng

Nr. Ng Yam Peng

Mr. Ng° Yam Peng

Goh RBian Han
Syed Hussain jlbakar
Yap ih Toh |

Liu Chin Hong

Cash Bk. Folio

C-236

0-237”"///42’

C-238
C-228
C-252

¢-253

- C-254

c-225
c~227
c-229
c-229
C-206
c-201
C-136
c-143%
C-167
Cc-197
c-114

Total:

Amount
},z’

Y 10,000.00
500.00
4 14,400.00

- 4 ‘
//égf’ 6Q0.00
5,500.00

/f(
' " 1,500.00

—

500.00
.~ 1,000.00

700.00

" 4~ 3,600.00

. ///,%// 100.00
. -~

~=" 4.300.00

500.00

BT / 1 Y OOO A OO

yd s

’ 500. 00
/f:;;:f/ 594.50

~~ 5,000.00
500.00

20
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,chcque for Santhiran's nﬂrsonnl purnoqu,A

S JS\S
/

TNy, T
137.
CIi/C1E YD AT /’/’?'/77 e
: | Lf.'D RAFL
N L / ¢ /I/‘ S
2 I ,ﬂ,g
We dlscovered some time dn: “arch 197é, hnat .

former- lepal asslstant, 5. Santhiran of No. cB Jalnn

hclemnony who was working . for Braddell Brothprs since.
e deocl
Novembpr 1971 had been i5 -monies from both clients

_and offlce accounts since—1972.

It Was,fLrst dlscovered by S3inra Retnam |
: w1tb“%utﬁor1ty

that one of bhis Clant 8 money waq tran,ferrchﬁo qhother
by erossed

Clw. t s account whlch money was, wlthdrn

(“4 ,lr—wl 4{h ."\!.A 10
. Lo tM/"/l/ e o ye s I/L['-’—‘f. )
, At about the same time our: dospntch clerk,
Mo Loc Eok ILiang also received complnlnba from hls
relatives, Messrs.|.Ong Swee Tim:and ‘Ong” Swee Hodk ‘Shit “Ehey

-deposited $1, 250/— with Snnthirpn»durinp the period 1974 .nnd

.1975 reyardlng nu8quatters matter. When nothlnp muoq Wa S

fdnn&ﬂby Santhlran-ﬂeasrs..ong Swee”I&m ‘“nd Ong’ Swee ‘Hoc:

-dec1ded to chanpe Sollcmtors. They thcn app01nted “eBST¢-

Chor Pee &-Hin Hiong and same t0. see uanthlrnn pprsonnlly

to obtain A refund of" the balance of. the dep081t.-nnnth1rnn

informed them that, thore was no balance ﬂup to ‘them. 20
| On.:going-through the Ledger book we found a

;cash depo*xﬁ*of Q?BO/— was | cntered .on 24/10/74 and taken

out on. the same day by bearer cheque purported. to be

rﬁfunded‘to>Mr. Ong Swee Hock. (*he sa;d.cheque is

éttacﬁédﬁand’marked a8 Exhibit "aA"),

L On 26/4/75 another-cush dep051t of QSOO/— ‘was’
plven by Mr. Chr Swee Hock but 2 days later the Baid- sum

was recoraedcaS~g1venuby-bearer'cheque“tU‘One‘Mr.'}eh Sun
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20

Meng who waa-supposéd:to beusuedﬂby Mr; Ong Swge Hoﬁk
and Mr. Ong Swee. Lim. (*he spid cheque is attached and
marked-as Sxhibit “BF). |

;Nessrs. Ong qué Lim and Ong Swee Hock

‘denied that the sum of %750/- was returned to fhem and

 stated that they>did not give instructions'to pay the

sum of %500/~ to Mr. TFeh T ieng. It is extrémély
unlikéiy“thaﬁ,they would hnva given inStrﬁctibna ﬁofpay
the sum’to-”r..Peh Sun Meﬁg since he was being sued by
them. .

Thereafter investigation conducted by the
Steff of the firm into the accounts handled by Santhiran
revegled that other clients and office monies.were-‘
similarly taken by him.

| The preliminary amount worked out by the Btaff

of the firm wnﬁ‘ﬁ596;765;69‘(n'lint showing the nnid
pmount Ag ntlnchod and marked oo xhibit "O"),

Such were ei&heﬁ effected. by diroct tranofer
f{pm ﬁh%’clieuts accounts to 3rd parties whose matfers
f;mﬁ'azgonnected to the clients concerned or by transfer
efwmonieﬂn£r0m=clien$s»a@e@unts-to‘oﬁher clients accounts
which monies were transferred for Santhiran's pérsonnl
purnoses.

The followinpg are illustrations of some of

ri .
- the unguthorised transfers Just mentioned:-

(1) - A sum of %380,20 was withdrawn by crossed*

cheqie issued in favour of the Comptroller



¢

(2)

(2) A

(4)é

G gl e e s
AR SN A I i R
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138 (continued)
UT?Incomefmax froﬁ the =account of'_
Insurance Company of North America (the
said choque is atfached and mqupa aB'

Exhibit. "D") this sum wns in fnct

utllloed to nﬂy Santhirnn 8 pers oné]

Income Tax;

1 sum o” 1977. 507 was . wlthdrawn bv

crossed cheun issued in- favour of

The As;a@foe’ASSurance Soélety I.t4d.

from the account of the Lstnte of Soh. 10
Chuan Swee, Dec'd. (the said cheque’ 1s
nttochnd and marked as Exhinit” “B")

thiu wia in nnymnnt of Snnbhirnn A pornonnl.
1ifo 1nnu“nnco mnolicy . ﬂrnmJUm,
A;ﬂum”p€_341,000;0! waniwlthdrawn by
crosged cheqne issgued in fnvour of
ulnﬂapura Bu11d1ng ‘Society Ttad. from

tba Accounb of- “anyanp Insuranre Co.

(the sald cheque is- httnchéd and |
marked a8 Txhlblt "E‘) thé saig’ sum’WRé"Qo
ﬂtrirwrﬁyxunmmxzﬁ to ve uf?iiﬁPd,ds
a°10% deposit to purchase a housé at
Victoris Park,.Singnnore;;
Vérious‘sums'of~monib§?dmﬁnnting'tb
“ﬂd 027, GOZ were trdnsférred fHom clients
nccohnta to otnor cllontb ‘accounts’
whloh monlosrwero~trnnvferrnd,fﬁr-
Santhizan's nernonnl nnrnOrnq (n 11&

is n*tﬁchnd qnd -marked - as \hlblb "P" 50
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(continued) . aso0.
_ The preliminsry amount worked out by the é?ﬂ
’]L“ y ,,df Staff of the firm was %396,768.69 (a list.nﬁowinn;;he .';1%f7‘
;L;}‘_f_b” said amount is attached and marked as Exhibit "C"). 'Két ZU
‘iiﬁg{ ngthixxnxwxqunﬁrixﬂxxnﬂxhx f¢ﬂt4'b‘da*éé (397’ Qh/'l’jf
.}vc Santhiran was queried ‘and he—atritted—to- _Af

l;:vrnr‘tﬁLen“P7Tt_Uf‘%h?‘mUnIU“—th“t_hUiB?S w1thdrawnﬂ
7 J"‘"“z

Yy w:h%//f—’bbqu . /jr{, yang

from the clients and office nr'coun'r,fx/I In Hnrch 1976 .Jm;a‘f;
<!

ho returnnd tha tobn) num of 1267,956. 174 to Lho firm }/«,/
_ > . : i

which was put ipho a ‘S Phnso Account!' in Tour onnnzf
L 4
10 (‘ommunlc‘ntlon B'mlr 00{ </ f 2% gé o ;/2(«
/-/‘-v s""l‘(LV Arv’é’t~11 /V.q, ’ z«_// .

M p rd
anthlrnn clnlmod thnt some of the monies !

. e

were given to clients. Clients were then cnllgglto

verify this. A Tew were settled (a list of rcceints

1s attached and marked as Ixhibit "H") but eventunally
/11’ i { - petaks _ L _

)xf/ noiqfo call clients to identify further

-

as there were no recelnts or vouchers to sunmort that

A A fy £ et
s popne vt ey e 0 L
20 On further querles, Santhiran ndﬁfﬂ%ﬁ&—hﬁvrnﬁ~
tnken!ﬁome—oﬁ—those;monieB‘Wﬁiﬁh—hﬁ*huﬁﬁcnr}%em~denieé—-
«#d returned another 30,000/~ cash which waﬁ nlso
devosited into the ‘Susbense Account'.
In the Wéantime some monies from the ‘Suspense

Account' were w1drdrawn and &y% back into certain J Sl e

["7 Jie 7 een “ .{ s M-.'/l .‘/“"—‘"‘ PAYY SVLS 2T e ' (_” ‘(
CIiants,accountZbe 'reversed entries' ( a photocony ] /

p “ ' ' ’ s—( e~

of a client's account entries in the Ledrer book that e

illustrates the 'reversed entries' is attached and marked

2. Ler? /J //;-L A L s O

] s Exhibat "I"Y),.
30 a X ‘o /))'b.po |‘ ’%f(c""’ / //'/fu————f'°
{~(;(174 i Sqavhiran‘vas asked te—eﬁmqge‘an indevpendent
{ Vad ok X4 ‘
Y Account to conduct an investimation into the clients and

Li



‘,.1[L f‘“‘" /Jc.

141, | E(Txhlblt 0.8
ont
office OCCOUHtu which were effected’ by him durlnp(%ﬁ inued)

pcriod 1972 to Mnrch/}Q?& but for‘zgnthn ho did not doZ"
j/,)/; P l‘_ﬂ//y Cart 6 lolty At
50. ” ,,f’ e /6 ““:‘-/é/uj, o, Lot /)/(M-fl"( < &
Isitinlly the firm aUFFP&ted ur. Tan Gnan,

of Banafianh Raslan & Mohamed but Santhirnn considcred

his chérges'tooihimh. It was onlyAin Noyomber 1976 that

‘he arreed'tO'enpqge Messrs, Iledora Toné & Cb.,’Chartpred
Accountnnts and-Public Accountants of Suite 1523, 15th

’Floarv Internntionnl Pln?a, Anson Rond olnpnnorn~2 (onny 10
of, the signed lctter‘of npp01ntment 1q nttnchnd and

‘marked as Fxhlblt "Jr).

Jyrete—
The investipgation conducted by Ncnsrn. Medora

Tong & Co. waéﬂcnﬁﬁig%ed at the end of Decembor 1976 and
their renort showé that xu a sum of #494,4720.57 hnd
been.wlthdrawn“by Santhiran and that such withdrawals were
not éde@uatély“sﬁpnortéddby“&chmgntaryLevidgnbe:(gony of
the rgnoftfis~attached and marked“astxhihit;ﬂK"é;
jﬁé_also belie#eisanthifan~or'his:Séhrétan&,
Patricia Chis Mei ?ing had'initialied or ﬁpt'fﬁgﬁréi - 20
prints.oﬂ\severqlfréceipté in brdef-to‘obtqin moniéé
1&®m“thv offzce (the said" reoetpts are attqcheduandumaﬁkcﬁ-

aB Exhiblt ﬂL"),
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/(Ephtinued)
C117/C1E - w2l |
/T, REDRAPT |

(sl F e, ff 2
ym’difrvv”f“ﬂ égmntlmp in Mareh 197§ﬂthht a fTormer

%

1epal'afq*°tnnt Santhiran of No. 28 Jalan holomnomr who
A s
wan'wor T “%rﬁo }*Rrother* since Novpmbor 1Q"1 had heen

vaanSrPTrlhﬁ ronies from,c11on+s aocount

An bt b f‘?"(’ i

It wﬂs st d1 covcrnd by Sinnn Redﬂaﬂdthqt Oﬁr—nf“%“‘

.2 , .3

e 2 19/0-¢% /4
v ollpnt'° JZK%Q'ch w1thdrawn without 3uthor1t : .'Snnthlrﬁﬂ
eaﬁﬂnzizﬁﬁzggﬁg£4_,A—vam—o#~4%ﬂQ»%e—wae*wa 7 ﬁ—hy cro 1Od chm
10 1qsued in favour of tho Comntroller of Inoome Tax fron tho ncvoun1

of Inquranco Comvany of North American (coples oP the nnld cﬁoanp
A the 1ndwer showinr thn trannfor of tho anid Bum -ara qttnrhnd

2 p-et-A 1)
cald marved an uxhihit "ALY nndﬁA ") This rum wwn f;L Ft'utillV'

vo nny ﬂnﬁthtrnnjﬂ naprnonnl incomo tnx, |
At ﬁbout'théigggL tiﬁn our dénnhﬁoh ﬂ]prk; Mr. jﬂn Yo
Taanr Alno received comnlaints “rom his ro]nf|VPn M/ﬂ. Onr‘“w00 Ti
‘qnd Onr Swee Hock that they Fenosited %1 »y250. 00 with Santhqun
»dnrlnr the veriod 1974 and 1975 regardinge a Squnftpr & mattor.

Yhen nothlnr much was done by oqnthlran M/s. Onr wec le nnﬁ Mo

- &
20 Swne - ch‘k decided to chanre -701101(..01"‘.-—41‘?‘;‘—4‘1*‘*1"‘1’1 mmo:.ntod R,
MF o P ph YIS Ly )5 P
Uhor Pee & Hin Yionr, nfﬁ cane to see Santhiran nor»onnl)v to oht-i
Coav L [ .

a refund of bthe -balance of the deronrit. onnthlrnn iAinfeormed (he=/+

A Tl - e A

there was no balanca due tp then. b
Sty e
) n_

nph the Jedrer bwazgw//round that n nngh
denosit of 150,00 was entered on 24.10.74 anA wan taken ‘out on W
same day by heqrechhcan nurnorted to he refunded to Mr., One ven

“ocx. (cony of the ledrer is attnched hnd- rarlied as Xxhihit "ati.

~
Ooorf/‘-
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Exhibit No.38
(continued)

T43,

On. P( ﬂ.?S another cnsh denosit of 4500. OO wAn
~iven by Pr. Onrm uwPP Hock but P_dayn 1ater the ﬂﬁldmﬂnm was
recorded as riven bv bpnrer chenue to one Mre.. Poh Sun Nenr -who
wns qunnoed to he .,uod b'y Mr. Ong Swot‘ Hock and Mr. (‘np' Swee T
(cories of the said cheque and the lcdger are attached»and marked
As Exhibit "C1" and"ca").

/3. Ong Swee Iim® and Ong. Swee HOcV”dénied that the sum
of #750.00 was returned to them ﬂﬂa stated that they did not ive
inatructionn to nay the num af 4500,00 to Hr. el fun Mone.  Fb- 4n
czLromely im';l'lvﬁl'f(:l.,y 1;h-n-t;' thoy would have wlven dnntruationg to ony
thn oum tobﬁr.—rnh Gun lYenrr nince he wnan beine miod by thor,

ATheréﬁfter invnstinn$iontoonductnd by the Staff of the
firm 1nto tho Accounts: hqnd] 4 by Santhiran xwt ¥rX revealed tha!

