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IN THE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE OF THE PRIVY COUNCIL No.28 of 1966

ON APPEATL
FROM THE HIGH COURT OF SIGNAPORE

BETWEEN:

LAU LIAT MENG Appellant
- gnd -~
DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE Respondents

IN THE MATTER of Originating Summons No.86 of 1965
in the High Court at Singapore

IN THE MATTER of The Advocates and Solicibors
Ordinance (Chapter 188)

IN THE MATTER of an Advocate and Solicitor

RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

In The High
Ne.1 Court in
70 ANSWER ALLECATIONS Singapore
IN THE MATTER OI' LAU LIAT MENF AN ADVOCATE AND No.1
SOLICITOR To Answer
Allegations,
-~ and - Tth October
1964,

IN THE MATTER OF THE ADVOCATES AND SOLICITORS
ORDINANCE (CHAPTER 188)

I, the undersigned EMANUAL ALBUQUERQUE,
hereby make application that LAU LIAT MENG of 10C
(10th Floor), Asia Insurance Building, Singapore 1,
an Advocate and Solicitor of the High Court of the
State of Singapore, may be required to answer the
allegations contained in the complaint set out in
the Statement of the case which accompanies this
application,



In the High
Court in
Singapore

No.1

To Answer
Allegations.
7th October
1964. (Cont.)

No.2

Amended State-
ment of the
Case.

11th December
1964,

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my
hand this 7th day of October, 1064.
Sgd: E. Albuquerque,

Secretary to the
Disciplinary Committee.

No.2
AMENDED STATEMENT OF THE CASE

1. Lau Liat Meng of No.46%-A, River Valley

Road, Singapore, an Advocate and Solicitor of the
High Court of the State of Singapore of about two 10
years standing is the sole proprietor of the firm

of Lau Liat Meng and Company of No.10-C Asia

Insurance Building, Singapore.

2e In or about October, 1963 one Cham Siew Why
of No.325-P, Whampoa Road, Singapore consulted

Lau Tiat Meng regarding the death c¢f his son,

Cham Siak Hoy, on the 9th Sepbtember 1963 as

the result of a road accident in Jalan Kebun Limeau,
Singapore.

3. Following a discussion at the residence of 20
Lau Liat Meng at No. 463-A River Valley Road,
Singapore it was agreed between him and Cham Siew

Why that the latter should pay to Lau Liat leng,

as his professional fees for acting on behalf of

Cham Siew Why, 25% of the amount of any damages

which might be recovered by the said Cham Siew

Why if the amount of those damages exceeded

23,000-00 ot 20% thereof if the same were less

than g3%,000~00.

4, On or about the 14th Januvary, 1964 following 30
negotiations between Lau Liat Meng and Singapore
Traction Company Limited Cham Siew Why instructed

Lau Liat Meng to accept the sum of #4,000-00. in

full settlement of his claim for damages arising out
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of the death of his son. ILau Liat lMeng
accordingly did so.

5. On or about the 11th February, 1964 the
Registrar of the High Court Singapore taxed Lau Liat
Meng's Solicitor and Client Bill of Costs against
Cham Siew Why and certified that a sum of 2685-50
together with $19+00 for stamp fees was due thereon.
On or about the 19th day of February, 1964 the
Public Trustee paid the sum of $705-50 to Lau

Tiat Meng as his taxed costs and on the 22nd
February 1964 the balance of the said sum of
g4,000-00 namely $3,244~50 was paid to Cham Siew
Why (after deduction therefrom of a sum of

#50-00) being the amount due to the Public Trustee
under and by virbue of Rule 19 of the Motor Vehicles
(Third-party Risks and Compensation) Rules, 1960.

6. On or about the 22nd February 1964 Cham Siew
Why went to the office of Lau Liat Meng at his
request whereupon the latter demanded payment of
a further sum of F750~00 in respect of his costs,
in addition to the said F705-50 already received
from the Public Trustee. Cham Siew Why protested
upon the ground that according to the terms of
the agreement referred to in paragraph 3 hereof
the smount still due was $294-50 being the
balance outstanding of #1,000-00 representing
25% of the sum of $4,000-00 rec overed, the
amount of #F705-50 already having been paid to

Lau Liat Meng by the Public Trustee as stated in
paragraph 5 hereof. Lau Liat Meng thereupon
agreed to accept the sum of Z700-00 in

settlement of his fees.

7 Cham Siew Why, being advised to do so, paid
the said sum of P700-00 to a relative of Lau Liat
Meng, namely, the proprietor of a provision shop
at No.18 Kim Keat Road, Singapore and on the 28th
February 1964 Cham Siew Why received a receipt
from Lau Liat Meng expressed to be for his
professional services in attending the inguest
into the death of Cham Siak Hoy.

8. It is alleged ageinst the said Lau Liat lMeng
that he, in his capacity as an Advocate and
Solicitor of the High Court, Singapore :-

In the High
Court in
Singapore

No.2
Amended State-
mnent of the
Case.
11th December
1964,
(continued)




In the High
Court in
Singapore

No.2

Amended State-
ment of the
Case.

11th December
1064,
(continued)

(1) received or accept payment of money from
the said Cham Siew Why, namely, &700-00,
contrary to the provisions of Section 17(3)
of the Motor Vehicles (Third-party Risks and
Compensation) Ordinance 1960, and thereby
eemmittod-an-offense-under-Seetion-37204)
of-bhe-geid-Ordinanees has been guilty of grossly
improper conduct in the discharge of his
professional duty within the meaning of Section
25(2)(b) of the Advocates and Solicitors 10
Ordinance (Chapter 188);

tii)-entered-into-an-agreement. with.the..said
Cham~-Siew-Whay-which-he-krew-or-ousht-bo-have
knom-was—-an-sgreemend-so—-cenmnit-an-vntawtul
act;namely-sn-egreement-so-reeeive-or
accept-nontes-contrary-to-Seetien-47(3)
of-the-Motor-¥ehictes—{Phird-party-Rigks
and-Compensation)-Ordinance-4960+-and-wes
thereby-gutity-of-grossiy-impreper-conduet
in—the-discharge-of-his-professtonai-dusy 20
within—the-meaning-of-Bection-25(23¢b)
pf-the—Advocates—and-Bottecitors—Ordinance
{Chapter—-46887;