;1_/. a7 7' o L (M
other clients monies uanp—»%ﬁt&??iy tn<en by him,

7h 44
Spch’wpre Plthﬁrvaﬂﬁeth bv (1) directbrans for*frOw“
the clients accounts to yrd.nartrwa»who anpeqrndvunronne"tod Lo the

oTirnts‘ matters. or (2) bv frwanor of monlcq from clients accounts

to otberzr]Lent aacoun&amfromwwhmch mon1en~wmrnwtrnnﬁfnrred Tor

Ianthiran ‘s nersopnal nurnoses or (%) cash cheques were PIVT)
weled Js (2 n//,u//ﬂ«/Z L Arrate /,/,,M,A

qnthlrnnjdfrfct by 011cntn, requestod by.hid b no receints
a2 /7

from _thre.. flrWA\&Lﬁ-F1V0n to—eFomrtse—

The followipr ar? illustrations of some of the unauthorisne
frnpnfera Jjust mentioned:-
€1) A sum of 1977.%0 was withdrawn by’crbssédléhédhc“igﬁi
in favour of The Asia Iife Assurance Society Tth. cpo
the account of the %state of Soh Chuan Bwen, ﬁoc'd
axd had no donwection'ﬁith the matter, '(Cdninn‘hf
the said cheque and ledrer are nttnchb& Aand markeAd

as Exhibit "D1" and "D2"). This cheqne wak in navien

of Santhiran's nereonsl life insvrance noliey nromin

veeD/m
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(2) 4 sUN of 441,000.00 was withdrnwn hy crosned

chnqnn 1nnnnd in fnvour of Sinmaporn nu11ﬂ1nr

ﬁociety Ltd. rrom the Account of dnnyanr Tnsuranne

Co. Ltd. (nonies of the said cheqnve and ledser arvre
attoched and ﬂnrﬁed'as Exhibit =1 and"E2M).  LUWe
said eur was to he u%ﬁliseﬂ as a 107 denosit %o
DUrcbﬁpﬁ a house qibﬁer in.hisvnamn or for’ﬁis
.nersohal.¢;joym¢nt or nurDOﬁds nt'victpr?h Yark,
Singavore;

10 -(5) Varions surs of monien totalling B44,02%.60 were
transferred fronm clients accounts tio other’blientn

acnounts which monies were transferred for Santhi{lh's

nersonal Aurnoscn (n list is attached and marked M«hih

"F");
The. preliminary amount taken bv Santhiran w1thonq
A{?ﬁ%ﬁ%u( o € °
anthori y for his gv 'nnrnoses h1“_bnnn—+%ﬁéuuL4NHrJT~—bh?v+&’*r

ekt ;”'Ic-'.,,':)/ -,.)

TN
2to be(3§96~? ﬁjﬁl ?T&i%ﬁ—ﬁhﬂﬂ&&m—%hﬂ—SHld nmount-t#—qttﬂch ed

nnd_manigg_gﬁﬂzzh;bzt—\Hﬁgq
¢4¢r»0@¢ .
Santhiran was querled and he an Fa ed exnlanat1ons for
_ LA
w1thdraw1nv from. the clients accounts on'c 1entc Lnsmructlons.A ™

'Narch 197G he roturned the tdnl sum of m267 a56.12 to the firm

“whigh 3217,7?4.81 was nut into a 'Buspense Account' in Four fens

Communication Bant to enahle the firm to sort out the costs that
were dne to the firm as cosbs and to the clients. The bnlance of
100, 191.%" was rofunded direet to verious clienta ahcouﬁts.(ji)‘35

SnanthiTan- claimed that somg of the .monies withdraun

. : L sl aéLqVﬁ .
were riven to clisntn, T {4 were then called in by hir
to verify the nlleﬁed pavments. Pome of the nllernd ravrents
were verified, (4 list of recneints is attnched and marled an

P e va olad al _

wxdn Exhinits "I"). but Saﬂthlran u;la»ed— 7 cnltEose more clicnts an

to veri®y further. ILventunlly he made excuses for dolav in cnllin:=

.u/_
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145, (continued)
A
%orn clicnts 1¥1n 8aid he could not Lrace the elisntia or wﬁ'"vu

v

(ﬂ&ﬁi31ing to cnll at thn-orfiro for such verifiCntion PUTNORE .

On further qnerlpv Santhiran returned nnoihor U150 ,0003.0
@ﬁsﬁﬁwhish:wasw&lsoiansltedilnto,the 'Ougneﬂrn An onnt' Tn &h
5ﬂﬂn¥ime{ some monie*]ffon'ﬁhe*‘sunbcnno Account"wﬂrn withdrnwh
“3id-b50k by uanthlran into- dertain clleﬁts ac~ount asvhp said
‘they were bplnF returned" Penalnﬁ supnortine v0uohﬁrn o% the*
clients or nersons named were concerned. 3'1hin.w1 dofie by hin a

Lty fphr v ih

L,
TPVPruﬁﬁ(OW;FLGG .. (118t o thpré Pntrlps and. tho~1edncr0 'h
10 such revered Pn*rleq are -attrhed” and marked af Ixhibits "31" qnd

resoectlvclv) 4adﬁ -

- While he was sunnosed to callin= in clients to verify

N

the allened ﬁavments the arcount books were gone over nrafh ”il(

:1nﬁ ouher orflce navmentswere heinp Hhrkaﬁ checo “for the “nrlo(
he d»l /J[ b hd?

1“”2 £0°1976. He said he JOulixooopcrate bn+/fh1o tqu hvowtnﬂll

V) |

nrovod Epd/;xﬁ dlfflcn1t4 X4 was. becinnine-to he nnnnront thnt
a“thlrnn could not suhatantiate- tho e unanthorlsed'WLthdrnwa]s
Qﬁﬂil‘decideﬁ%tb-annoint~an~indénnndent'Accountnnt;to-cOndhcfrnn
inv tlpqtloq into the clients and" offlce aCconnthzwﬁiqﬁ.were
20 effected by him from 1972 to March 1976. |
This‘ﬁrovcd séme ﬁ;nc dlfflcult‘as we'héd'to haveha
nerson - to act 1n€enenﬂent1v6¢ the nreqent audltors. In the meant

we veTre stlll aptemnﬁ;ZZAtE cheg!s for defalcatlons whlch d1d not

nass throuch the

In ﬁbvémbnr 11370, we ennnngiﬁ/n. Mednrn E:Tbﬁn P’ Go. ,
Chnhbﬁpnn-hanhnuknnbn i Tublie Aceountnntn of Dirlte 1607%7, 1000
F]obf;»In1uuv)nbionn]‘Jﬂrnua, Awnor.lh)nd, “inmanore 2.(n cony Oribh
ricned lester of annointment is sttached and mar-ed as ¥xhihit "
%o insnert the %Ee acecounts. JFr, Santhiran arreed to the samn,

30 -3hé”nrrliﬁinary'iQVusbirntionvconaufﬁrd~hy N/s;-ﬁedﬁrn
TonﬁA&-Co. N5 cé“nlnted-at7tho'nnd.nf bécnmhér 1976 and th
;rhﬂoyfﬂ§ﬁaw5 that na-sum.of ﬁqu/qzu;»q hﬂd “heen uj{hﬂqun o

:Snnthiran“nnd'thntesuﬁh t rﬂ"w] were not adeivmasely sunnart,

Yv documentary evidence’ (o non?wa,thé renn-yt In ahtaclhied and coa-
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a5 Exhidtg "L").
Santhiran who had haen on susnension suddenly Yaft tun

fir= on 22.12.76 but lntcr inforned the Tirm that he would he

available t0 nnswer any queries rolatlnp to thF w1thdrnwn1" of the
Vedora Tone & n. were then directed tn contact

/that
Santhiran for any nXﬁlanntlons they required to ascertain the velidity

fcllonus ronies.

of the w1thdrawals-

‘oqnthlran accordineg to- Vedora Tong & Co. did call at their -

office to discuss the matter oh a Tow occasions althonch nrain he

diga not substantiate his exnlanations.
£ < M’(

, ‘Desnite the onﬁOﬁtunltle" "1vpn (o} oqnthqun 50 )
P/\’/d/‘"“— I A Ja ¢ 174,“,/ / { W,},é;,cd,, mrd/
31“‘{

y he d1d,nnt_auq&4~hIwrﬁ%$~%n~nuQ};nnd the Tff“ﬁﬂﬂ+dcd
/ 14 -,7 /l*( ly Jvhich
Lu»llvu,hbﬁ 5 dayvn wi-hih wrbhtn“to"ﬂ1nw1b)h Madorn Tone * o, with

,99 {///‘V' -S—/J p et -
“d“ﬂnqtn nv1dnnnn_iona%hu_w4$hd@4uu1--Cfm.ocﬂnL0n£~10¥h—qugh‘_ﬂ””)

GnV”T'ﬁﬂ?“Wﬁrr~w%v9ﬁ“TWW?TnPf+0nﬁ“t0—rontﬁﬂ*'HﬁﬂthT1n‘
]~ Ly

Odbthf’“TaszFdiﬁﬁFﬂ bt un. to—drie had failed to cer ; Medopa—
. , y
Tont—RT0, £ ’_"r\!y)/vl R v

We also believe Santhiran or his'Secrctary, Patricia Chin

[ednpg—t

Mei Pinn'hnd initialled or vut finmer nrints on. nevnral rcrelntn

in order to obtain mwonies from.the offlce (the qnld revelntq are
attached and mqued as Exhibit "u"), CL
-lﬂ- L 4;”/ VL%( pntls e WA AN
// Losin A r’41/¢2’/%1;“1 vhe
o *'V/“ RS . »J_.
(/—;M/(q rv"'\ ‘>*‘l e _ z/,‘/ ) ol
" K)A/t/‘-uwn/b' s -/ loun /é/ e TG
)y ¢7nfwv4 K4“ )

/LA/'¢7
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CI11/C3Z
‘ (continued)

REDRAFT

We discoverednsometimé-in-“arch11976‘thgt A
former leal assistant, S. Santhiran of No. 28 Jalan
Kelempons, who was wofkinﬁ for Braddell Brothers since
Novembér 1971 hac been transferringAmonies'from-both
clients and office ;cqqunts. |

It was fifst—discovered“ﬁﬁ Sinea Retnam that
one of his client's ﬁoney vas withdrawn without authority
for Santhiran's personal purnoses. A sum of $380.10 was

withdrawn-by crossed cheque issued in favoun-of the 10

- ',L. I :)L P 1\_( e o

Comptroller of Income Tax frogjthe aﬁiount of'Insurnncé‘,l ,\:.
(VA
¢ said chequs1mvgqttachcd nnd -

Company of Northyp Amerlca Jt
marked as Txhlblb ﬁAP) thl" sum was in fact utiliscd to
pay Santhiran's perséknliincome tax.

At about the same time our deswvatch clerk,
‘I'r. lece ®ok Tdiang zlso received complaint$ from his
relatives i'i.essrs. Onh Swee Tim snd Onp” Gwee Hock that
they denosited 31,250/L with Santhiran durinpg the period
1974 and 1975 reparding a squstters mntter.-When-nothinm
much was done by Santhiran fiessrs. Ong Swee Lim and Onr 20
Swee Hock decided to chanme Golicitors.” They then appointed
Mossrs. Chor Peé & Hin Hiong and came go nee Santhiran
prraonally to obtnin\n_refnhd'of the bﬁinncn o" thov
doponit. Santhiran informed thgom bhnb bhore- wan. no halunnn
dne Lo them.

on ﬁoinn throush the Ledper book we. found that
5-cush denosit of 4752/~ was entered on 24/10/74 and was
takeﬁ out on the séme dny by bearer chenque purnorted to

be‘refunacd'tg i*rv Onr Swee: Hock. (eony of the ledrer is

attached and~mapked a5 Exhibit -vyv), ~ 30
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Exhibit No.38 148,
(continued)

On 26//7?5 another cq,h deposit of $#500/-
was given by lir. Ong Swee Hock but 2 days later the
spid sum was recorded as given by bearer cheque to one:
Fr. Peh 3un *eng who was éuwno"ﬁﬂ to be sucd by Hr. Ong

p~,( r\-\, Lt;-(ﬂJ

Swee Hock aud Vir. Onr Swee Tim. (%hc said cheque is =¥«
Aol C2-
attached and marked as mxhlblt "C?).

Messrs. Onp, Swee Lim and Onr Swee Hock denied
that the sum of 1750/- was returned to thom and sfabed
that the; did not give instructions to pay the sum of

OO/- to Ilr. Peh Sun men;r. It is extremely un11?ely
that they would have plvon 1nstruct10ns to pay the sum
to Mr. Peh Sun Yenp since he was being sued by them.

Thereafter investication conducted by the'
'Staff of the firm into the accounts handled by Santhiran
revealed that other clients and office monies were

similarly taken by him. i
S R

) .
Such were pithor effected by "’irect transfer

from the clicnts aCCOUDtb to %rad- DWPtlE] whosea mnbters
' r/\a* fnl /«

annpesred unconnected to the c]iontﬁ(conrerned or, by

transfor of monles from clients arcounts to othcr cllents

N7 NeRY
anccounts thch monies wero trnns’errpd for oanthlran 8

‘| Aot e the 0 FIlac. i ofe. (" Sl.". ,l

])Dpnon”l TJ\]T’Y‘!OUQU- o, (") '(,\( l, ‘ 14 (,'lk 'f p.l._- 1‘1 » ’c’ ‘ " R B
vt " b rlu.ph ‘;,c.. Iy ()( P
Tho followinm nvn Y2Yvntentfonn Yof nomn of

P

i

I,
tho unnuthoriced tranafersa Junt meutioned:-
.(I) A sum of #079.50¢ was withdrawn by

crossed cheque issued in favour of The

L A Asia Life Assurance Society Ltd. fromnm
[ it [
: e e the account ol the Estate of Soh Phu n
\ i' R ' e accou Lot :’f ) X ? A1:j
el *“\hi Swee, Dec'd, (The said CthUG is attached
b?- "~ tlaci-, vor

NPT I e Sy y
30 L and marked as Exhibit "D")4 thlﬂ.wad in
e .o payment of Santhiran's perconnl life

insurance vwolicy vnremium;
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ng. (continued)

(2) 4 sum of #41,000.00 was withdrawn by
crossndfcheque issuecd in Tavour of 3ingnapura
Building; Socicty Ltd from the Acvount'of

Nanyang Insurance Co. Ltd. (tho s$1d cheque \
o - l '

(LAX““VI’ attached and mwrked ns thlblt "f{) )
-
Fhe anid sum was Lo be uLlllgPd ns_n 107
(» L el p/ ,(fl L. ‘\ Y (J] I.-; T .2 ()‘

.devosit to purchase a hou~qﬂnt Vlctorln
Park, Sing~mnore; N
. ),\xl".h\h‘
(3) Various sums of monies amountint—to

“4 027 .607% were transferred from clierfts 1C

sccounts to other clients accounts which

monies were transferred for Santhiran's

personal vpurnosecs (a list is attached and \
1N A NP S Woner k\- S
marked as BExhibit "F"). b LS onen v by

Liee Uy Sefbaven Q07
mhi nreliminary amou%thyormed out by the Staff
. ) l 2L
of the firm was %%96,768.69 (a list showing the said amount

is. atbached and marked as Fxhibit "G").

Santhiran was queried and he gave a garbled

accounts on instructions. HP‘dlﬂ not nroduce any evidence 2(
— 5 iw RN .

to sunvort this. In liarch 1976 he returned the totnl sum

g1
of 4267,956.,12¢ to thp firm whlém wq€7%z£ 1ntq A {uu snense
I L R NN \e 1 veny

hCCOUﬂL' in Your Sens Comwunlcn ion Bank to sort. out ‘costs
. .,.;. \: ’IA~ fadt v L A
and clients mounies and-to -prove they - were in order befor

they were beinf-returned. cﬁ%\‘;j:’g"(/?«ww% gO /(?l EZJWO% Hf’/wl

Snnthiran claimed that some “or the moniaes wdidul

(KRN

WPTE,FlVCD to clients. Clipnts were then cslled by him to
verify Ihis. A fewwsre aertlnd (v 1ist of receints is

nm;tﬂughb-}. and marted as Exhibit "H") dbub '(('evr’)';'n l;nn,] ].‘:,' h(f; ( ‘l‘d“
e o ! v ) ! ’ oo b
not wish to cnll cllents Lo ilentify further nn Lhare yere: 30

\.., -"litl—-
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(continued) 150.
(t ( ;
becn que and HPASHId %L could neither trace the cllonts
' o1 P
".' ¢ L ; ‘ “ ] : h
or they were unw1111ng. l';’~- . o 1\; ‘! S A K {

10

30

‘l '? . nol' y ¢

‘\. . ) [ N
On further qnerles, aqnthlrnn rc*nlhed anothvr

130,000/~ -cash whlch was also deﬂOnltEd into the Susnense
&ccognt‘. '
In the meantime sqﬁe.monies from thé 'Susnense
Account; were withdrawn andfgﬁid-bnck by Santhiran into
4 : o ’
certsin clients accounts ésfﬁnlsaid:fybey were being

returned". This was done b?@ﬁiﬁ7nq‘1reVPrsed entries'. A

-1liat of thoso entrios isd nL,quUG nnﬂ mqund nn thibit

. i 48 . .
| / . 1/ ST R UTAIRY S
llI'I. c-t\ ‘ ‘.““ (‘. ) ../:',J.: 'J""*l “ . :'.. I' . ‘I" \ N
bl St et I BTN eRT
IJL w|lbhurln|inﬂ i, b! unpn;nub LMnL Mnuthiran

conld not substantinte these nnd h aniied 'for nnlindeponde

\:
) /\
Accpunﬁ“to conduct an inveotﬁ*ﬁhlon 1nto the clientn and

TR S

office qccount " which .were efifected by him during; the

. ‘ \u'l
nerjdd 197? to iiarch 1974.but; .Tor months he did not. Ao s0.
: KRR T A O SR LIS I T v
a6 the Stnff could only n(&k ont the Cquh chnnuns it WRS

‘ l.-' 4 .

l-‘..f\. [ R o l(‘ lp:{ Vs

felt negnosqrv that tbx "howld bo doAE in qny nvunt to

( ' P e AW PR .\ ~l
>check ql] his hurqnsactlon fron thp Fccount boo]s.

‘ & j "‘1—‘ .::f‘ ~c(“{ "\ ]
“hen he .ﬁllﬁﬁ to annoLnL ond the Tirm surrested

lir. TIan Gan of Hanafiah Raslsn & Mohamed but\Snnthiron
ot e d
considered his charges too high. It was only in llovember
: f .
1976 that he acreed to enmage liessrs. Hipdora Tonr & Co.,

Chartered Accountants and Pubiic Accountants of Suite 1527,

-15 th T™oor, Internntlonnl Plazn, Anson foad, Sinemapore=n

(pony of the 51unod letler ¥m%kk of apnointment is attached
and morked as Exhibit, "J"

The wnreliminsry invcétiqation condncted by
tessrs. liedora Tong & Co. wgszcomnleted 3t the end of

December 1978 and their rerort shows that a sum of 3494,1%0.57
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"~ (continued)
151.

hnd boan wichdrnﬁn by Santhiran and thnt oich wihhdrnwhlu

were nd%fhdéquatcly sunnbrted by documentary nvidcﬁde (o

cony of the revort is attnched and marked as ExhibitV"Kf)
Ne’aiﬁo believe Santhiran or his Secretary,

Patricia Chia Mei Pinp; had initialled or nut fingure

printqvon'severél receints in order to.obtain monies .

from the Offlce (the snid receipts ‘are: attached. qnd mqrvod

as Exhlblt '.'L" ' “‘c k‘ (ﬂr\i {‘u% 22 !m hé m ‘Ql:{ h)ow\ﬂ
X Qg&wwu‘ gw%“j 'ﬂl- {thuvua‘iQh& ﬁ
\e wm\ﬁoa‘& s s ma

b, At w\‘ﬁ«é*ﬂw"i' J&) e elincts’ o i

 dmcted o
Hedoea 17 b UE MM g ot o Pat

N T L A
(wﬁF % ¢ ,46,‘nﬁw4 e Ve d

frimm ,

h ' ‘ . 0 1; &'FYLM‘
‘lﬂk:bk 4” 1lfjhunk' KL’K " a(ax } éﬁh

gt M,
.&}‘ r 73112 h“[LCL“u¢i[m ﬂAl‘va7 : (’
. Mﬂ&uqu /?3\) ﬂ[ﬂd;wq UWM | (o
f (0 BQM;{“MQ .40 Mh1atf’ adj&7;
e e m,a«ua%m! Ll o Yo date 0(4 3C
&' y %; (a«IG“fL~ ﬂi{d;4& r7a7
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We discovered sometime in March 1976 that a
former legal assistant, S. Santhiran of No. 28 Jalan
Kelenmpomg who was working for Braddell Brothers siﬁce
November 1971 had been transferring monies from clients
accounts.

It was fidst discovered bj Sinita Retnam ﬁhat
one of his client's money was withdrnwn without'nuthority
for Mr. Santhiran's personal purposes. A sum of #380.10
was withdrawn by aovssed cheque issued in favour of“the
Comptroller of Income Tax from the account of Inaurancé
Company of North American (copies of the sgid cheque and
the ledper showing the transfer of the.snid sum are
attached aﬁd-mafked as Lxhibit "Al" and A2"). This sum
was in fact utilised to pay Ssnthiran's personal income
tax.

At about the same time our despatch clery;.ﬂr.
Iee Kok Iiangg-also received comnlaints from his relatives
M/s. Ong Swee Iim and Onp Swee Hock that they denosited
$1,250/~ wifh Santhiran during the period 1974 and 197¢
regarding a squatter's matter. When nothing much was done
by Santhiran M/s. Ong Swee Lim and Ong Swee Hock decided
to change Solicitors. They then avpointed M/s. Chor Pee
& Hin Hiong and came to see Santhiran ﬁersonhlly-to obtain
& refund of the balence of the demosit. Santhiran informes
them that there wss no balance due to them.

On goinp throuch the Iedrer book we found that =
cach devosit of #4750/~ was entered on 24/10/7?4 and was
taken out on the same day by bearer cheque purnérted to
be refurded to ﬁr. Onr. Gwee Hock (cony of the ledrer is

attached nnd marked an Lxhibit "B"),
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(continued)

On 26/4/75 another cahs devposit of $500/- was
Fiven by'Nr. Ohm SweeiHock:but:2 days later thevéhid>sum
wa8 recorded as rlv?n by bearer cheque to one INr. Peh |
Sun Meng who Was supposed  to be sued by Mr. Ong Swee Hock
and Hr. Ong Swee Iam (coplos of the said cheque and the:
ledrer are attached and marked: as- Exhibit "C1" and "CE“)
N/S. Ong Swee le and Ong Swee Hock denied that
the sum of: 4750/~ was. returned to them qnd stated that
they dld not give 1nstructnons to Day the sum of ﬁBOO/;_
to Nr. Peh Sun Nenr. It is extremely unllkely that thev;.
would have given instructions to pay the sum to,Mr. Peh’
Sun Menp since he was being sued by them.
| Thereafﬁer investipation conducted by'thé Staff
of the firm into the accounts handled by Santhiran revegled
that other clients monies were similarly taken by him.
such were either effected by (1) difect transfer
from the clients accounts to 3rd parties who anpeared
unconnected.tO'the¢eiiént8"matter% concerned or (2) by
transfer of“mﬁhies”from clients accounts to other clients
accounts from which monies were transferred for éénthiran's
persohal pufposes or- (%) cash cheques were gi&en-to'
Santhiran direct by clienfs, as reguestea by him hut no
receiots from the firm were piven to clients.
The followinpg are illustrations of some of ‘the
unauthorised tranesfers Jjust mentionedi-
(1). A num'of 1977 50¢ wnn withdrawn by cronnod
chegue isgued in favour of The Asin. Life
Assuronce Society Itd. from the acgount of
the listate of Soh -Chuan Swee,,DBQ‘d§;and
the Asia Iife Assurance Society ILtd. had
no connection,with;ﬁﬁe;matter.5(00ni@8 of

the ssid ehegue and ledper are attached and

10

20

30
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(continued)

10

30.

marked as Txhibit "D1" and '"D2"). This
cheque was in_nnyﬁent of Snnthifan‘s
personaillife insurancé policy prémium;

(2) :A sum of»®41,000.00 was witﬁdraWn.ﬁy crossed
cheque issued in favour of Singavnura Euildinm
Sociéfy ILtd. from the %Account of Nanyéng
Insurance Co. Itd. (conies of the said
cheque and ledgef are attached and'marked
as Exhibit "E1Y énd "E2"). The said sum was
tb be utilised as a 10% depoéit‘to.nﬁrohaée
a house either in his name or for his
personal enjoyment or purnoses at Victoria
Park, Sinzanore;

(3) Various sums of monies totalling ﬁﬁ#,o25.60¢
were transfgrred from clients accounts to
other clients accounts which monies were
transferred for Santhiran's personal purposes
(a 1ist is attached and marked Exhibit "F");

(4) A copy of a Statement from n client, Mndam
Iim Bain Tnr Neo who éllonod thot Santhiran

{ ohtjinnd from hor n cnoh chequa for {405/~

' rd . ‘ ’ A L4
_ ¢ A, )
I bv I o and that no receint from the firm wan piven
i 7 _ / r

a

1 / !
{
\ VAd L,ﬂ . to her, (xtixekmoiz copy of the Statement

_ 'by Nadan Lim Bian Eng Neo is sttached and

./4 wit marked as TExhibit "“G").

%’5””7 " The preliminary amount taken by Santhiran without
authority>for his own purposes ﬁas been worked out by the
firm to be 3596,758.69; (A list showing the said .amount is
attachéd and marked as Exhibit "H").

| Santhiranjpgs.querigd éndAbe f;ave a parbled
exnlanation for withdrawing from the clients accounts ou
~zclientswinatrhéti6nt. Tn4d&rch‘1976456*réfﬁfnéd“the”tntﬁl

sum of %207,956.12¢ to thr firm of which 4217,774.81¢ was
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(continued)
put into a 'SGuspense.Account! in Tour Seas Communication

T A

155.

Bank.to ensble the firm to sort out the cests. that were
duo to tho firm ao coots nnd to the clientn, 'The halanco
of.ﬂ85,101.37¢ wnn rofunded diract to various clionts
accountin,

Santhiran claimed that some of the monies
withdrawn were given to clients, The clients were then
called in by him to verify the alleged psyments. Some of
the alleged vayments were verified, (A list of receipts
is attached and marked as Exhibit. "J") but Santhiran 10
delayed in callin { more illonts 134t0 yerlfy further.

1o acle 2201l (¢ IN
Zventually he decllned to call'ln more clients'ae"he“)1+tl( Au
could. q/gtber trace the cfgents vor were they willinr
to call at the office for such verification PuUrposes.

On further queries Santhlran .returned. another
%30,000/~ cash whieh was also denosited into the 'Suspense
Account’. In the meantime, some monies from the 'Suspense
Account' were withdrawn and paid back by Santhlran into

certain clients accounts as he said "thev were being

. ‘.r" e —

Yl s ;Aﬂ A e /‘,/»/ banilbes 5 fe dha clodt 3o T 207
returned".! This was done by him as 'reversed entries'. (A ool
/\ { .°¢ 8¢

list of these entries and the ledgers showing: such reversed Conee,

ot

entries are attached and marked as Exhibits "Jl" and  "Jg2o"

resnectivel; )hwél AA s 0 i gt Ao |
After e failure in c¢plling in A1 clients to 7
tb\_‘ik\{km‘ /X,( FAYE QU QU UM & /g,’l‘ g e //
verify the alleged nayments/ét wasxbeglnnlnr to be apparent
- /\r‘ An

uthat Sgnthiran could: ?f? sxﬁiF?ntl?tejﬁhe?e ?2qgﬁgorlsed
withdrawels and he—subsequently askedrfor aﬁ'lndvpendent
Accountant to conduct #n investiration into the clients and
offlce accounts which were effected by him sinté- enrly

1972 to March 1976. Howeuer for s few months he did not. 30

¢ -
N’ Ll{ (_‘L’L‘/J L 4 L Y/

,/ 1»'1‘\ s {‘;"/“,.[L'/*‘

| ot -';". !, i (Lx/{”\( ..('-/
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g,Zontinued) /)’ / / S /(5 % // x/LJ La® by & 'y

10

e es

20

20

N NY' ; “©if ; .
)(' ’ //z////c(/t"/ Mf‘ "“///' /"/ sz

aopoint an 1ndepende#t Aceountant. As the Staff could :/,/c}

only pinpoint that Santhiran withdraw without authorlty /e /0CI
the cash cheques it was corigidered necessary that an /4f-{ i
inderendent hccountant'should be arpointed in any |
evgnt.to check from the sccount books all his unguthorised
transactions.

When he did not expedite in the appointment of
an independent.Accountant and'eventuaily'féiied to anpoint
one- the-firm-suggested-Jir.--Tan Gan .of Hanaifah_Raslan &
Mohamed but Sunthiran-cousidered his-charpraes too hiphs ~Tt
wag-.only. until Novembarp 1976'thaﬁ‘h0“nnrnedAbo onnro
1M/n. ﬁodorn Tonu= = Go., Chartorod Accountantu and Iublioe
Accountsute of Suite 1523, 15th Floor, Internationnl Plnzan,
Anson Road, . Singavnore-2 (a cony of the sirned letter of.
anpointment is. attached and marked as Exhlblt "K") Ji o4y
corl Llay S e e L Sl e

The prellmfnary investigation conducted by M/s.
“edora Tong & Co. was comnleted at the end of December_l976 and
their report shows that a sum of 3494,430.57¢ had been
withdrawn by Santhiran and that such withdrawals were not
adequately supported by chumentany,evidence (a copy of the
report is attached and marked as Exhibit "L").

P R NP TR ST

banthlran\auddenly left the firm on 22/12/76 but
later informed the firm that he would be available to answer
any queries relating to the withdrawale of the elients!
monies, Hedorg Tonp & Co. were then directed to contact
Santhiran for any explanations that they required to
ascertain ‘the validity of the withdrawals.

Santhiran according.to Medora Tonr & Co. did call
at thelr office to discuss the matter on a few occasions

althourh affein he did not substantizte his- Pynlnnatlons.

Desnite the opnortunities given to Santhiran

‘So exvlain~himse1f‘ he did not avail himself to such and

the firm d631ded to ive him 5 days w1uh1n which to
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Turmtnh adorn Tones £ Co. wibh ndegquate cvidonee i my
ncoopbntilo form Tor tho withdruwuln; Thﬂr6fhrﬂ bn or about
10th March 1977 Nedord ‘Tong; & Co. were nivnh inbtruﬁtionn
to contact Santhiran on the aforementioned but up to
date had failed to contact Medora Tong & Co.

We also believe Saﬁthiran.or his Secretary,
Patricia Chia Mel Ping had initialled or put finger
prints on sevefal receipts in order to obtain monies from

the office (the said receipts are attached and marked as

xhibit "M"). 10
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Exhibit No.32%8 REDR/
(continuned) \FT

10

20

Vlg discovared sometime in Moxch 1976 thot o forwer
leqol assistant, S‘Santhironvof o 28 Jolon Kelowpong who
was working fof Broddell Brothers sihce November 1971 hod
been trunsfering monies from both clients ond offlce occounts.

It wos Virst di;coverod vy Singa Hetnam thot one of
his client’s moncy wos withdrown without suthority for Mr
Santhiran's personsl purposes. A sﬁm of $380.10 vas withdrawn
by crossed cheque issued in fevour of the Comptroller of
Income Tox from the sccount of Insurence Company of North
Americsn (the said cheque cony of and the ledger showing the
transfer of the scid sum sre sttsched and morked os Exhiblt "Al";
ond "A2"); this sum was in foct utilised to pay Santhirsn's
persoqal income tox.