(ii) by such act, namely the receipt or
acceptance of such money as aforesaid, did

an act which would render him liable to be
disbarred or struck off the rolls of the

court or suspended from practice or

censured if a barrister or solicitor in

En%land within the meaning of Section 20
25(2)(41) of the Advocates and Solicitors
Ordinance (Chapter 188);

(iii) entered into an agreement with the

sald Cham Siew Why which he knew or ought

to have known was champertous, namely, an
agreement to receive or remuneration for his
professional services by way of percentage on
the amount which might be recovered by the
said Cham Siew Why and was thereby guilty

of grossly improper conduct in the 40
discharge of his professional duty within the
meaning of Section 25(2)(b) of the Advocates
and Solicitors Ordinance (Chapter 188); -or
HITETIE e LY, withlin tre- et g o f--Bection
252 (L) ot Ordr e
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(iv) by such act, namely, the said champer-
tous agreement as aforesaid, did an act
which would render him liable to be
disbarred or struck off the rolls of the court
or suspended from practice or censured
if a barrister or solicitor in England
within the meaning of Bection 25(2)(i) of
the Advocates and Solicitbors Ordinance
(Chapter 188).
Whereby he the said Lau Liat Meng is liable to
be struck off the r0ll of the court or suspended
fbom practice or censured in pursuance of the
provisions of Section 25(1) of the Advocates and
Solicitors Ordinance (Chapter 188).

-

Bebed—this—6th-doy—of-Cobcbor,—4954.
Redated this 1ith day of December, 1964,

No.3

Statement of the Defence.

1. Paragraph 1 of the Statement of Case is
adnitted.

2. The said Lau Liat Meng was first consulted
by Leong Yoke Sin the wife of the said Cham Siew
Wai and not by the said Cham Siew Wal as is
stated in paragraph 2 of the Statement of Case.
Further the 1st Consultation as aforesaid took
place on the 11th September 1963 concerning the
death of the said Cham Siak Hoy which occurred
on the 7th August 1963 and not on the date stated
in paragraph 2 of the Statement of Case.

3 Paragraph 3 of the Statement of Case is

denied in toto save and except that the said

Cham Siew Wai and certain members of his family

3did meet the said Leu Liat Meng at his residence
following the 18t Consultation as stated in para-
graph 2 above. he said Lau Iiat Meng specifically
denies any agreement being concluded in respect

of his professional fees in the terms as stated

in paragraph % of the Statement of Case.

In the High
Court in
Singapore

No.2

Amended State-
nent of The
Case.

11th December
1964,

(continued)

No.3

Statement of

the Defence.

12th November
1964,



In the High
Court in
Singapore

No.3

Statement of
the Defence.
13th November
1064,
(continued)

&.

4, Paragraph 4 of the Statement of Case is
admitted.

5. Save that the said Lau Ldiat Meng has no
knowledge when and what sum of money and to whom
the Public Trustee made payment paragreph 5 of
the Statement of Case is admitbted, subject to
the date of the taxation and the amount of the
bill being 6th February 1964 and Z686.50
respectively.

6, In answer to paragrasphs 6 and 7 of the
Statement of Case the said Leu Liat Meng says
that he was duly instructed by the said Cham
Siew Wai to attend the Coroner's Inquiry into
the death of the said Cham Sizk Hoy to represent
the interests of the deceased and also to hold

10

a watching brief the prosecubtion of one Loa Teck Poh

charged with causing the death of the said
Cham Siak Hoy.

7. On. or about the 22nd February 1964 when the
said Cham Siew Wai called at the office of the
said Lau Liat Meng the said Coroner's Inquiry
had taken place but the said prosecution had not.
The said Lau Liat Meng claimed his professional
fecs for having attended at the said Cgroner's
Inquiry at #3550/~ and his professional fees for
attending at the sald prosecution on a wabtching
brief at $350/- making a total of Z700/- which
was agreed upon as previously arranged.

8. The said Cham Siew Wai agreed to pay the
said professional fees of F700/- as aforesaild and
left a crossed cheque in favour of the saild Lau
Liat Meng's firm with the proprietor of a
provision shop at 18 Kim Keat Road and a receipt
dated the 27th February 1964 was duly issued vo
the said Cheam Siew Wai. The proprietor of the
sald provision shop is an uncle to the said Lau
Iiat Meng and the said Cham Siew Wai is and was
a customer of long standing of the proprietor of
the said provision shop.

9. The sald Lau Liat Meng having failed to
attend the said prosecution on a watching bried
on the 24th March 1964 did not feel Justified in
retaining the professional fees of $350/- he had

20

40
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7.

been paid and on the 13th April his Solicitors
Messrs. Murugason & Co. forwarded their cheque
for #350.00 to the said Cham Siew Wai.

10. Save as admitted by paregraphs 6, 7, 8

and 9 above, the allegations contained in
paragraphs 6 and 7 of the Statement of Case are
denied as though each such allegation was set
out seriatim and specifically traversed.

11. In the premises the said Lau Liat Meng

(i) denies that he received or accepted
payment of money from the said Cham Siew Wai,
namely 3700/-, contrary to the provisions

of 817(3) of the Motor Vehicles (Third

Party Risks and Compensation) Ordinance

1960 and further denies that he has
committed an offence under 8.17(4) of the
said Ordinance.

(ii) denies that he entered into an
agreement to receive or accept monies
contrary to S.17(3) of the Motor Vehicles
(Third Party Risks and Compensation)
Ordinance 1960 and further denies that

he was guilty of grossly improper conduct
in the discharge of his professional
duties within the meaning of S.25(2)(b)
of the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance
(Chap.188).

(iii) denies that he entered into a
champertous agreement to receive and
accept remuneration for his professional
services by way of percentage on the amount
which might be recovered by the said Chanm
Siew Wal and further denies that he was
guilty of grossly improper conduct in the
discharge of his professional duties
within the meaning of 8.25(2)(b) of the
Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance (Cap.
188) or alternatively within the meaning
of 8.25(2)(i) of that Ordinance.