At cobout Lhe same time our despstch clerxk, Mr Lee Kok
Liong also rccelved coﬁplaints trom his yelatives M/s Ung Swece
Lim and Ong Swee Haok thot they desposited 41,250/~ with
Santhiron during the period 1974 and 1975 regearding esquatters
motter. When nothing much wss done by Santhiran M{s Ong Swee
Lim ond Ong Swee Hock decided to change Solicitors. They then

sppointed M/s Cher Pee & llin Hiong and come to see Sonthiran

personally 1o obtoin & zefund of the balonce of the 5eposit.
Santhiron informod them that there wus no bulonce due to them.
On going through the Ledger book we found that a cash
genusit of $750/- wus entered on 24/10/74 and wos talen out on
the sane doy Ly beorer cheque purported to be refunded to lir
Ung Swee llock (copy of the ledger is attoched ond morked as

Exhobit ),
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159.

un 25/4/75 an6her (.u_,h derosit of 2500/~ SR glven
Ly #T Ong “wwee Hock Lul 2 . ;s loter thue soid wum was rgc—-
oxded s yiven Ly Leores chegue Lo vae Mz Feh Sun iteng vho
WS supponad Lo e ;uud Y Xh 2ng aee Hoc™ nd Mr Ung ﬂwgu
Lim, "{Zooy of the toldchejue wnd the sedyor ore otl. chod
-.nd '.:arl';uu cof iTxhooit o fCLY and oL
it g Hueed ﬁim and Ung T ooa lock dealed Lthat the suam
of ;s'7i'>o/~ w1 leturned to :.&mm. and at.ted that thoey did not
qLVu instructions to nny the zum of eJDO/— to #'r Pah Sun tuay
It 1s extreuwcly nnlihuly that Lhey would hve glven fastructions 10
to psy the com Lo ¥g Veh S.an Meay since ha s‘Luing'suudihy
themw,
Tnereclter iﬁuoctig@tion conducted 'y the “t=f{ of Lhe
firm into the Q;,outh hendloed Ly Sonthir n tevoaled that othos
‘ciienxn ag vilice wonies vere sizilarly te-en +y him,
Such ~cia giLheI:u(IUCLud Ly-(l) direct tr.rsfer (rom
tha glie:ts ccuoudaty to 3.4 parties ého appe - rod unconneétod Lo
the elfents {1) matiers concornad or (2} “v tronsfer of monies
from clienty sceounte o ahhcr-cliﬁﬂt; sccounts From whilch
'moniQ5 cere tI:thuchd {rom E4ﬂthirin'n puzsonallgurponcs ox 20
(3) é;sh chejueys were siven Lo S,;thif:n dilect h?'clieﬂLs.asA
raiuv sted Yy bim ocut no rocelints frop tha Yir. -pre given to clicoty
Tho Foliselng ote iliuntrztiéns uf .ong of vhe uﬁnuthoxlaud
tr.nsfer just senticnedie
(1) 7/ sum of 3977.50/ ven nﬁthdrwun W crassad
chuéuaﬂiu ued Lo 0 oveul of Tho Acly Life
Taseli i Lacioety i.t.:i. From vhe cccouunt ol the
Foeteve of Soh Chasn Aoee, Dec®™ end the nsio

Life Y“esurdace Society Ltd nou no conasction with

Lhe wotrer., (Cony of the wobco vhegae ead lecyar 30
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ore attuched and mor.ed os Exhgbit “D1Y ond
"D2") This cheque vis in poyment of Sonthiran's

personal 1ife insuronce pollcy wremium, -

(2? A sum_Of $41,000.00 woas withdrawn Ly cross&d
cheqbe'issugd.in f.vour of Singapurs Buildihg
~Sociéty Ltd.’from the Account of Nanyang Tnsur: ace
Co Ltd (copy of the sald cheyue ond copy of ledyer
are sttached ond mirked as Exhibit "ELY and "E2")
The soid sum wus.to.ho>utilised-ps a 10% deposit

to ﬁgrchnsé s hovse in his name ox fox his'porsonal
einjoyment or phrpose at Victoria‘Parx; Siﬁgépoie;‘

(3) Various sums of wonies totaling 344,623.6D¢ viere
tranéfered frow clients acCounfs to othor clieﬁts
accounts which wonies were tronsfe:red from Sonthizun's
personal purpoaos‘(a list is att:ched and markad
Exhibit "Fv);

Tho prolivivnery omount tokon by'SauthLIUQ'wtiﬁbut aulthorlty
for his own pUIpOﬁU.han bovn of the firm Lo bo $396,768.09 (0 1iot
showihg the soid onount 1s attdchod snd marked us'Ekﬁibit "Gey, .

Santhiron wos querleo oud he gove & gurbicd éxplainatidn
,for“'i\;.;'thdr‘ﬂ\.~.-irlg from the éli::.e‘ts ond olfice eccounts on instrucws
ions, MHe didinot prodUco-any_ovidence_to suﬁ 01t”his-expiuindtions
In Mzich 1970 he fCtufned the totsl sum of S267,956Q12¢ to the fiwm
of which ¥017,774.81% w.s put into a 'Suspense Account’ in Four
Seos Communicotion Bank to enable the firm to sprt out. the costs
‘thot were dus to ihe firm ond to the clients. Thp'bmlgnco-of
580,l§1.31g wos refunded direct to variovus clients accounts.

Snnthiran_claimed thnt some of the monles nithdfown WC1e

yiven to cli-nts. The clicnts were then called in by him to

verify the ollceyed payfunts. Sowe of the zlleyed poyments were

verificed (o list of receipts ig attsched ond mar-ed ss Lxhibit “"H")

but ithere vas o log delay by Santhiren in calling wore élicn?s in
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to verify further. [ventuolly he did not waent to call in
more clients us hé could not produce no receipts or vouchers
io support his allegition thot such paymcnfs hod been mode.
tHe finai}y said”hé could-neither Lroce the clients nov ore
they willing lo 51l at the oflice For such vesification
puLpose. .

Un further querie. and after furtler deloy Santhlron

“
returned another 330,000/; cnsh_whléh;wuﬁleso dcponitod irnto.tho
A -

tSuspunse Account? wore withdrown nnd?ﬁ¥id~buck by Qunthirun
Into certoin clicots ceLounts aﬁ.hp-§L£@ vthey were being rot- 10
ucnad®, This . wos done by hiw as ;fevérséd eniriéa' A‘list of
these enlries ¢ d the ledgers showing allv;evU;so cnlries ote
attached and maovrsed as Exhilit "i",'and wIl" respectively.

After the prolongyed velay ond final fui}uré in calling
ia &1l clients Lo -vexrily thé olleged paquvts +t wis beginning
to be éopauent thot Santhiren could not substontiste the un-
authoriscd sithdrswls ond he subsenuently as'éd tar on indep=-
c¢ndentl Account smount to conduct an investigation iuto the
clionts and office occounts wh ch were elfected by him ﬁince
esrly 1972 fo March 1976. lowever ior o few months he uid not 20
appoint independent sccountont. As ‘Lhe Staff couid'only pin-
. point that Sasnthiz.n withdrew without asking the casﬁ cheques -
it wices considered necessery thét sn fadependent account should
be oppointed in any event to check from the account boo<s all
his unauthoti~ed trgnscctions.

Whien he. kept changing on in the oppointment of an
independernit ~Count and eventuclly failed Lo appolint one the
Firm sovgiested sir Isn Gon of Honolf h E slen % tiohomed but
Senthir n considered his charges woo higheo It wos only-untii
Novenmber 1976 thot he oyrend to cngugo s tedors Tong & Co 30
Chorte.cd fccountants and Public Accountents of Svite 1523
15i1h Floor, lnte.national Plaza, Anson Rd, Singqporé 2 (o
copy of ihe sigﬁcd Aafter of uppouintuent is atteched .nd

noTket as Exnibit vJv9).
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(continued)

' Tho Protioliary Lloves. g-tion coniivcted by /g Mudora
Tong & Co wes complited ot the *1d ol Ngceitar 1976 y4nd thoeis
2anart ulig thot IJ._UU' of L494,430,97/4 hod Laen ritudraan
Ly Gontiv gan cnd thot such withdrawals volo not wleqootuly
Luqnoxtud Ly d'onieent yy uﬁ}dvuuo'(n cony uf Lhu;tuuugl ly
oblochod ond voghed o BN LL 1)

Tanthiren wwe vnody Jeft the fdrm dn 2242/76 Lat Lezoer
inforsed he [lre Lhe s he would be oballoble Lo anrver oy
uetles el Lting Lo the ftnurawels of the clients® mdhio§

10 Fodoste Taay - Co vere tion clivcted Lo contect 'iia:r;-t?.ii', n {or

}ﬂuréxplhnotion; that Lhoy ieyulied to.fscurbzin-ihuzyyliuity

.U'{-tfvl-ﬂ '-‘-ith'.fi..lnl.::.:S-

"fanthiran»ncgbrdln;ly 1 85! mﬂmulﬁAuﬁd‘T¢ﬂg id cull at
xhdiff:fficu_tc dlnﬁuus tne mﬁttc: on o few ccarsadons dthoagh
Sgein he ¢id nctv,ubutanﬁlcto Ny axplofnsiions,

Pgn>lLe bﬁd;opportunity givun Ld Sonthliron to wxplain

adncoll, he ¢l v 1L himuulf Lo ;mcn‘.nd the (1w deeldad o

1

glve hlo L-days m{ﬂhin :ﬁich to fu:qlﬁh Hodor & Tong = Co with
ﬁdaﬁUg:u‘aviduqu.in #“9 cceentabla fora for Lhe wilthdzowols
gé_’ 'Tnnxafozu ano o abgul i0th dazrch L8977 Kedorw Tong. 5% Co were
'glvun‘instructﬁung Lo cantasct Shnthiren on b afoimuhttohnu
e up to dotd helbad DAled Lo cont ctrefora Tong & Go,
st 1so clleve Yenthiren or his Taoiet Ty, Jatiiciq'
Uhia Mei'?ing hudﬂ{nltiullou THEVITE SN A T PR lentLVOh CQVET o
Jecaipt, in 0:do _ﬁucobt:in nonles sror the ascice (tho

1o reauedpis fue ecched sad werked ve exhiilt "LT),
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Exhibit No.38

‘ (continued)
1635.
ci/eice 2nd May 1977
WARVAR!
: “&6“‘ "“nk

Sumetfme in late February 1970 wo ssgrgested that a Toraer
legal assistant, S.Sapthiran of No. 28 Jalan Kelempong who was than
cmplgycd«Py this firm since November 1971 had been trnnsFerFing
monies from clicnts accounts:

It wis First discovered. by Singa Ratnam an ex-pupil that a Su=v
$380.10 in clijent’s- account was withdrawn without putherity by Santhiran
direction in the form‘of"aiérossqdﬂcheque issqu in Ffavour of the.
Comptroller of Yncome Tax from the acconnt of Jnsurance Company of urth
American (cogics oF the sajd cheque and the ledger showing Lhe translee
of the said sum arce attached. and marked as Exh3bit54Al" and "A2"). ThLis
UM was ﬂpp&?CﬂtiY’utsliSUd‘tO'pay-SaﬁthiPﬂn'b~pcP&UHa] i ncame -tax.

At alout this LingOur de&patgh ¢lerk, Mr Lce Koﬁ Liang alno
received complaints'From his relatives M/s. Ong Swee Lim and Ong Swec
Nock that they;dépos€ted $1,250.00 with Santhiran during thé periol
squatter’s nmatler. When nothing auch was done
ﬂy’Sauth:ran M/swfﬁkg“S:;c'Lim and Ong Swge Hock decided to  change
Soljcitors and-appointed W's, Chor Pec & liin Itiong. M/'s Ong Swee Lim
and Ong Swee lluck came to sce Santhiran persbnally to obtain & reflund
of the balance of the deposit., According to them Santhiran informed
that there -was no balance duce 1o them.,

On -goiny through the Ledger we found that a cash Jeposit of
$750.00 was cutered on 24.10 .74 and was taken out on the eame day by
Learer cliecque purported to be +relunded to Mr Ong Swee Hock Ceopy-.of
{lhe-Jedger 35 attacked and marked agmtﬁhibit'"B?).

Cn 26.4.75 another cash dopdsﬁt of $500.00 was given by b,

r LT A . - [} . g
Ony Bwee Hock but 2 days later the sajd sum was recorded as given iy

teacer clicque to one Mr Peh Bun lieng who was supposed to be sued by

q4r Ong Swee llock and Mr Cre.Swee Lim (Copi%s ol the said cheque and
' st . Vs

tedeer are ottached and.marked as Exhibits™['17 and ~C27).

~
a s o~
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164 .

We. Ung Swee Lim and Ong Swee Hock denied that a sum of
£750.00 was returncd to them and statcd that they Jid not give Tn-
s{wvuctdont, Lo, pay tho:sum-of $500.00 to Mr Peh- Sun-Meng: It is
bxtremcly’unlfkc{ﬂ;that they_would have given.instructions to pay the
sum to Mr Pch Sun Meng since he was being Bucd‘hy them.

ThereaFler investigation conducted by the Staff ofthed €5run
3$nto the accounts handled by Santﬁiban revealed that other cljients nmon
had Heen:wrohgfully téken~5x him.

Thesé ‘were either eflected by*.(1) dircct trahsTer- Frow the

clients accounts to 3r'd"parti¢s who appcarcd unconnccted to “the clicnam’
aatterg or (2) by'transfeﬁ of monies from cljents: accounts to other
clicits accounts from which monics were transferrod” far Santhiran’y
personnl purpowen or (3) canh choques wore given to’ Santhiran purported
to Lo regintered and egquested by him to bo gssucds lowever no receiple
from the firm appcarced to be given.
The following arc idlustrations of some of the unauthorjiscd
tbansféfs Just wentioned:-
(1) A sum of $977.50 was withdrawn by crossed cheque iscucd
in favour of the Asja Life Assurance Suciety Ltd. [iom
20 {he account of the Lstate of Soh Chuan che,‘g;c'dhhnd
no connection with tho matter. (Copies of the giﬁd cl eque
and ledger are attached'and marked as Exhihit '6&' and
;Ké").. This cheque was 3n. payment of Santhiran’s personal
life.insurance policy premiung
(2) A sum of $41 000,00 was withdprawn by croessed cheque issuced
in favour of Singapore EBuilding Seciety Ltd. from the
Avcount of Ngnyang lnsurance: Cos Ltds (copice of Lhe said
clecue and ledger are attached and marked as ‘Exhibst “£1*
50 ond “£27)

D2

. e:3/-
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Exhibit No.38
(continued)

166.

(3) Varvous sumn of monies totalling $44,023. 60 ere transfel -

red rr'om clients accounts ‘to other cli cntb accounts which

:/ ° "
monf s’ were trarsferrcd freni Santhirqn’s porbonal purposes
Lo ca? x__x_f W e Ty PO — wfa cl{f

(a~I3st ;ﬁiattachcd and markcd Exﬁ1l1t$*F”);

any of the bearer Cthueb that werc puPpoPtLd to be g:v(n in

dés“L

clwgntbléyt in fact cashud at the' Lauks Ly our dbbpﬂt(h clurk Lee 1ok

hk&l/ : Ln..lh.ug_
Liang and OUI Court clgnk Pinto who did so.'on the 1anructlnn$nf g.

A . (..p u, gf A‘LN\-(.A‘ .-.
Santhnran. Attachcd are somc of the sa)d.cLLQUCs oe»b+F+ed Ly the

. s t’
sajd pcrson{ano malkpd as Lxh1b:ts -~C¢-' |- ?« 2
%A : )

10 The pm. jini nary amount taken l“y Santhiran without authmwt) I

his own purposes appceared to be approximately ~.|5374 400.52.

Santhiran was qUtP1ed and he gave \araous explanations Tor wilh=-

drawing Trom the clapn-n accounts on rl1cn+s instiructionse We insiiled
et g

£hat until lie proved these w*® *thdrawals he had to Pepny 1nstant]y thu-w

e bk e po b Tl Ly s ittt TN £01 1 e G2 e N 2 s 2

nmnuntj. In I\.m'ch 1976 he r‘étur‘nod the total sum. of $2 67,9 6.12 to ihe

firar of’wh-sr]" $217 774.81 -was put into a "Suspense Arcount in Four Scae
Communitdtion‘Banb to Lnab]e th\ {4 to sort out the costs theé;;;:;A

f‘é"“" W Yo M cs : /? At Svcrmsr St o,
ﬂuc to thc [1rm to ,Llhe c11vnts. THho—totdarrcesd $80,191. 37

' “wa Hese pam ewdy ll olii b0 5= 2 ol LS 4,
Was - refunded darect to vur1ous clients accountic,~§uhbcquontly we as-—
CLrtaincd further amounts tihat had Leen transferrcd mak1ng a total of
$396,768.69 (A list showing the said amount is attached and marked
Cxhibit, 282 ). G "

Santh{nan'claimed that some of the monice withdhawn were given

to cl%ents, Some clients were then called in by him to VCr']fy the al-

leged paymcrtb. Somc of -the alleged payments were veriTied, (A list of
: 4

receiptis 4. nttachen and markcd as Lxhibite *A&) bui Santhiran after

that did not call wmore clicents in to verify further. E\'eutually he nade

CXCUSeE rurﬂuc]ay in callwng more clicnts in and sa\d he could’ PEace the

elients or “thiy- werte: unwi Hwnn to ca]] -at the- offu‘c for such verilicat-

jop pPUrposces.

W turther _querices Sant! hiran returned another 510 000,00 enth
1\4_ M-k‘\w\(_ . Qo] w“’:‘—‘7 J“—~ n‘\ S-‘\'\,‘h\( "!\\.~_ 1

mlarh W65m3l$usd@p03!tcdxvn¢0 theﬁ&¢ubpbnse,AccouuL,“ugn& ithdrawn oo

N

‘l
a%d Lack Ly Sapthiran 3nto certain clients acc«_mnh. as -he Laid Yl
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6. (continued)

were being returned” pending supporting vouchers n# the clicents or
persons named w«ﬂi concerneds This.was done Lty him as 'rveversccenterices
pending further investigation. (A 1list of these entries and, the ledgers
g!ou~?q such reversed cnteries-are attached and markes..an Exhibit “J3%
and "{ﬁz"rcsgcctfvcly).

While he was supposed to'call in clicnts to verify the allcyed
payments theraccpunts books were ‘gone over agein, files and other office
payments were being chuecked’ for the period J972‘and“fo'1976. He said
he would cooperate Lut he did little to help. This touk vventually
proved difficult and as it was Loginning to be apparent that Santhiran 1C
could not substantiate these unauthorised withdrawals 1 decidod Lo appois
A dndependent. Accountat. to conduct ap investigation into fhe c¢liont:
and office accounts which were offected by him ffrom 1972 4o M,rch 1070,

This proved someiwhat difficult as we had to have a person to act
indeperdently of the present awditorss Jn lhe meantime we were still
attempting to check for defalcéatjons which did not pass through the c¢lien
account.

1n: Novewber 1976 we engaged Mls. Medora & Tong & Co., Chartcered
Accountants and Public Accountants of Suite 1523, - 15th Floor, Tnter-
national Plaza, Anson Road, Singapore 2 (a copy of the signed Jetter of 2
appointment is attached and marked ‘as Exhibit "¥”), to inspect the
accounts. Mr Danthiran agreed to the samc.

The preliminary investipatSon conducted by M/s. Mcdora & Tong tr
Co.; was complcted at the end of Decewber 1976 and their report shows
that a sum of ¢ﬂ88,[0$ 37 had been withdrawn -by Santhiran and that such
w:thd:uwals were not supported by dncuwcntnry evidence (a copy of the
report is aLtnchLd and “marked .as IxhibLit /y")

Santhiran.who -hkad bcen on suspension suddenly left the Firm on
22.4-.76 but Jater iiiformed the Tirm that he would be avajlable to an-

' 30

swer any: queries relating to the withdrawvals ol the clients’ monics.

#odora ,Tong U Co . were then'directed to contact Sonthiran Tor any
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pr1a1nnt;ons Lthat they required to ascertain the vu]wdwty of thu.

W 'U\dl awva I
7'1”

Snnthwran according Lo ledora TOnJ t7 Co. Jdid call at. their
orffice to discuss the matter on-a Tew occasions although again ke dJdid

not §ub%tnntiatc his éxpla@nations.'

Dcspztu the upportun1twes yiven to oanthmrnn he failed to pro-
’ s_‘uu. a“

e
duce evidence "to SUpport the wwthdrawals Erﬂﬁ(r11cuts P ‘Finaly he
~ A

was given 5 days.on 10th March 1977 <by+KdYora Tong & Co with-which to
do so but he has failed to respond to

We also believe. Santhiranor his Sccretary;:Patviéia,Chiajihq
Ping had;§n<tinlléd or put [inger prints'on:schrql receipts .in order
to oligin moniecs from the office (fhc-said receipis are attoched .and
marked. as LXh1b]t “ur),

In the 1ast few months Mcdora Tong ¥ Co and T Yaps have:bcen re~
checking the accounts and have produCedmthg joint report in persuante

of the Solicitors Accounts Rules. "
<o

D J/n 77}’4 /)aw( 1477 /5’,4.,%«{1(/% e
N T lo ‘of '/)’Mzwzt pet ¥ et v
X AV/Zafa' Ly st ¢Zﬁ‘,¢&4‘x’&

;(pr 1’”

W;}C/ﬁ/ //{A/’/é""’ //;W“""&ﬁé’hl/j’— A7

RN i

/?fM
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169.
CLM/CLE
W/1L/KB

Sometime in late Februapy 1976 wo suggested that a formor
legal ansistant, S.Santhinan»offNo;-28‘Jdlhn Kel empong Hbo was than
cmployed by thin: firw since Noveuber 1971 had bean tramsforedng
monien from clionte accounts.

It was [First discovered by Singa Ratnam an ex-pupil that a
$380.10 in clicnt’s account was withdrgwn without suthority by Santhira
direction in the form of a crossed ‘cheque 3ssucd in‘Favour‘oF‘thc

;u)Comptroilcr of Income Tax from the account of Tnsurance Company of HNortl
Amer§can.(cogics-of the said ‘cheque and the lcdger showing fhe transfer
of the said sum are attached and marked as Exhibit "A1” and "A2”). This
sum was apparcntly utilised to pay Santhiran’s pecrsonal income tax.

At about this time our deSpafch clerk, Mpr Lcc Kok Liang also
received complaints. from his relatives M s« Ong Swee Lim and-Ong Swee
llock that they deposited $1,250,00 with Santhiran during the period
1974 and71975 regarding squatter’s matter. When ﬁothing much was done
by Santhiran Ws. Ong Swee Lim and Ong Swee: Hock decided to change
Solicjtors qna apboihted M/s, Chor‘Pcc & Hin Hliong. We Ong Swee Lim

20 .and Ong Swee Hock came to see Santhiran personally to obtain a refund
of the Bnlance of the deppsitw' According to them Santhiran informed
that there was no balance due to them..

On going through the Ledger we found that o cash deposit of
$750 00 was enterced - on 24.,10.74-and was taken out on the same day by
beorer cheque purpurted to be ref@nded to Mr Ong Swce llock (copy of
the ledger 3s attached and marked as Exhibit B )

On 26.4.75 another cash deposit of $500.00 was given by #Mr.

Onyg Swee Hock but 2.days later the said sum was rccorded as given by
bearer cheque to one dMr Peh -Sun Meng who was supposed to be sued by

30 mir Ong Swee lock and Mr 'Ong Swee Lim (copies of the said cheque and

ivdﬂur.ﬁrp attached.and marked as Exhibit €17 and "C2%),

ved/-
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Ws. Ong Swoo Lim and Ong Swece Hock denied that a sum of
$750.00 was returncd to ‘them and statcc that they did not give 3n-
éfructions to pay the sum of $500.00 to ¥r Peh Sun Menge Tt is
extremely unlikelu that they would have given instructions to pay the
sum to Mr Pch Sun Meng since <he was Lkeing sucd by them.

Therecafter investigation « aducted by the Staff of the firm
into the accounts handled by Santl...~an rcvealed that other clients monjes
had been wrongfully taken by him.

Thoose warae oither offected by (1) dircet tronwTer from the

10 edients accounts to 3rd parties whe appeared unconnceteod Lo the clicntr
wnttor opr ?2) by transiae of monics from clientn accounts to othep
clicnts accbounts from which wonies were transferred for Santhiran’s
personal purposes or {3) cash cheques were given to Santhiran purported
to be registered and requested by him to be issucde However no receipts
from the firm appeared to be given,

Th: following are 511ustration§ of some of the unauthorised
transfcrs.just mentioned: =

(1) A sum of $977.50 was withdrawn by crossed cheque 3ssued

in favour of the Asia Life Assurance Society Ltd., Trom

20 - the account of the Estate of Soh Chuan Swee, Dec’d had
no connection with the matter. (Copies of the said cheque
and ledger are attached and marked as Exhibit “D1¥ and
"D2"). This cheque was in payment.of Santhiran’s personal
life insurance policy prcemium;

(2) A sum of "$41,000.00 was withdrawn by crossed cheque jssuecd

in favour of Sj3ngapore Buijlding Socicty Ltd. from the
Account of Nanyang Insurance Co. Ltd. (copies of, the sasid

cheque and Jedger are attacled and marked as Exhibijt “CI”

20 and "E2").

o3/~
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171.

(3) Var1ous sums of monics: totalllnn $44 023.60 were transfcer-

red.from.: clxcnts accounts ‘to ‘other clvcnta accounts which
wmoni¢s'were transferred from Santhiran’s pcrsopal purposes.
(a 13st 38 attaéhed and marked E&h&b&t “F*);

Many of the bearer chequesfﬁhat'Hercrpurportcd to be given to
clients are in fact cashed at thc bankd byueuk dcspatfh clerk Lee Kok
Liang and our Court ¢lerk L Pinto who did so on the iustruct1on of S,

Sahth:rnn. Attached are some of the sajd cheques caortified by the -
said person and marked as exhibits
10 " The prcl1m:nary amount takcn'by'Sahfhiron-wifhouﬁ ohthority for
his own purposcs appcared to be approx1mate1y $374. 406 82.v
Santhiran was qu«ricd‘and‘hn gave various cxp]anntionspfor with
drawing from the clients accounts, on clients  instructions. We insisted
that until he proved thcse‘wﬁthanéwals he had to repay instarntly these
‘amounfs.';¥n"ﬁarch 1976. ke rcturnnd'the»total_sum{of $2Q7;956-12 to the
firm cf”which‘$217,774,81'was put into a Suspende A(coﬁnf"‘in Four Sca
Commuh?cgtion-Eank_tO'chéble‘fhp'f{rm_tp sort out-ihe costs that were
du? to the firm as costs and to the clicentse. The balasnce of $80,191.37
was refunded dircét to various clicnts accounts. Subscquently we as-
‘2occktained further amounts that- had been trdnsferréd'making_a\totgl of
$396,768.69 (A Jsst.showing the said amoﬁnt 4+s attached and morked
Exhibit “I").
SantHiran claimed that somc of tho monics withdrawn . were given
to clients, Some rcljents Qcﬂc»thén-Callnd-in‘by him to verlfy the al-
leged paymente; Somé-of the .alleaed paymenis were verified, (A list of
receipts is attached and marked as Exhibits J%) but Santhiran after

that dJdid not caXl more clicnts‘in to verify further. Eventually he ma

.. n ,t
cxcuses for delay in calling more cl:entc in and said he could frace tl

cltonts or they were unw:llwnq to call at the office for such verifico

303i0on purposes.

:

On further QUcﬁies Santhiran returncd another $30,000,00 cash

which was also dep05§tcd’intoAthe Suspense Account. . wcre withdrawn an

.- 1 -~ - » . . g ” .
puid back Ly Santhiran into certain cljents acceunts as he £aid. they
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ware being returned pending ‘suppoiting vouchers or the cliehts or
pcrnoné named ' were concerned. ihis was ‘done by him oq”'chQbseicntnrica'
anding further inveSt%gation. (A 1ist of these entrijes and the lcdgers
éhowiﬁg shch reversed centeries are attached and.markes hsiEghibft J]»
and "J2” PQSpecffycly),

While he was §uppoéed'to;ca11-in?clicnts_fo Venify;thc dllcgcd
payments the accounts books weﬁergoqe over ajain, files and other. office
Ipéyments were being checked for the perijod 1972 . and t¢_1976. He sajd
he would coopcrnté'ﬁuf'houdid'littlo'to:hclp._-Th{s'tnsk vﬁcntually'

QQ‘ pPOVOd difficult and as it was beginning to be apparent ‘that Santh:rnn
could notioubsfantaate ‘these unduthor13c-d withdrawalas T dc‘C:ldcd to appc@h
an 1ndcgcndent Accountant to conduct an Jnvostxgation into ‘the. clients
and offch accounts which weve_cffected by him from 1972 to March 1976,

This proved somewhat difficult as we had to have a. person to act
i ndependently of the present auditors ’n ihe mcantime we were stiil
attemptihg to‘ghéck,fqr defaltatfoﬁa v h (qﬂdid_not'pasyrthrough the client:
QCCount.

in Novembnﬁ 1976 we engaged Mfs. Mcdora &lTnngjﬂ.Cn.;1Chnrtcrcd
Acnnuutnntﬂ and Publie Accountantns of Suite ﬂ523,'15th‘Fldbr;-lnter-

>0 hut{uuél‘vlnza;-Anann Kood, Stngaporo 2 (a copy of the h!gnéd ]ottor of

hppninfmunt is atiachad gud murkod uu'fkhibitf"K"), to {nupect th
~uccounts.  Mr Santhiran qgreud'ko the same.

The preliminary investigation;dbnduﬁtcd by M/s. kMedora t Tong &
Co., was completed at~fhe end ' of Decenber 1976‘an3 their report shows

'that o sum of $488,603:37Vhad been withdrawn by Santhiran and that such

withaﬁawals wcre.ndt‘aupportcd by'docuhentary evidence (a‘copy of the

-peport-is atiachéd‘and maﬁked.ésxﬁghibittflflj

' Shnthiran,wh§ had becn on suspension suddenly ﬁoft.tﬁe Firm on

22,12, 76" but later informed the Tirm that he'hould.bc available to an-

30 . swer-any- quvnaos relat1ng to-the. withdrawals uf tho (lmcnts RONICS .

‘Hedora ,Tong & Co . were then dirccted to contact. bonth:ran for any

) cS./"'
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cxplainations that they required to aacertqinithewvddidityfof tho
withdrawals.

- . Santhiran according to Medora Tong.&'C§. djd call. at fhcir-
dffjcg to discuss the matter on .a few occasjons although again he;did
not substantiatc his explajinations.