Dated this 13th day of November, 1964,

Sg: M.Karthigesu
M.Karthigesu.

In the High
Court in
Singapore

No.3

Statement of
the Defence.
1%2th November
1964,
(continued)




In the High
Court in
Singapore

No.4

Proceedings
8th December
1964,

No.4

Proceecdings

10.00 a.m. - 8.12.1964 -~ Hilborne for Bar
Committee Kathigesu &
Murugason for Lau Liat
Meng
Mary Lim conveys her
spologies for being
absent when the case was
previously mentioned 10
due to fact that the car
she was in broke down in
the floods.

Hilborne applies to amend paragraph 8(i) by
substituting the words "has been
gulilty of grossly improper conduct
in the discharge of his professional
duty within the meaning of Section
25(2)(b) of the Advocates and
Solicitors Ordinance", for the words 20
appearing after "thereby" in that
paragraph.

Kathigesu has no objection

Statement of Case amended accordingly
Statement of Defence marked "P.W.1."
List of Documents marked "P.W.2"

with annexure pgs. 15, 19 added on.
The Documents in the list are agreed
between Counsel.

Hilborne 30
Events in chronological order.
9.8.1963 ~ date of boy's death

11.9.1963 - his mother and one brother went to
provision shop at 18 Kim Keat Road
where they normally got provisions.
They know that prop. Koh Siang
Teck was uncle of Respondent. While
in shop made enquiries and Koh rang
Resp. and the Mother and son went To
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14.11.63%
11.1.64

17.1.64
30.1.64

384.2.64

11.2.64
12.2.64

19.2.64

9.

Respondent's office. Resp. was then
with Oehlers and Choa.

The question arose as to fees and

Reep. informed them that fees would Dbe
30% per cent of amount recovered, if
asmount recovered exceeded 8%,000/-, and
25% if amount below $3,000/-. They
informed Resp. that they would go back
and consult Father, Cham Siew Why, and
did so at family meeting. The object

of the meebting was to discuss the fees
which was congidered too high.

They all went back to Resp.'s

residence in River Valley Road, excep?t
the mother i.e. father, 2 sons and
daughter. The upshot was that Resp.
amended his fee to 25% if over $3,000/-
and 20% if under #3%,000/-.. This was
agreed, and resulted in execution of
Warrant to Act. P.W.2(3).

Date of Inguest.
New Warrant to Act signed -~ P.W.2(7)

Authority to appropriate party and party
costs. P.W.E(Sg

Resp. authorised to accept $B4,000/-.

Resp. Scl/Client bill for baxation,
date cf P.W.2(15)

Proceedings in 3rd Dist. Ct. against bus
driver involved in the accident. Case
came on for hearing on the 3rd and
postponed to 4th and again postponed.
Lau not present on either day.

Bill was taxed.

Complt. went to Public Trustee's
Office and was informed of amount of
bill.

Resp. was pald the amount of his taxed
bill - Z705.50

In the High
Court in
Singapore

No.4

Proceedings
8th December
1964,
(continued)
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In the High 22.2.64 ~ Complt. paid balance $3,244.50 by Public
Court in Trustee. He and younger son went Yo
Singapore Resp's office in pursuvance of earlier
request conveyed through provision shop

No. & keeper Mr. Koh. Respt. demanded another
Proceedings #750/~ as his fee then reduced it to $700/-.
?gg4pecember 26.2.64 ~ Cheque for #700/~ given to shop.
(continued) 28.2.64 - Complt. received receipt by post.P.W.2(11)

24,%,64 -~ Postponed date of Criminal trial - again
Respondent not present. 10

8.4.64 - Summons served on Resp. under S.57(1)
C.P.C.

13.4,.64 - Murugason sent cheque for #3%50/- to
Complainant. P.W.2?15).

17.4.64 - Reply. P.W.2(14).

12.9.64 ~ Civil disturbances 2nd period - “1st day -
Before they started Quek Cheng Hong was
taken in a taxi by a Chinese lady name
unknown to Lau's office. He had been
witness of the accident. He returned to 20
Lau's office on 14th and a Statement taken
from by Murugason's clerk. On 21st taken
to Lau Liat Meng's office.

On a date uncertain Chinese lady visited
house of Complainant and asked him to
settle these proceedings. 8.4.64 was when
these proceedings first intimated to

Respt. when Lionel Chee served Summons on
him. 5th June 1964 was date of letter

from Bar Committee to Respt. ‘ 20

Law: S.17(3) - branches out of S.49 Advocates
and Solicitors Ordinance.

Hilborne agrees that proceedings in Police
Court and Coroner's Court are not "proceedings"
within the meaning of Section 17(2) of Ord.q1 of
1960. Refers to S.25(2)(b) & (1) Adv. & Solrs.Ord.

Champexrty defined to Cordery p.247 5th edition.

Calls evidence.
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Mo.2
Chan Siew Wai

Chan Siew Wni affirmed speaks Cantonese

35-P Whampoa Road.

I am a mechanic. I am the Father of Chan
Siak Hoy who was killed in a motor accident. We
rvle that Lau's Solicitors may have access to
statements. I wenbt to the residence of Lau Liat
Meng some weeks later. (Identified Lau Liat Meng).
I went with my son and daughter. The son was
Chan Wei Pun. I had not met Lau before I went
there to ask him to deal with my son's accident
matter. I wanted him Vo handle my deceased's
son's matter - and we also discussed the
expenses. He suggested his fee at 25% if the
compensation was 7,000/~ and 30% if more than
#3%,000/~. I suggested 20% for former or 25% if
latter. He agreed. I signed a document by
attaching my thumb print.

At time I conversed with him directly in
Teochew. When I did'nt understand him ny son
spcke to him in English. The agreed fee was 25%
in respect of all work ~ the whole matbter.

That same day we went to the place of the
accident and I showed the Respondent what
happened.

Some months later I went to Mr. Lau's house
again. This was the second occasion. It was in
connection with the amount I would receive as
compensation. He mentioned about $4,000/-. I
instructed him %o accept it.