Despite the opportunities given to Santhiran he failed to pro-
duce evidenceé to support the withdrawaia from clients finaly he
was given 5 days on 10th:Marchrl977 by Félora Tong & Co with which to
do so but he has failed to. respondto. |

Wc'aiso’believe.Santhiran or his Secretary, Patricia Chia-Mni 10
Ping had in4tin];6d!0v put Tincer prints on - several receiptes in order,
to obtain monses from the office (the said receipta ara attached and
marked as Exhibit "Q"). |

In the last qu’mﬁnthsAMcdobuiang L Co and T~Yaps,anc bvnn,fo-‘
;cﬁncking the accounts nndahave.brodu?cd.the'joint bcporf in persuanis

of.theﬂSinCifobs'Acbﬁdhfe»kulcs._
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Exhibit No.38 174,
(continued) - 5th M.y, 1977.

r ref: W/CLE

Sometime in’ late February 1976 we suspected that

a former legnl.assistnnt€.s, Santhiran. of No. 28 Jalan

\ (

Kelemponp who was the eﬁBIOyéd by this form since Novemher
1971 had been trnnsferilnw monlﬁs from clients accountn
7q2ﬁ9 was fnrnt dlnrovernd by uann Retnqn nn ex-pupil
that a sum of %4380.10 in clicntn nccount wnB withdnwn
without authoritdy hy. Santhiran' a,ﬁlrectlon in--the- form of a°

crossed cheque issued in favour of the Pomptrollnr of Inrqng

Tax from the account of Insurance Comnany of North Americn

7CQQPiQQ.quﬁhﬂ‘Bﬂiﬁ.ahnquewnnd~thc lndﬁercnhdwfﬁﬁyHHE'ﬁFSﬁE?éﬁ

of the said sum are attnched and marked as Exhibits "Al" and
"A2"). This sum was appqrently'utilised to pay Santhiran's
personal»incohn tax.

At about this time our despatch clerk, Mr. JTee Koh
Iinnd also received complaints from his relatives M/s. Onr
Swee. Lim -and--Onpy -Gwee Hock that they denosited ﬁiﬁéﬁﬁfob”ﬁitk
Santhiran during the period 1974 aﬁd 1995 repgardine g squatter:
matter. When nothine much was done by Santhiran M/s. Onp S

Iim-and-Ong Gwee Hock decided %o chanpe Solicitors ang anvointe

- M/s. Ghor Pee & HinEHionﬂ. M/s. Onp, Swee Iim and Ong Swee lock

came to sce Santhiran personally to obtain a refund of the
balance of the deﬁosit{whccording to them Santhiran informed

that there was no balance due to them.

On goings through the Iedrer we found that s cash

.o

‘,debositAof $750.00 was entered on 24.10.74 and was takén out

on the same day by bearer cheque purvorted to be refunded to
Hr. Onr Swee Hock. |

On 26.4.75 another cssh denosit of ﬁSO0.00 was given
by Nr. Cnz Swee Hock but 2 days later.the said sum was recorded
ns riven by bearer cheaue to one Mr. Yeh Sun Mene who was sup-

posed to be sued by . Fr. On~ Swee Hock and Ir. Ong Swee Lim
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(conies of the said Theque and ledger are attnched and
marked as Exhibits "BL" ana "sat).

M/s. Ong Swee Lim and Ong Swee Hock denied that n
sum of §750.00 was returned to them and stated that thoy
344 not rive inntructions to noy the num of 500,00 to lir.
Peh Hun Menrse It im exiremely unlikoely that they would have
fiven instructions to vay the sum to Mr. Peh Sun Menp sinéo
he was being sued by them.

Thereafter investigation conducted by the Staff of
this firm into the accounts hondled by Santhiran revealed 10
that other clients monies had been wronpfully taken by him.

These were either effected by (1) direct transfer
from the clients accounts to 3rd parties who appeared unconnncted
4o the clients' matters or (2) by transfer.ofvmonies from clientsa
accounts to other clients accounts from which monies were
transferred for Santhiran's personal wurposes or (3) cash cheques
were given to Santhiran purported to be registered and requested

by hin to be issued. However no receivts from the firm gppeared

to be given.

The following are illustrations of some of -the unathorined20

transfers just mentioned:-

(1) A sum of $#977.50 was withdrawn by crossed cheque
issued-in Tavour of the Asia Life Assurance Society
Ltd. from the account of the Estate of Soh Chuan
Swee, Deceased which had no connection with the
matéer. (Copies of the said cheque and ledrer are
attached and marked as Exhibits “C1" and "CZ")._
This cheque was in payment of Santhiran's personal
life insurance policy premium;

(2) A sum of $41,000.00 was withdrawn by crossed cheque

issued in favour of Singapore Buildinp Society Ltd.

30
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Exhibit No.38 176.
(continued)

from thn nceount of Nanysur Tnmuranco Co. TLbd.

(Gowiun of tho nnid choqun and 1ledgor nra nttnohod

'and marked as Exhibiks "D1" and "D2").
3958l 31
(3) Various sums of monics totallinp $44502%.60 were

transferred from cl.ents accounts to other clients
accounts which moni:s’ were transferred for
Santhiran's persona vurposes. (Copies of the
said ledrer,and cheone -are attached and marked
Exhibits "E1" and "E2").

Many of the bearer cheques that were burnorﬁpd to be
riven to clients were in fact crshed at the banks by our
despateh clerk, ILee Kok Iinnr and -our former Court Cleric,,

-

Inwrence I’into who did so on Lhé instructions of Sinthiran. / h<
o e e Tk hn o prant oA fo S gt

Attached are phdtocénies of some of the .said cheques endorsed

by the said npersons and marked as Exhibits "F1" snd."F2".

(A1l cheques are Signchby me at the request of a leral
assistant who,qyungersinns on the counterfoil his responsibility
for the ;L;%eﬁ of moneys from clients account. The Cashier
requires a counter initial on the Iedper in most cases and
checks to see if there are sufficient funds. The legal assicwmt
is to obtain the usual receints from the client for the naymnont
of moneys and this is filed in the relevant file).

The preliminary amount taken by Santhiran without
authority for his own purnoses appeared to be approximately
4374 106.82. 7

Santhiran.was queried and he pave various exolanntions
for withdrawine from the clients nccounts bn clients instruction
ye insisted that until he proved thesec withdrawals were nroner
he had to renay instantly the amounts that were not sunnorted
by receints or written instructiohs}from clients. In Harch

1976 he returned the total sum of $267,956.12 to the firm to

which %217,774.81 was put into a "Suspense Account" in Four
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199, (continued)

Sens Cpmmunication Bnnk*tq;enéble the féﬁm'to sort out the
costs due to the firm from omeys due to the clientn, Bums
totalllnr 480, 191 37IWRS refunded direct to various-clients
accounts as these were clcarly clients monevs AS ndmlttcd
by him.
) Subsequent1y we ascerta)ned further amounts that
had been transferred ma¥king a.- total-of.3396,768@69 (A‘list
sho:lnw ‘the said amount is nttnched,dnd;mafked Exhibit "G").
-Santhlrnn»clalmed<that&somﬂ~of the ﬁoniea withdrﬁgn
were piven to clients. Some clients were then called in'by
Lim to verify the alleged payments..gimjk€?>the alleped
‘:p ayments were verified, (A llqt of receints is attached .and
marked as Exhibit "H") .but Santhiran after that dld not call
.more clients in to verify further. Eventunslly he mnade excuses
for the d€lay in calling ‘more clients in and said he.could ‘not
trace the clients or they were unwilling to call at the office
for such verification purposes.

On further queries. Santhiran returned another'
$30,000.00 cash which was also deposited into the "Susnense
'ACcount‘” In ‘the meantime, some-monips from the "Susnense
Account" were w1thdrnwn and paid back by Santhlran into
”certain clients nceccunts as .he said "they were “being returned"
pendinr supporting vouchers of the clients or persons namnrd
or concerned. This was done by him ns 'reversed entries!
pending further investipation. (A 1int of theno entrien nnd
tho lndﬁqrn ahowine mueh revarned ontorien ara nttnchad nna
mnrkod as Lxhibits "I1" and I2" renpectively).
| Wwhile he was suvmnosed to call in clients to verify
the allered nayments the accounts boo¥s were [one OVer arain,

files and other office nnvm&nts were beinp checked for the

hfrled 1972 nnd to 1976. He- said:he: would co-operate but hr di4d

little to help. This task eventually nroved difficult and n-o

10

2C

50
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Exhibit No.38 178.
(continued).

it was beginning to be annarent that Santhiran could not
substantiate these unahthorised withdrawals I decided to
anpoiﬁt,nn independent Accountant to condﬁct an investifration
into the clients and office.acéounts which were effected by |
him from 1972 to March, 1976.

This .Aﬂ Lf.

pérson to act indépendently of the nresent;guditors.-ln the
meantime we wereistill attennting, to check for Aefnléétiéns
which did not pass throush the clients account. .

In November 1976 Qé enpraged M/g. Medora, Tonm & Co.»
Chartered Accountants and Publlc Accountants of ou1te 1523,
15th Floor, Internationsl Plaza, Anqon Rond, Sinranore-2 .

(a copy of the signed letter of avpointment is attached and
marked as Exhibit "J") to insnect'thé ncéqunts. Nr. Santhiran
agreed to the same. '

The preliminary 1nvest1nat10n conducted by N/s.

_Medora, Tonp & Co. was completed at the end of December 1076

and their raport showe that a oum of $48R.50%,37 had bron

withdrnwn by Santhiran and that ouch withdrawnln wore not

oupported by doonﬁuntnry cvidenco (a cony of the renort is

attached and marked as Bxhibit "K").

Santhiran who had been e suspensien suddenly left
the firm on 22.12.76 but later informed the firm that he
would be available to answeriaﬁy gueries relating to the
withdrawals of ﬁhe ciienté‘ monies. Medora, Tonn-# Co. were -
then directed to contact Santhiran for any exnlanétions
that they required to ascertain the vnlidity of the withdrawnls,

In the meantime we wroté for various cheques relatinr
té-these accounts for 1975 snd 1976. The Bank ﬁave pince bren

nckedrto produce the 1974 and carlier cheques (or copies)

concerned but this apnarently will take some time.
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179. '

1

uqnthlran accordmnp to Medorn, Tonp; & Co. did

’ ’

call at: their offlce to. discuss the matter on-a,fgw~ockaaionn
,.a];-ft-,h*ouph npaln “he- dld; not. :su—bstnntinte his exnlé“natid-r;sw. e

DCSDltP the onnortunltloo,plvon to 3anthiran;he
g

f31led to produce ev1dcnce to .uonort the_ wlthdrﬁwnls of the

cllontn' moncy and fin111y>hc WAS. rlvcn 5 quﬂ on 10th Nnrnh

~u

1977 bv Nedorn, Tong, B Go. to do.ad but he bp(/?ﬂllcd ta

resoond

. we:dTSoubeliemeﬁsﬁnthiraﬁ-6r5hi§*$ccretnny;
Patricia Chiéfﬁgi Ping had‘initialled,or put finger prints 10
-voniseveral receibts,ir order to obﬁain'moniah'frpm.the
.office (the said redeipts are atfached énd marked as Exhibit
L. | |
In the last few monmths Medora, Tonm & Co. and
-TﬂrQuandeoungs &‘Co.‘have.been=récheékinp the accourits and
~have nroduced the JOlnt report in pursuance of the oollcltorn
Accounts Rulcs. S s /»A / 0"'7‘/91’“” ,{,,.c bt e— Con Aot
On the 29th April 19797 oanthlran anproached Nedora
i Tonp, & Co. nnd made certain. renresentatlonq',n variousg

e ¢ 7rra

1tem5 whlch were set out in the reporB\ Further 1nvest1p1t10n 20

- of ‘this in nresontly taking place. . B
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MEDORA 8 TONG & CO. (7. st #A7
. Chsriered Accountsnts & Public Accountants J)
Sulte 1623, 1Eth Floox, Internations! Plaze, Anson Rord, Singepore 2. Tel: 27677388 i

 Exhibit No.40

ﬁ931
I"essrs Braddell Brothers " 1st April 1977
4th Floor lleyer Chembers
Singapors 1 . ;
Dear Slis
1. e were insﬁructe_d in early November 1976 by .

s, H.L. Vee to examine snd 1list paymenis made
‘Vy Jir. Santhiran through the clients ‘aceounts
tLiendled. by bhim, which were not _.adegquately '
supported by documentary evidence.

2 ~ The firm's assistant Iir. Ramanujam B. Com, A.C.A, 10
"(India) and Mr. Tiedora were given a preliminary ’
1ist of clients relating te Mr. Ssnthirsn which
were to be the subject of our examinatidie.

3. Mr. Ramanujam, under lr. Medora's suoervision,
inspected a1l the files, as were mede erallable
to us with a view to ascertgining the s1oporting
documentary evidence for the payments cyarged to
the clients sccounts. - KRR

€4, Mr. Wee informed us that Mr. Santbhiran ~ould be -
available to explain any queries relatiig_to the
aforesaid. payments as he : Santhiran) wet 1n the -
premises of the firm. _ . . '

20

5. . Whilst our Teport wss being compiled, - Ramanujam -

met Mr. Santhiran on December 17, 1976 xv the office

of Braddell Brothers and put some renerid and s»eci-

- fic guestions on particular accounss resating to .
peyment through bearer cheques witiout ==ceipts,

certain payments to spparently uncrnneced persons

and a/c payee chegues which éid mnoi hav: sUpporting
evidence in the files. P : . 30

e s:me pberzal reoly
* would not.
te that the

Be either 8id not answer or mad
e.p. thet if & person was trustworsny
insist for s rTeceipt. THe =8lB0 SuUfIEE
client could be asked. ‘

Four éaye leter, on December 21, ke les the office
gnd G314 net proCuce zhY DPePeTrE CT jocu-=te or

ciiepse in Teepect of the Epecific gqur:=bTE put

Yo bim.
- » .2/—
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/ Exhibit No.40 194
(c‘ontinued) » _
6 A report listing the paywents which were not adequatély
- supported bY documentary evidence relating to the

10
‘8.

10.
20

11,

30

12,

clients hendled by Mr. Santhiran and which were
brought to our attention by Miss Lisa Choo (adminis-
tration manager of the firm) was prepared on December

22, 1976.

During the time our report was béing compiled,
Jr. Santhiran came to our office once or twice at
Mr. Medora's request, ‘to discuss his matter.

On each, occasion, he was informed that our revort
would only include those payments, from the clients’
accounts that were handled by him which in our opinion
were not adeguately supported by documentary evidence.

He (IFr. Santbiran) would have to Turpish us with =
information and or evidence (documentary or otherwise)

supporting such payments.

J'r. Santhiran phoned Mr. Ramanujam on January &, 1977
inquiring, about the .general’ position and was told that
in bis/opinion an awount of approximately %500,000.00 -
on hisfmatter was not adequately supported by eviience
of receipt by the client. Mr. Ramanujam asked Tir.
Santhiran to see him or Mr. Medora at. Braddell Brothers
or at our office. He apreed to do so but Mr. Raranujam
bed to phone him agein on January -8, 1977 to explain
five or.six a/c payee cheques. Nr. Santhiran azreed
to come to explain each item but he did not do so.

Mr. Santhiran met Mr. Ramsnujam on February 7, 1977
Jor sbout 3 hours when Mr. Ramsnujsm showed him all
the working sheets on which the Report made on
December 22, 1976 was based. '

He claimed that ciients bad reguested him verbally for
payment by bearer cheques or c payee cheques to
client themselves or to 3rd parties at the request of

the client.

On Fohrvary 7, 1977 Mr. Santhiran onked for 15 filen
to refrecsh his memory and Mr. Ramanujam notificd

Jiiss Choo of Braddell Brothers to have the files reasdy.
Ais far wes we are avware lir. Santhiran did not follow
up tis report to see the files. o : '

In ihe meantime, we reguested the firm to obtain for
us the presented cheques {rom the firm's bankers ss

EDc: s& poceible.
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15.

16.

"~ 17.

18

19«
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20.
21,

MEDORA 2 TONG & CO.

Exhibit No.40
(continued)

195.

These were produced to us in_Pid—Jaﬁuary 1977.

We were unable to ascertain the. guthencity of the
payments from an exanmination of the presented account
payee cheques. The bearer cheque had been cashed by

employees of the firm.

'We then requested Nr. Santhiran to offer us explana-

tions and or ‘evidence, documentary or otherwise to
enable us to form an opinion on the valldlty of the

-payments.

Mr. Santhiran visited Mr. Medora at our office arain. 10
after the report had: been compiled. : Mr. lMedora asked-
him once apaln to provlde us wlth the'necessary evldence.

Jir. Santhlran did not offer any exnlanatlons rerarding

the payments, but said that he would do so whenever
possible.

Mr. Santhiran was prov1ded:w1th a photocopy of our
report under cover of our letter dated INarch 4, 1977.

‘The report was dellvered to his office by our messenger

boy on thab day.

ot
On or about IMarch 10, 1977,Lﬁr.;Wee 8 request Mr. 20

Medorsa spoke to lir. Santhlran over the telenhone at

about 4.308nd 5.00 p.m. and informed him that.at:.

¥Mr. Wee's iustructions, he was giving him a finel
five days within which to furnish us with adegvate
evidence 1n any acceptable form; so as to enable us
tc Torm.an opinion regarding the validity of the vay-

"ments.  Mr. Ssnthiran agreed and that it was in order

for me/ to notify Mr. Wee that he had received the
noticej a8 explained gbove, from lNr. Medora who duly

:informed Mr. VWee of the Bame evenlng. _ 30

_Bince that dete, we have not heard from Mr. Sgnthiran.

. & copy of our report is annexed%hereto.
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Exhlblt No.41 - 196, R

Braddell Brothers

Summary of Adiustments
To Our Oririnal Renort

Total: wvare 1, Original Revort
less: S 7
Amounts. cancelled

Total: pame 9

10 Lesss
' Amounts cancelled

et Total

s
1
(1)

Payments.whose.autheniaicivy,
is now doubted; mage 5 of
Supplemental Report

:0ther cash bayments-rec5nt1y

brousht to our attention
20 page 7 of Supnlemental Hepoot

Iess:

Pavirent now ascertained to be
genuine, pafe 8 of Supn]emental

ntenort

Totel alleged d@efalcation ss at date

Dzteé this 2¢th dasy of May, 1977.

$313738.05
| 7i936.50

o1 001245

e ..9462,602.52

& o0

182,942 46
279,750.06
-« 303,751.51

ees 69,021.50

POERYCRT

(14,441 .€0)

4%72,109.90

EE B2 -8 S-S _F_F_§ 3§
.
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Exhibit

’ BQ(-DELL BROTHERS” RE: SUPPLEMENTAL. REPOR? -
R , MR. S. SANTHIRAN

. MAY 26, 1977+ 2o .

N 197.4.

No.41

(continued)

S WB Were 1nformed that, the undernoted cheques vere CdShEd

_?by the firm's despatch clerk-Leeaxok Liang,and the firm's

'.iormer court clerk LawreDCe Pinto, who were: actlnb under

"fQ

“{1nstrnctinns Irom mr. B banthlran.;iWe weneffurther Jnformed =
'Tthat ‘on each oc0351on the Cash so drawn was hanaed tn hr.n
;5anth1r gL ﬂe have'no documentary pvidence of the sums
-d\ung cen rece:.ved by "‘. L,an‘t;h:tman. _All such che;ues .vere-
-51gned at the back as ev1dence of casn drawn Irom the ban& 7
by Lee' Kbk Llanb dndlLawrence finto. we have no ev1dence -
from the’ flles or from mr. 5. uanthiran suppnrtlng these
payments out to cllents. ﬁ
;;..b.'uanthlran, we are 1nformed Aapparently admltted
hav1nb received the proceeds frOm the~i0110w1ng cheques
(Tncse are included in our original report and not cam:elled) 20 -
Date\of Cheque; . ' e - L e B
chegue “__ -No.™ fgzgg B ,Amount“ 3urawn'bz N
i!5.1:762 _152218';;{L11idn soh bj 6yo 4L g ';i¢éaéeiliiiLf
-TL1,7§~;J~MQ?9jé87g€;hm.;C;.snn_. l 294 OOeriee“hok LlaL%
22.5.75 Ei.2799973 ;jGenr§e;£a;sbn ' 500 OO" Lee Kok LiuLt
- - . Doralsingam '
14.2.75 | }64587 md{ELob Sock Ngeeu 1,245.00 Lawreuce rdi-
1.4.75 7170?? 'Ricgerd'iim Soon 51;950.00 ;-Lee'xox liar
16.2.75 7172060 - ﬁg?%Loh sock Kgee ' 550.10. Lee Kok Lia:
L AE. 475 270910 -~ Tay Yok Swee | 427.00 dee ok lia) z
25.2.75 717068 ﬁicnerd iin 5oon 400.00 iee Yok 1ia 3d
. Hock
22.4.75 270522 cﬁha Feck 1igo 300.00 lee ok liwms
7.5.75 270650  chbe Siti Napeiar - . 150.00  Lee ¥ok liw
- "Bte. Lohd. - - e
::f.éﬁ ’ SO&D Yrs. I0ig Fzriin 2,500,000 Tee Yok Lisl



' MEDORA £ TONG & CO,

Caontinusa) | 198, -
G .
“pate of Cbegue -
‘ Chegue ‘“No. -_’l*ayee : | .~ Avount Drawh b -:‘::_‘._.:__‘
L2) 2ulh. 75 3_7_9_%2?.: | Tan Lim Eng . ;,5,0'60 .00 .»..I',ee":KC;k -i—m'«
-‘-3‘) | -3 75 7155?4 - ir. _Tr_hAlaI_‘ucl;eJTVamjf 1, 550. OO-," -."I,ee _Kok .I,:La
4151095 184516 . Ong ng Chai & 175.00 Lee Lok Tis
5)16:1.75 164520 IgeWee Gek.  1,295.45  Lea Kok L
/) '7 2. ‘75 .154574: Hr. l.)anaya aI‘aSu‘.;f = 200:0-0 . ':I,ee I{ok Lia.
7) 14.4. '75 7.1_7.1_.90..1 Hr, 31‘15 13&1“1@ .1':55?-;14 _ Lee xoi 116-::
\ .g) 5.5_775 ' 279947 " Ng Yam Peng ) 1,857.00 .*. Lee K0k -Iis,,;
9Y29.4.75 279937 - Xg Yam }eng . 4,000.00 . -Lee Kok Tia.:
0) 11.«_3:75_ 33’305’5‘_ Ng Yau Yeng 3,000.00 Lee Kok Leas
1);17.1.76° 32233 i.H. Ibrebim - .3 145.29"__\: . Lee Kok Lia.-
:}“’3"—.“5‘1-?5———?9‘:7 Q———-Chlddmp.u:..a_ LR o me T e DTS
0 T e 200080, “""“‘*“’““*’“
3) 284 '75 2’79934 ’-,.reh Sun Lieng 500 ou _Lee nok'le
1) 18.6.75 353073 N:f;angayagarasu . _2o0. oo | La{rené‘;r{
5) 4.6.75 '3,5()31' N D.' anlel | 950 oo Lee Jio.k Lla.
«) 25.6. 95 ;Sj5092'. ng Yam reng e 5 265 oo*- ,-sLee hégil;j
7) 23 6 ?5_' . .355088 o A‘Aoo ﬁool Chong- '700 OO lM;b.th~;l
,)v T,6. 75:'; 335073-. nd. l\dgammal ) 150 oo ' feeho& _;,-_1;
) 117,75 466706 _ Chua beow Hue 477 60 R I,e_g Lolf "1,_1;,'
8.7.95 256726 Karesh V. L'eh 250. oo‘_..-" Lee ok Liw
2.7.95 = 326916 - pohan Singh o $75.oo_'_". Lee Xok Liw
.7.75 355748 J.¥. rerera, 2,éoo‘-oo"_:.‘ Lee Yok iia;_.
26.E.75 232709  ir. sSethigh 600 .’c‘)o_ Leé-'_:t’-._o}-:(i‘iw_
25.5.95  41&§02 ¥oh ih Lek  2,000.00 ‘Lee Xok Tie,
26.11.75 07%5D4-  See ih Chew . 150.00  Luwrence ri.
50.10.75  &D0D08  iee Chin swee %,182.63 lee Lok Lis
15.10.75 79565z - nd. Fetireh 3,400.00  Lee ok 1ia
L;’.if;- %5 oLt ou willieo E"L?(:"I‘.' 150.0D Tleg ror i




MEDORA 2 TONG & CO

Exhibit No.44

‘(centinued)
: | 199.. |

Date of Cheque”

Cheque . - NO« - szee ‘amount Drawn ;-Ez :

1.:10.975 799951 Goh Siew Choon $1,659.40 Lee Kok Li:
29.9.95 418398  .Sikuhdér . 100.00 Lee Kok Li:’

18;_9.75 4183574 Lee Ah Teck 925.50 -';e‘emok.m:
9.9.75 4156553 Toh Chew ¥oh | '5,600.00 lee- Kok Li:
) 11.9:75 416558  wee Keng Koon 1,204.50 Lee ok Lii.

4,.7.7'5:-- 515338 Xnaw Siow Xim 950.00 Tee Kok Lit
4.9.75 418340  Teo Chye Hong 600.00.  Lee xok Li:

10

29.6;75. 415550 Khoo 500 Chye 35o.oo Lee Kok Li: .‘
1.9;?5; .1L15333 Foo Chee ;Kew | -3‘,4?-6.00'7 Leg“ﬂg}:;‘;’_i;
5.9.75 4185 0 Ld. Wong siew Woon  S44.26 Lee ok Li:
5.2. 75: 132272 Tan -“Q.ue.é-' ‘Choon Suy. ;}o Lée ‘hok-1i:
25,2 w  17¥707  TAm Siaw Hoon 500.00 Lee nok iz
‘4.2..75_ _132_268 ‘Sim ah Choo 947.12 Lee Kok Lit
4.2.76 132269  Low ih Lam -i;o'o.oo_ Zee Kok Lit
27.1.96 132254 Yeo seng Hock 630.00 Tee Kok Li:s
'29.1,?5: 152062 Rajendran 4y 17 Iée mok Lii
29.1.76 132263 Katijah Ooual 576 .69 Lee xok Li:
14 .96 152210 . Rajammal %00.00 . 1ee xok 1i:"
27.1.76  13225% = k.T. Sherna 5ob;bo Tee iok Li:
~E.5.75 %$5501% iir. C. Soh £00.00 Lee hok Li:
“.0.75 555052 ﬁi.chard 1lim Zoon Hock:’)O0.00 Leé ilok 1i: |
16.5.75 27¢973 j36. sim 500 Lo £40..00. Lee =ok Ii.
1;—,._5.?5 270874 l;lci)‘ard Lip Soon . 500.00 i‘.ee ilol: iia
. - ilock : .
2300.00 Tee noOk 1i.

)

"SiP.P5 716858 ET. Szringthun



Exhibit No.41.

MEDORA 5 TONG & CO.

(continued) 200
Dnte of Chenue .

» Chenue - "Yo. avee Anount
#) 10.1.75 ;56096r Ghulam Mohd. Khan £400.00
£) 6.1.75- 156082 Tin Kwang Ken 182.80
6y 11.1.75 156099  Mdm. Iucy Kol 897.8%

477,093.06

we aré‘informea_thatiﬂr;'S; S
s of the followinr chequrss

the wmroceed
Lee Xok Tians .OT:

by either Mr.

10 These haﬁe'b

een deieted in our orif

anthiran apnare

.
- —2—5-2—5 % 4

Drawn bv
Lee ¥ok Tior
flawrence‘Tﬁﬁ'

Tee Yok Ii ='m--

ntly.denied, receiving

These chequés were endorsed

MNr. Lswrence Pinto.

insl Tevort as the explsnation

Santhiran seemed plausil

ble at that.stage. Tlowever,

£, ~en by Mr. S.

wé aow have doubts as to

the authenticity. of -these paynents.

Tste of

_ _'Chegne
13 5.2.75
3T 177475

5)  A.3.%5

) . 28.2.75
5) 21.5.75
5) 5.5-75
7). .2.75
Y 17.6.75
3 6.8.75
12.8.75
1) 24.11.75

i2) 4.11.75

Cheque

"Ho. -Payee "
184567  Tow Enp Tim
279907 Ham. Tsa Bevi
716867 Mam. Aisah bte-
) Ghulam Hussain
716863 Velasany -
279990 Chua ‘Seow Hue-
275945‘ “P. Thathuswamy-
1BH575 Mam.  Fatinah Bee
333072 Ahnad ‘Bin Abdul Rahim .
366776 1ém. Fatinah Bee.
366785  Shaik Mydin
- 079315 Tan Han Chuan
809?19 Cru; Seow Hue
799296 Eaji oiceen
418384 W.D. Josenh
752326° Chiéprmpersr Teriake-
TPOTPERL
LIEZ40 Gob A Lz}

Amount

R
343()00.00

1,000.0C

1,500.00

2,451.00

. 300300

1,000.00

230.00Q
9,059.50

600200

170.00

- 770.00

©1,925.00
200.00 -

1,500.00

o
o

P

¥

82,00

\n

1

3

A0

-00

- Drawn by
‘Lee Yok Iia

Tee Yok JTi-

. Lee ¥o¥ Ii-
Ice_zok‘Jia
- 4. .
Teeyeiox Ji-

Lee.ﬂok Jir

‘Tee ¥ok JTin

" Tee Tok Ji=

Lee Y.ox I1i-
Igwrende Fi
Tée Lok Lie
Lee rok I1an

: Ja-



Date of
Cheoue

24.9.75
29.1.76
9.5.75

14.5.75

12.3.75

Cheque

No.a

418389
132264

279958

279965
‘716889

201.

W.D, Josenh
Mr. Bhatia
Mr. Athiappan

Mdm. Fatimah Bee

Mr. Shaik Mydin

MEDOQRA = TONG & CO,

sinount
3?58&@6
370.00
200.00
160.00

150.00

$69,021.50

T XD T BTN XD I X oxs KT ORI

Exhibit No.41
(continued)

Drawn by

Lee Kok Lisny

Tece Kok Iianr
Iee - Kok Iianp
Lee Kok Lianr
Lee Yok Idianj

We are informed that Mr. S. Santhiran aposrently

denied Teceiving .the proceeds of the following cheques. These

cheques were enaorsed'bY'eitbér}Leé Xok Iiang or Iawrence Finto.

These Temgin in our original report as we are not sgtisfied

7ith the exnrlanations.

Date~6f‘
Cheogue

22.2.75

8.10.75

2.1.75
7.5.75
21.4.75
8.8.75
12.1.76
5.2.75
22.1.75
27.1.75

1E4

Cheque
Fo.

184598
799962
184557
279951
279914
566782
i32204
1R4565
IEH528

184528

}_},

O

pa

\0

A

N

obdo
S/

84550

Pavee

Toh Chew Poh

Y/s. Rudy Rogripues

W.D. Daniel
Herve Barbeznt
Fonr SGeck Kwan
Ndi. Mansyar,aTan
Tim Ah Choo

Toh Chew Foh

ﬁr; Futhizh
Cnua Seow. Thae
5in Fup HEn

Teo Toon Iisam

Amount

52,000;00
7,002.40

'1,000.00

350,00

3, 280,00
.200.00
 681.60

1,000.00

1,000.00
700.00
802.00

72500
1,B50.00

Drawn by
Leé Kok Iial
Lee Kok Iig:
Lee Yok 4in
Iée
Jee Kok Iim
Lee fok Ii;)
igwrence Fi-

ILawrence i

- Tine

Ize Tox lige

Kok Linr

10

20-



MEDORA § TONG & CO

. Exhibit- No.41

(continued) .
' .20;2.