Sometime after that I went to zn office in
this building. I went with my second son Chan Sek
Hong. T saw the officer there, and he asked me
whether I was prepared to accept 4,000/~ as
compensation for my son. I said that I was. He
told me that Mr. Lau was to get @700/~ as his fee
gnd I was to get the balance of $3,200/- or so.
350/~ was for stamp fees payable to that office.
He told me that &700/- odd was to be paid to Lau
as his fee.

. I received a _cheque for the ¥3,000/- odd from
this gentleman. I was then with my son, Sek Hong.

In the High
Court in
Singapore

Complainants
Evidence
No. 5

Chan Siew Wal
Exasmination.




In the High
Court in
Singapore

Complainants
Evidence

No.5

Chan Siew Wai
Examination.
(continued)

12.

Having received the cheque I went to see Lau on the
same day because I was asked to go, but I can't
remember by whom. I went with my son. ILau was
there. There was a discussion. He told me that
since I had got my money I should pay him his fees.
He sald he had done a lot of work in the case.

He spoke to me through my son in English asking

me to pay him another &750/-. I told him that

the compensation was only #4,000/- all I had to do
was to pay him another 300/~ to make up the 25% 10
because I had promised to pay 25% of compensation
exceeding $3,000/~-. 8o $1,000/- was the correct
figure. The other F700/- had already been
deducted by the Public Trustee. Lau said he

would not accept 33%00/~. When I was about to

leave he said it was up to me whether I paid or
not. During the discussion he reduced his demand
from &750/- to @700/~. I said I would pay him
later, when he had dealt with another case
concerning the same son. This case was pending 20
from trial.

I kept the cheque for £3,000/- o0dd. Lau told
me to go to the bank quickly and cash the cheque as
it was about to close but it was Hoo late to do so.
I went home.

I had a discussion with my second son Sek Hong
at homeand decided not to pay the F700/-. My son
went to consult a certain Mr. Ho, as a result of
which I was introduced to a certain Mr. Lim. ILim
gave me a cheque and I was to give this cheque to 30
the provision shopkeeper because earlier Mr. Lau had
suggested that the cheque be handed to the provision
shopkeeper. I know this shopkeeper by sight - I
used to patronise this shop. I gave him the cheque.
I did not receive a receipt from the proprietor.
(Shown receipt copy of which is on P.711 of P.W.2).

I can't remember this. It may have been sent to us.

Subsequently I made a report to the police.
I gave a statement.

About 2 to 4 months ago a Chincse lady came to40
ny house.

Kathigesu objects to his evidence and discussion
follows.
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13,
Committee rules evidence inadmissible.

Adjourned +ill - 2.15 p.m.
Resumed ~ 2.20 pm.

Cross Examination Kathigesu

My son died on the 7th or 9th August 1963%.
I can't remember when my wife and son went to see
the Respondent. It was on the date of the night
that I went to see the Respondent at his house.
It was about a monih after my son's death. I
knew my wife was going - I could'nt go because
of my work. I told my wife to make an appoint-
ment for me to see Respondent. I had not met
the Respondent before.

I was introduced to him through his uncle the
provisions shop owner. I knew that this man's
nephew was a lawyer. I still have dealings with
the provision shop. I asked this shopkeeper to
make an appointment for my wife to see the
Respondent.
I was brought to see another lawyer - Murphy. I
was told by the clerk that Murphy was on holiday.
I can't remember if I discussed fees. I was told
that Mr. Murphy would not over charge or under~
charge me and that the fee would be in accordance
with the costs allowed. I knew that the Court
would have something to do with fixing the costs -
I knew something about this.

When I went to Mr. Lau's house for the first
time it was because my wife had msade the appoint-
ment. I did not know what was discussed by my
wife and Lau during their meeting. My purpose in
going to Lau was so that I myself could instruct
him. I wanted Mr. Lau to fight this matter in
Court - the deceased was killed in a motor
accident, and I believed that the moborist was
at fault. My principal concern was to see that

Before making arrangements to Mr. Lau
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the bus driver was convicted. I was told that

same bus driver was involved in two other aceidents
that day. I had also wanbted Murphy to prosecute
the bus driver, but no fee was discussed concerning
attendances at Traffic Case.

When at Mr. Lau's house I was not aware thab
there would be an inquiry into the death of my son.
I agked Mr. Lau to deal with the whole matter. If
the driver was wrong he would be convicted of the
offence. I can't remember if Lau explained that
prosecutions are conducted by the police. I
thought the whole matter was in the hands of
Mr. Lau. Mr. Lau and I don't speak the same
dialect of Chinese, although I understand a little
Teochew. He speaks Teochew. My son interpreted
part of our conversation. I can't remember my
son telling me that he had been told by Lau that
prosecutioms are conducted by the police. Iau told
me he could get me compensation of a few thousand
dollars. He did not say exactly how much. I
did not tell Lau that I expected to receive at
lease $20,000/~. I can't remember if I had a
figure in mind.

Lau did not tell me that there would be an
inquiry, but he may have sald this to my son.
I was told by Mr. Lau that I need not go to the
Inquiry. As far as I can remember several of my
Shilgren were subpoenaed to go to the Coroner's
OUI' L]

A man called Quek was a witness to the
accident ~ I can't remember exactly, but I do no?b
think he came to Lau's house with me. I can't
remember if he went to Lau's house with any other
member of my family. I remember fixing my thumb
print to a document in Mr. Lau's house. My son
told me I had to attach my thumb print before
Mr. Lau could take up the matter. He told me
that it was an authority for Lau to act on my
behalf. P.W.2(3).

I wanted to know how much Mr. Lau's fees
would be. He told me that his fee would be 30%
if over $3%,000/~ and 25% if below. I was not
told of the various items - I was merely told
this was the fee for dealing with the whole
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matter. I answered if the compensation was bet- In the High
ween $#2,000/- and $%,000/- his fee would be 20%. Court in
Singapore
The figure of #3%,000/- was baken as a basis
because Lau suggested that compensation would be Complainants
approximately 83,000/-. I can't remember Lau Evidence
explaining verious aspects of the proceedings to S
me. He may have explained them to my son. No.5
Chan Siew Wai

T did not hear Lau say that he would charge Cross—
#350/~ for the Coroner's hearing and $350/- for Exsmination
the police Court Proceedings. He did not tell (continued)
me that his costs for the claim for compensation
would be taxed.

In January, 1964 I went again to ILau's house.
Before that date I signed another authority to act.
My son went to Lau's office and brought it home for
me to sign. I signed 2 or 3 documents - I don't
know the nature of these documents. They were
brought %o me by my son Wei Pun - he knows a
little English. He can read and write English.

I did not tell Lau that the Public Trustee
said I should not pay more than the taxed costs,
because I promiged to pay Lau 25%. I told Lau
that he had already had a certain amount deducted
and I would only pay him 2300/~ more to add up
to £1,000/-. I was told by Mr. Lau to see hinm
on the day I went to see the Public Trustee. I
promised him 25% and that is why I went. I
would have paid him the 25% even if he did not
ask me to come., I did not tell the Public
Trustee that I had an arrangement with Leu
regarding his costs. Mr. Lau said that if I
did not pay him the F700/- he would sue me.

On the day I went to Mr. Lau from the Public
Trustee's the Traffic Court proceedings had
not been held. I asked him to attend those
proceedings. He aaid if I paid him the Z700/- he
would attend the rest of the matter. I offered
to pay him 200/~ then and there and $500/- when
the police proceedings were completed. ILau said
no - pay the whole lot. I agreed to pay the
provision shop man the P00/~ before the
proceedings came up. I did not tell Mr. Tay of
the Public Trustee's office that Lau had been
attending the Coroner's Inquiry or the Police
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Court Case.

When I went back home I told my sons that Lau
wanbed another $700/-. My sons saw Ho Hai Heng
because ny sons were not pleased to pay Lau the
£700/-. I did not know that I should see the
Public Trustee. He is not a relative, my sons
have been friendly with him for quite some years.

The cheque for Z700/- given by Mr. Lim Cheng
Par which I took to the provision shop man was
Mr. Lim's cheque. Ho and Lim came with me to the 10
provision shop, but neither came in. ILim drew his
own cheque - I gave him no money. ILim did not
advise me to make a report. I went there to make
a statement. He came with me. Can't remember
whether anyone advised me to go and make a report.

My complaint is that Lau wanted me to pay
and told me that if T did not pay him I would be
comnitting an offence. He is a lawyer. He told
me he would take proceedings against me. I did
not know what offence I would be committing. 20
I can't remember what I said in my report.
(Report (P.W.2(12) read to him by interpreter)
I did say there that Lau charged me $700/- more than
I should have paid.

Q. Do you still maintain he charged you Z700/-
more than what you should have paid?

A. Firstly, he did not attend trial in Magistrate's
Court, and secondly he agreed to accept 25% only

of my compensation. When the case was mentioned

Lau was not present. The amount I should have 30
paid was the taxed costs only. What I was to

have paid in acoordance with my agreement was 25%

of the compensation. I did not mention anything
about percentages in my report.

I had a letter from Murugason returning me
$350/-. This was after the Magistrate's Court
§roceedings. Lau did not attend those procecdings.

gave the cheque to Mr. Lim. I sent a letter
to Murugason on the 17th April, 1964.

I can't remember re-swearing the estate duty 40
affidavit.
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Adjourned to following day

9th December, 1964 - 10.30 za.m. Parties as before.
Witness on former oath.

I did not get a receipt for the E700/-. The
receipt must have been received by one of my
children. (Receipt shown to him) The receipnt was
shown to me by my son. My son told me that this
receipt was in respect of the #700/- paid -~ I
can't remember whether it was the oldest or the
second son. My son did not tell me the &700/-
was for agreed costs for attending Coroner's
Inquiry and coming Criminal Trial. My son said
he would hand the receipt to iMr. Linm.

Yesterday I said - I would pay the FP00/-
later, when he had dealt with the later cases,
But I was very cold in the Court. What I meant
was that I would pay him 25% and he had to do
all matters in relation to this accident., At
that time I was concerned only with the &700/-
and not monies paid to the Public Trustee.

Mr, Lau said he would take proceedings if I did
not pay. I concede that some payment had to be
made to Leu for the police proceedings.

Re-examined

When I went to Lau's office from the Public
Trustee's office I was accompanied by my second
son, Sek Hong.

Cross—-examination - Joe Grimberg

Q. When you went to see Lau Liat Meng were you
asking him to get compensation or to get driver
convicted.

A. My intenbtion was to get him to do the whole
i.e. both these matters. If bus driver was
canvicted I would get more compensation. I don't
know in which Court compensation takes place or
where criminal court was or Coroner's court.
Agreed to 25% of net amount at last interview
with Lau Liat Meng.
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No.o
Chan Sek Hong

Chan Sek Hong sworn speaks English
35~ ompoa Road, Singapore.

Pre-University Student. Chan Sizk Hoy was my
younger brother. month or so after his death my
Mother and I went to Respondent's uncle's shop at
18 Kim Xeat Road. We spoke to the proprietor and
enquired about Mr. Lau. After this the uncle
phoned Lau and I spoke to him on the phone., He 10
asked me for particulars of the accident. He asked
us to come down to his office by taxi. We went
and saw Mr. Lau.

I spoke to lMr, Lau in English., We spoke
sbout the accident, and he asked me the circum~
stances. We talked on the question of fees, and
he wanted to percentage cut. He wanted 30% if we
got #3%,000/~ or over, and 25% if we got below
£3000/-. I didn't say anything. My wmother
asked how much we could get, and Lau asked her 20
how much she expected to get. My mother did not
quote a figure, but asked Mr. Lau to get as nmuch
as we could. Before we left he gave us 2 or 3
visiting cards. ILau asked us whether we wished to
engage him, and my mother said she would consult
my Father if we want to engage him we would go and
see him at his house that evening.

We went home and told my Pather, brother and
sister. We had a family conference. ILau Liat lMeng
was a new lawyer and he might like to build up his 30
reputation. It was whether to engage Lau or not.

My Father said that 30% cut was a bit too high.