-

they were brought to our attentlorrregently.

ate of
Cheg

1) 3-1.75

2) 6.1.95. .

5) -1.75
4) 20.2.75

5) 11.4.95

3) 25.12,7%

Sheque.;

To.

B rro75 .
i56079 -
155083 -

184594

717099

20392

-

!

Fayee

bt o8 j:_ilahaa

Chan Seng- Geok .
" Chonpg Hoi Xong

ud. shirin &/p -

bdzural
> Dai}. L»ydln
Ij,r. ‘&0 -Rahl:-an

Lmount
$£300.00
. 625.10
’206.00 -

100.00

&)
O
(®)

N
W\
\D

s

M

Lee

Jee 1

The undernoted cash cheques do not appear 1n our“TeporI‘u‘

’ Di‘éav;n' bz'

Xok 1i

54
0
h‘
t..l
[

b
]

e
t—l
)

Date of fphéque R : R SR
-Chevue _ No. Yayee, L Amount B IE“WP'EZ:_-
24) 27.6 75‘ 3;30981 ;hlss gh.VellaSumy $45o~oo . Lawrence 1
l}5) 26. 6.75 3§3096 Ahmad’ bin Abdul Rah1m45o oo‘ 'j{;ae'_'gigk 1i,
.16, 1.8. 75 )66?08. idd. Uax rayella : 300 00 Lee Kok Li.
17) 15.6.75 900790‘ ﬁicha:ic'd Lim soom BOo:qq_ 'ALée Kok i
;S) 6.8,55 305777. ggcﬁeb éheong o 436:th Lee Lok 11
19) 21 ..8;.‘?5 _ 966799 .ﬂ- br*eleg;va;san -"l,‘OOO -_(éO | L;ae Kok L1
20) 17.11.75 500045 moh Chew Foh ,fg,ééo;odf _-Lée;nqk 1i -
£1) 13.10.95 799975  Ho Toon Nuw 2,265.14° Tow Kok 14
229'25§9-75, 418385 Lim'"gon'H;ck "300'O0f .Lee“xok'ii 
%) 26.2.76 171712' 1im g]eng :Bolicv - 370. oo ‘Lee Yok L1
Ny 15.1.75-“; 192c—‘: Yiss Gltu ﬁoyk" 150 OO o Lee hok 111
35)’27.9.%53‘ -418996: Chua’oeow Hue . . 100 00 Iéé'ﬁok 11,
é6) 5.3.%95 .' 7168?1' Chugllééﬁféué 60.10 Lée hok Ll_
27) 5.éf§§ ' 184552t Aq beééstlgn . 500. COSV Lee ka'ii;
‘ " §3D,690.24.

‘Lee wok Li - -



' Date oi;."

s Chegue s

. Cheque - A
s Payee

" No.

73 10.20.75
8y 12.9.75
'9) 27.10.75
10).24.10.75
1) 34.11.75

12) 7.13.75

139 26.8.75.

14) 10.6%75

15) 10.6. 75
733052+

16) 10.€.75
17) 11.8.75
18) 13,é.75"
19) 8.3.75

20) 24.1.75

21).37.2.75
22,;15;}.75-1

23)_5.3,?5

299973
418362
-800905;
800000
800041
800029
418305

333049
333051

2667¢
184585.

184578

184533

184590

184517 .

716870

N 2’05.

Dcm 1. el 5 on

) Chia Ah Lip
' Basiah bet bbas.

Ohiiinfyaﬁg
Lee Chong beng
Lee Chay, Tian
Adaikk appan .‘
Goh Poh .-Choo-
Chen Yo Yeng

Chan.Kwai Peng

. "I\ orata Singh.

X. yohamed
S.D. ZdChariah
Chonéfﬁégxpng-
-A;:mangkkﬁthHA;

Vélas any

;Amount. .
~$l5b OO'
.2, 250 00
3,027.95
o 250. 00
.150.00
3,509:62
: 200,00 .
© 700,00
: -~ 120.004

200.00

;Abaul Kadlr Ibrahim 250. oo
: 27?-00
" 340.00

246,20

200.00%
50.00

%.00

' £13,778.49

'MEDORA 2 TONG & CO.

‘Exhibit No,41

- (continued) g

Drawvn by ’
Lee hok 1,1

‘Lee xokﬁii
Lee Xok 14

Iee KBk'Lﬁ
Lee hokil.i
Lee Kok ;Li
Lee Kok--Li

Lee Kokv Li

Loe Kok Li AC

Lawrence X

t I;a\-lf'ei;ca ¥
. Lee Kok 1i

j'_'Lee Xok Ii

iee_ Ké{k 11
Tee Kok Li
Lee Kok ii

Tee‘EoX Ii

We have now escertvgzined that 'l:he undernoted paymen‘ts should

be aeleted {from our reporu, s the peq,'ees have endorged the. chegh

. L_in_s ih Choo

lr. Ritckingam

¥Y.C. Shahb

D.te . of Cleogue ' - o
She que lo- rayee [
1) 10.31.7% 835217
2) 13.12.75 605167
3).22.1.75 132004
&) YEB:3.Y5 717058
) 28.2.75 727058

Ambunt

<530.00

10,500.00
£81.60 .
#.1,602.00

EDD.0D

Drewn DY |
Nitchingan
P.C.. Stah

Lim Ah Choo
Jexta

ali,

e Kiow M



MEDORA 2 TONG & CO.

Exhibit No. 41

(continued)
204,
{ Chegue ' -
gﬁzf,ﬁ‘é : Ng. : rayee hwount .brawn by
6) 10.1.74 655317 - N. Lungayasgarasu ~$630.00 .. Langsya-,

Larasu
$14,441,60 - -

armrw XY XX TN Jun e WE



205. .

Addendum to- Cdmplalnt
Apgainst 3. Santhiran,

“Exhibit No.4g

Further to the- amendments lledora, Tong & CO-‘made"
“in their aupplemental L{eport (Exmblt "K") the Flnal
fReport oj the accounts‘by Medora, ‘Tong & Co. on the cl1ents
account as at 30th day, 1977 lDCOrpOrat1n5 the Sald
amendmenta aﬂd*OEIttlng the deleted" 1tems 1s attachea
hereto aﬁwwmarked Exhlbit 74 together with an accompanylng

letter whish is marked as Exhibit "N".

Sgd. H.L. Wee 10
&th June, 1977,

=" - - e z - -~ . HEb —JLA
= e—e -~ it L vie L ST el AR : -
< .S A R
E e = B - A ———— -
. - - { = Iz 1 aF L L e Je & 3 7 -~
» “ ) i -
2 -y Y. - RV - =
- - ~ - -~ .
- 3 - - - -y bt Y
K M Ery 30 ST VR 7 XS
- — . - -‘l -1-' F ) 2.2 sJ" -— =
- oo T Lo AL 3 “LiEmT
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MEDORA & TONG- & CO. '

Chonered Accountants & Public Accountants
<ulle 1623, 16th Floor, Internstionsl Plszs, Anzon Rosad, Singspore 2. Tel: 2207388

Exhibit No. 43 POE

June 7, 1977. I
Braddell Brothers (: QQL/r~:f

4th Floor OUB Chambers

L‘7”"1
singapore-1 ///////,,/~/”

Dear >irs,

re: 2ummary of Adjustments To Our

Crioinal Report dated May 26, 1977 10

Further to our above captioned summary dated May 26,
1977, please note that the item described as

vpayments whose autﬁenticit§ is now doubted,
page 5 of Supplemental Report"

ctated to be $69,021.50 should read as $47,432.50.
necordingly, thé total "o ‘page 5 of the Supplemental
Report stated to pe at $69,021.50 should now read $47,432.50.

4n the summary :to be $462,692.50 (total

The figures stated _
t) should read $462,567.52.

page 8 of Original Repor

- These arise out of ariihhetical errors due to .numerous 20
adjustments made 'to our.’Original Report.

;5= item described as

FPayment“hGWfascertained to be genuine, page B
of Supplemental Report"

stated to be $14,441.60 should read $13,811.60. This arises
out of the repeat.of No.-1 on page 7 and No. 6 on page B.

Accordingly, we now submit a fresh summary of the.
ad justments. :

We regret the inconvenience caused.

Yours {faithfully, 20

—

HMEDORA: TONW



hi it-Ng)AB

MEA a JONG & CO. continue

Chanered Accounltants & Public Accountar.:s
Sulte 1523, 1 Slh Floor, Internstional Plazs, Anson Hbsp(, Singzpors.2. Tel: 2207388

Braddell Brothers 207

Summary of Adjustments
'To Our Original Report

Totals Page 1, Original Report ‘ese $31,738.05

Lesss . :
. (7,736.60)

;Amounts cancelled - : .o
24,001.45

Total:s Page 9 -es 462,567.52

Lesss: ) .
' Amounts cancelled --.0182,942.46)
ees« 279,625.06

Net Total -+ 303,626.51
Addzs

Payments whose authehticity

is now doubted, page 5 of

Supplemental Report - - eee . 47,432,50

Cther Cash.-'payment's- recently -

brought to our attention .

page 7 w0f Supplemental Report _ eee 13,778.49
Lebs:

Payment now ascertained to be

genuine, page 8 of Supplemental

i > ao 13,811.60

Report

«.-$351,025.90

R R R & ¥ B & ¥ 8§32

Totai,allgged defalcation as at date

Dated this 7th day-of June,  1877.

10

20



7 ~“Exhibit No. 44

TURQUAND YOUNGS & CO. .E{- -—\/?L -7

. PO BOX W
TURQUANDS 208. T ROGS Gt A i
R . Al ;
v ASSOX IATKN THROGHOUT SINGAPORT §
A T0e WD WIre TEREMHON  w—
TUROUANDS BARTON MAYHTW & CO. CABIFS  MUROUANTHA \ma Ay
y THEX THwW 1y 2,

KIYNVILD TIROUANDS VDIG & (60

10

20

50

40

17th March. 1977

Mr. Harry Wee
Braddell Brothers
Meyer Chambers

Raffles Place " STRICTLY
SINGAPORE 1 PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL
" Dear Sir,

In the course of our audit of your firm's accounts for the year

-ended 31st December, 1976 we noted that there was an outstarding’éredit

balance of $149,745 in an account called "Suspense Account Inquiry FSCB".
Upon ‘inquiry, we were informed by you that this arose from money ‘recovered
in connection with possible defalcations by one of your professional staff who
bhad since left your employment to practise on his own account.

On 10th March, 1977 our Mr. Wong Siong Poon and Mr. N.
Subramaniam had a meeting with you in your office to discuss the consequecnces
of the alleged defalcation. You informed us that the alleged defalcations came
to light in September 1976 and that in agreement with the employee concerncd,
Messrs.. Medora. Tong & .Co..were .appointed to carry ‘out- anm InvestHgaticn inito’
the clients' account to determine the extent of the defalcation. We were also
informed that the investigation was still in progress.

We indicated tb you ttat we would have to make reference to

ihis mzytt{e'r_,.in,nur:Accomtants Report. -You objected ‘strongly to any reference

to the defalcations being made in our report on the grounds that the invest-
gation had not yet been completed. We reiterated our position that in view of
what bad. taken place, we would not be able to give a “clean" Accountants
Report. *

Our Mr.  Wong and ‘Mr. Subramaniam attended another meeting
with you In your office on 14th March at which we reaffirmed our position,
but stated that the exact wording of the qualification would depend on the
results of our investigation into the alleged defalcations. However, you continued
to maintain that the.investigation.by Medora  Tong-& €o. had not ‘besn-conipleted
and that any qualification by us of the Accountants Report would adversely

-affect the investigation. You further advised us that if we were wmable to give

a "clean" Accountants Report you would discharge us as auditors and engage
another firm of accountants. We advised you that under the circumstances we
would not be. able-to.give-professionsl-clearance-to-the new auditors EXa “that
we would have to advise them of the position. You then instructed us o
suspend our awdit until the above maiter was Tesolved.

OFKIS & SOUTH EAST ASIA
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(continued)

We have given the most serious.consideration to the above
matters and have to advise you that our views remalin unchanged. The
principal matters which are causing us concern are :-

1) that you did not advise us of the alleged defalcation as soon
as it was discevered,

(1) that you instructed Messrs. Medora Tong & Co. not to commu-
nicate with.us. regarding their appointment as Investigating
dccountants (In breach we.might add of our Society's rules)

(iii) that you have: not apparentlj'thmxght«..ﬁt“to:gdvise the Law
Society of the position, so that it might take such action
as it sees fit, having regard to the fact that :-

(2) the solicitor in question seems to have admitted a
defalcation by reason -of baving undertaken to make
repayment to you of part of the sums involved by
instalments, and :

(b) he is now practising on his own account.

We shall be. obliged for your comments before we take advice
as to .shat our respongibilities are in the matter. '

Yours faithfully,

WsP/tl .

10
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P e o, CONFIDENTIAL

Our Ref: W/IL/ 30th Merch 1977

/= Turqusnd Youngs & Co
19th Floor Ocesn Building
Singapore 1

Dear Sirs

I have your letter of the 17th instant. The nllered
defalcations that were belng investignted took place hefore
10 September 1976.

The investipation was beinp csrried cut by nn 1m£epen&ent
auditor néd extendsd over many yvears on a series of trap—
sactions your previous audits never disclosed, T taic the
view that the whola system of nsuditing and your ruiit ~hovld
be looked at thoroughly.

I also nointed out that &F thars wa= a defect in the
Auldit system and if the independent auditor confirred it that
iuformation if 1t premsturely got out mi ht canse 2 refuaat
to co-gnerste by the defalcator or his =bacond-rernt.

20 Your i"r. Woni remarzed that I wag umjustifi in rmct

having told ycu ol the anpointrent of sn ndepen'emt

©ouditor. T Q14 i@ G0 nob neree with that and 1 euy ested
that the indevondent puditor b sllcwcd to completel ais
raenort which T hed heen informod wne. hoos4 to he finished soor
'mt poreibly nfter the ond of March your Mr. wﬁng thereupon
atntnd that you would only bes prenurat to give a qynlifind
report.

eee/=
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211. (continued)

/s Turquand Youngs & Co 30th Hnrch 1977

I pointed out that in the light of what right prove
‘to have havpenced a =scparate firm of suditors would tave over, -
Your discharge is over the menner in which the guditing in
previous yecars took place and the question of a qualified
report is in fact as you are aware a side issue,

Your views on the Law Society account rules sre very
ruch in my mind and I do not think in tha 1light of what
has happened on the audits it i=s for you to pontificste.

You will avpreciate we have a duty to our clients 1C
viz. to nscertain the complete position. )

I might add that n qualified report will in faot be
made by M/s. Medora & Tong whom we have appointed.

Yours falthfully

B L WEE

¢ ¢ M/s Medora & Tong.



IN THE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE OF THE PRIVY COUNCIL NO.A/< OF 1981

ON APPEAL: FROM

THE HTGH COURT IN THE REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE
BETWEEN
H, L. WEE .. Appellant
| AND
THE IAW SOCIETY CF SINGAPORE

.. Respondents

(In the Matter of Originating Summons No. 55 of 1981)
In the Matter of the Legal Profession Act (Cap 217, 1970 Edn)
AND

In the Matter of an Advocate & Solicitor
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BRADDELL BROTHERS
Unit 430, 4th Floor
Colombo Court
North Bridge Road
Singapore 0617

Filed this 12th day of November 1981