We decided to engage Mr. Lau and go to his house
to ask to reduce his fee. I went with my brother,
sigter and father to Lau's house. We saw Mr. Lau
and my brother and I did most of the talking in
English. My father said that the 30% and 25% cut
was & bit too high. ILau said that in some cases
he had taken 40%, but after some discussion he
agreed to a 25% cut for any amount. He was to do 40
everything in connection with this case for a 25%
cut. Iy father put his thumb print to a document,
and Lau said once he had done this he was not able
to consult another lawyer. We went to the scene
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of the accident with him. After that we went In the High
home. All this was in about September last year. Court in
Singapore
There was a Coroner's Inquest into my
brother's death., I did not attend. Complainants
Evidence
We got a letter from the Public Trustee ———n
asking us to go to gis offiﬁe. YI w?nt with %y No.6
Father - it was on Chinese New Year's eve. e
sew Mr., Ton. He told us that we got compensation gﬁg;.ie{iggng
of £4,00C/- and asi:cd my father if he was (gon%iiued)o

satisfied. My Father said yes, and Tay then said
#50/~ would be deducted for the Public Trustee,
and a sum slightly in excess of g700/- would be
paid to Tieu. He said we should not pay one single
cen’s more to the lawyer. We went hone.

We went again to the Public Trustec a week
or two later. I went with my father. A clerk
ave us a cheque which was signed by Mr. Blakie.
fter this we went to Lau's office, because his
uncle had asked us to do so few days previously.
Mr, Tau was in. IHz asked me about my educaticnal
background, and he asked me whether we had goh
the mon ey. I showed him the chceque. Lou said
the amount he received from the Public Trustee
was not enoush, and he wanted some more money.
ile said he wanted E750/- more. I was a bit
surprised because I only expected him to ask for
£294,50, the balanze of the 25%. I interpreted
to my Father, ard then told Lau that the Public
Trustee had already paid him 8705.50, and that
gecording to our agreement we need only pay
Lau saida that 25% cut was in respect
of what we finally got less deductions by the
Public Trustee, but I told Mr. Lau that we need
only pay him $294.50. There was some argument.
Mr. Lou said he put in a lot of work and showed
me the file. He said stamp fees amounted to
over $100/~, and that he had attended the
Coroner's Courtv and that he was entitled to
cherge us ¥75/- per hour for attendance on us.
He said his Law bocks cost him #0,000/-. ILau
finally agreed to accept g700/-. IHe said if we
didn't pay he would send us a bill and take
action in Court.

. We were a bit frightened. My father
reminded him there was a Magistrate's Court
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case in March. Mr. Lau asked my Father whether
he wanted him to attend. My Father said it was
his work. DPreviously I had asked Lau why he had
not gone to the Magistrate's Court previously.
His reply was that this was a police matter, and
he would be wasting his time if he went. So I
asked him now what would the purpose be of his
going.

My Father said he would pay his #200/- or
$300/- first and the balance when it was all over.10
Mr. Lau refused and demanded the whole amount
immediately. My father said my mother might not
agree to pay the g700/-. Mr. Lau said it was not
necessary for my Father to discuss it with my
mother, as it was my Father who had authorised
him to act.

Finally, my Father agreed to pay #700/-.
Lau asked us to cash the cheque and bring back the
8700/~ or preferably for us to pay the 3700/~ %o
his uncle. I decided to consult my friend, a 20
special branch detective. He referred me %o
Mr. Lim of the C.P.I.B. This was on the same day,
I saw Mr. Lim and I told him the facts. He asked
me not to pay the money, and to go to his office
the next morning. I did so, and made a statement.

That evening Mr. Lim came to our house and
told us to pay the g700/-. We went in Mr. Lim's car,
and Mr. Lim gave us a cheque for F700/- in the car.
Mr. Lim stopped his car some distance from the shop
and my Father and I went in and gave the cheque to 30
Lau's uncle, who went to the phone but obviously
Mr. Lau was not in as I heard the uncle say when
Mr. Lau returns to phone him.

We did not get areceipt from Leu's uncle.
A few days later we got a receipt from Lau - this
is the receipt. Some time after that we received
a letter from Murugason and in it was a cheque
for #%50/-. (Letter and cheque identified
(P.W.2(13) ). I read the letter and was a little
bit afraid. After getting the letter I phone Mr. 40
Lim and told him. He asked me to go end see lir.
Lionel Chee with the letter and cheque.
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Cross-Exemination - Kathieesu.

On the first occasion Lau's office was in
Malacca Street. I did not go to his office after
he removed. I now say went to his office in Asia
Building after we received the cheque. My Mother
did not speak to Lau on the phone because she was
not feeling too well. She was well enough to travel
to town.

In Mr, Leu's office I can't remember who
raised the question of fees first. I cannotb
remember who firet mentioned a percentage.

Before going to Lau I went with my Father to
Murphy's office. We discussed fees with his clerk.
The clerk said there wes a fixed rate of calculation
of fees, and that was the only fee payable. After
the accident I heard some people say that some
lawyers charge on percenbage basis. I kunew before
going Lo see Lau that there's a fixed rate md that
some lawyers charge percentage.

I 4id not offer !Mr. Lau a percentage. I was
interested in getting as much as possible as
compensation, but I did not offer a percentage to
Mr. Lau. Nobody mention £20,000/- compensation at
our first meeting. Mr. Lau showed me a file where
a claimant had received £4,000/-. Vr. Lau did not
say how much we could get. I can't say whether
it was me or Lau who first mentioned percentage.
It is not possible that I mentioned it first, bub
I don't know if Leou mentioned it first.

Lau did not cxplain that +the fees would
be taxed by the Court. I did not tell Lau “hat I
had heard that costs were regulated.

Q. Did you think it was alright to charge a
bercentage.

A. I had no idez,

When we left Lau's office we had not
definitely decided %o engage him. In the evening
I went to TLau's residence. We were able to
pursuade Mr, Lou to alter the rate of percenbtage -
ny Father pursuaded him. We interpreted parts of
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the conversation to my Father. The final ,
agreement was 25% for whatever amount - not 25%
for above $3,000/- and 20% for below. I remember
25% quite clecarly.

T did not collec’ documents from Lau's office
for my Father to sigun.

When Mr. Tay explained about costs I did not
ask whether those costs included atltending
Coroner's Court and Magistrate's Court. I did
not tell Mr. Tay Lau had attended the Coroner's 10
Court. Mr. Tay sald we should not pay any further
money to the lawyer. I told Mr. Lau subsequently
that we had been advised by Mr. Tay not to pay
any more money. Mr. Diau did not say that the
additional 8750/~ had nothing to do with the
compensation claim. He sald that he had not been
paid sufficient. After quite a lot of argument he
said he could charge additional amounts for
attending the Coroner's Court and the Magistrate's
Court. Mr. DLau did not say that the additicnal 20
8750/~ or Z700/- was for bthe Coroncr's Court he
had already abtbtended, and the Magistrate's Court
he was to attend. In the course of the argument
he mentioned the Coroner's Court and the
Magistrate's Court.

Q. When you told him he could ask only for
$294.50 to make up 25% he said don't talk about
percentage.

He was not inbterested in percentage?
A. I do not know. 30

Mr. Lau did not say that 1f we did not pey
the Z700/~ he would not attend the Magistrate's
Court. He said he would send us a bill, and if
we did nolt pay he would take Court action. He
said do you want me to be present in the Magistrate's
Court, and when my Pather said yes, he said then
pay me the Zg700/-. |

.I saw Lau's receipt for 700/~ and read the
receipt. It refers to agreed costs. It was not
the Agreement with Mr. Lau. I showed thé receipt 40
to Mr, Lim. I &id not tell Mr. ILim it was not the
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Agrecment. In the High
Court in
When I received Mr. Lau's receint (P.W.2(11))  Singapore
it did not occur to me to put right the terms e

stated on the receipt. I deny that the receipt Complainants
represenved the true state of affairs. BEvidence
1 cannot rencmber secing the police report. No.6

Shown report on Pege 12. We should have paid Lau

25%, or §1,000/-. If we paid only $1,000/- we Chan Selk Hong

would have becn satisfied, cven though the Public gzg&zgation
Trustee saild we need not pay any more. I understood (“ tinued)
the 25% was for everything, including the continu
Coroner's Court and Megistrate's Court.
At some stage of the discussion on the day
we went to Lau with the cheque. Lau caid he did
not want to discuss the 25%. and we agrec to pay
him the g700/- plus the F700/- odd he had received
from the Public Trustee. My brother wrobe
P.W.2(14).
Re-examination Re-examination

It was before Mr. Lau threatened to sve my
father that my Tather agreed to pay. We were in
Lau's office fex aboubt 45 minutes. TFirst of all,
Mr, Lau asked for g750/-~, later he reduced it o
B700/~. I can't remcmber whethcr the gquestion of
work done in the Coroner's Court was menbioned
after the sum wag recduced to Z700/-.

It was Lau's threat o sue that caused us to
agrece to pay the $700/-~.

Examination - Bv Miss Lim

At Lau's office on day we went from Public
Trustece's office Lau did not deny +that previously
he had agrced to a percentage.

Examination ~ Joe Grimbere

The first I hcard of the Coroner's Court and
Magistrate's Court from Mr. Lau was when we wons
to see him with the cheque from the Public Trustee.

Adjourned to afternoon.
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In the High No.?
Court in
Singapore Chan Wel Pun
Complainants Chan Wei Pun -~ 35-P, Whampoa Road, Draftsman with
Evidence S.T. Leong.

No.7 I am the brother of the deceased.
giggiggiiggn About 2 month after my brother's death there

was a family discussion. My father, brother and
sister were present. At first the percentage was

to be 20% for $%,000/- and over of compensation,

and 25% for any sum less than £3%,000/-. 10

Leter in the cvening we went to Lau's
house. Iau opened the discussion. At first he
said what I have Just stated. He was speaking
in English - my father, sister and brother were
there. My father was doing most of the talking
in Cantonese. Father said the proposed feces was
quite high, bub Lau said that he had charged
higher percentage in similar cases. After much
argument ‘the pcrcentage was cut down to 25% of
any sum over $%,000/-, and 20% of eny sum below. 20
This was agreed to. This fee was to be for the
claim for damages. Nothing was sald about any
other sort of work. Nothing was said about a
Coroner's Inquest. Nothing was said about any
traffic Court Procecdings.

After the fee was agreed Mr. Lau took us o
the scene of the accident then we wenbt home.
(Now speaks in Cantonese).

I went to the Coroner's Ingquest with my
sister. When we went to see Lau my Father did not 30
sign a document. A document was signed a few days
later when Lau asked me to take the document home Lo
my Father.

I got a call from Lau in January of this year.
He asked me to go to his office in Asia Building. He
t0ld me that if my Father was prepared to settle
out of Court he would get 84,000/8 compensation.
If the case went to Court my Father would get
2%,000/- or less. He gave me a document to take
home for my Father to sign - I am sorry this was 40
not so on that day. I went home and told my
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father vhat Tau had told me. On that very night,
my Fathcer, my brother and I went to Lau's house,
and I cxplaincd the whole thing again to my Father.
My father agreed to accept the compensation

offcred and before we left Mr. Lau's house he

asked me to go to his office the next day to get

a documecnt for my father to sign. On the following
day I wenbt to his office and was given a document
to take home for my father to sign.

I rcmember going to the third District
Court on the %rd or 4th PFebruary. On the 3»d I
went with my sister. I went as a witness. The
case was postponed to the next day, and I returned
on the 4th again with my sister, bubt the case was
again postponed to the 24th and 25th March. On
neither the 3rd and 4th was Lau prescnt. On the
24th I went baclk again to that Court, and gave
evidence. Mr, Lau was nct present.

I had occcasgion to mention the Traffic Cese
to ITr. Lau. I chowed a subpoecna which had been
issued and served on me or my sister. He said it
was alright for me to go to Court. I asked Mr.
Lau whether he would be going to the Court. He
said it was not nccessary for him to so.

I went to his office on the 4th February to
tell him to go to the Court. On the morning of
that day I had noticed in Court that the bus
driver was represented by Counscl. I thought that
we ought to be represented as well, so I telephoned
Ir. Lau, but he said it was not ncecssary for hin
to be present as the prosecution was conducted by
the police. After the case had been postponed I
went to Mr. Tau's office to ask him to be present
at the Court on the 24+th March, when the case
would come up for hearing. He repcated thet it
was not necessary for him to be present in Court.
I then went home with another witness in the Case.
Mr. Quek.

When lr. Lau to0ld me it was nob necessary
for him to attend I accepted it, but I thought
1t was not correct for him not to go, and I went

home and told my father about it.

In the High
Court in

Singappre

Complainant's
Evidence

No.7
Chan Wei Pun
Examination
(continued)



In the High
Court in
Singapore

Complainant's
Evidence

No.7

Chan Wei Pun
Croas-
Examination

2,

Cross-Exramination Kethiccesu

Normelly when we had problems at home, ve
discussed it as a2 fanily. Wc did not discuss this
casc last night. I was waiting in the Court all
day and vhen I went home I went to bed, I had
lunch todey with my brother and fathcr. Ve did
not discuss the casec at all. I caid that Mr. Lau
opencd the discuesion on pcercentage first becausc
my Father discussed percentage with Mr. Lau vhen
we went to sec him at his house. We talked about 10
compensation and the percentage cut, Wen we
arrived at Mr. Lau's housc he mentioned the
questions of fces. Iy father mentioned the ques-
tion of fces first. Beforc going to Lau's house we
had discusscd this question. I had not gone to
Mr. Lau's office carlier that day, but I heard thati
my mother and brother had gone to Lau's office, I
got home at about 6.15 that day, and my father and
brother were already home. They werc not alrcady
talking doou’s the fecs. The discussion was abcut 20
vhat my Father would offer Mr. Lau for fces.

(Witness complains of cold - adjourned 10 minutes).
Case fixed for hearing 11.10.54 at 2.15 and 12..10.064
at 10,00 a.m. Casec resumed 3.15 p.m. I had not
hecard that certain lawyers charge on vercentage
basis. At Mr. Lau's house it was nmy Fathcr who
discussed the percentage with Mr. Lau. I
listened to their discussion. Part of the
conversation was interpreted by me. Iy Fathoer
spoke to me in Cantonesc and I spoke to Lau in
English, 1My Father spoke a few scentences in
Teochew, but Ifr. Lau could not undcrstand.

Ol
O

Before going to Mr. Lau's house I did nob
take part in the discussion at all. I got home
at 5.15 and our anpointment was at 7.15 sc¢ I had
no time to telie part in the discussion. I heard
parts of bthe discussion. I did not know what ny
Father would offer. I did not lmow that at
Mr. Lau's house my Father was more concerned with
getting the bus driver convicted. Mr. Leau sald 4G
the compensation would be &%,002/- or g4,000/- but
at least &2,000/-.

Mr. Lav did not say he would attend the
Coroner's Ingquiry. I did not know how IMr. Lau
proposed to sece that the bus driver was convicted.
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I hed not heard of a Coroner's Inguiry before In the High
this date. The fce IMr, Lau was to be paild was ©o Court in
cover the whole casc. I don't Lnow whether it was Singapore
discussed as to when and where the fece would be ——
paid. Complainant's
Evidence

A Warrant to act was signed on the first e

night, and T witnessed 1t. I explained to my 10.7

father that 1t covered probate and claim for
damages. My father made no comment, he did not
understand the document very well. I thought the
document included everything.

Chan Wei Pun
Crogs-
Exemination.
(continued)

I rcmember another Warront to Act belng
signed by ny father. I wibtnessed that document
also. I read the document before my Feother
signed it. T was not aware that it contained
the declaration, I did not understand the
statement regarding the declaration. I did not ask
anyone to ecxnlain the document Lo me. I passecd

the 7th Standard. I asked my Father o sign the
document. Even now I do not understond wvhatb
that declarabtion means., I ogree there is nothing

in the document concerning percentage.

When T went to Lau's office on the 4th
February I was accompanied by Mr. Quel. He was
present when I spoke to Mr. Lau, but he docs not
understand English. On the 4th Mr. Lau did not
say hc was avare an adjournment was asked for - in
fact I told him. IMr. Lau did not say he had becn
in communication with the lawyer for the bus diver
and that the othcr lawyer would be applying for
adjourmment. I %Hnok the subpocnas for both
Coroner's Court and lagistrate's Court to Mr. Lau.
He did not ask me to beke them to him, I simply took
them to him for him to sce. I rceceived subpoenas but
I did not know wvherc +the Coroncr's Court was
situated. I asked Mr. Lau where it was. VWhen I
went to Mr. Lau with the Magistrate's Court
subpocna I algo asled him vhere the Court was.
Therce was a fresh subpocna for the adjourned
hearing in the Mesistrate's Court. I can'st
remember whether I took the Fresh subpocna to Mr.
Lau. Can't remember when Fresh subpoena was
served.

I did not advise my Father not to pay Mr.Lau
monles apart from what he had alrcady received
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28.

from the Public Trustee. I made a stabtement bto
the police. In it I can't rcmember if I said thatb
I advised my Father not to pay more than had
already been naid by the Public Trusteec. I think
I did advise my Father. I know my father did not
follow my advise and that some arrangecment had

in fact becen made to pay M». Lou.

I remember a letter from Mr. Murugeson. I
sent a reply which I drafted. I had no difficulty
drafting this letter, but it took me some time. 10

Re—-examination - Hilborne

The first mecting at Mr. Lau's house took
about 17 hours. The question of prosccuting the
bus driver took up most of the time.

1M.12.64 - Partics as before.
Witness on former oath.

Fxamination - by Miss Lim

On the first night when I went to Lau's house
with my Father, my Father instructed Mr. Lau to
claim compensation from the bus driver and also to 20
take charge of the prosecution of the bus drivenr.
If the prosecubion was successful the bus driver
would go to Jjail. I did not know in which Court
the prosecution or the claim for damages would be,
or whether they would be in the same Court. I now
know that if the prosccution took place it would be
in the police Courts near North Canal Road - I
don't know in which Court the claim for
compensation would have been

Examination - By Grimberg 50

I expected Mr. Lau to be in the Police Court
on 4th February. I can't remember whether on 4th
February my Father had rcceived the compensation.
I did not think Mr. Lau's presence in the Police
Court had anything to do with the prospects of
settling compensation.

Hilborne applies to amend charges eand tenders
amended Statement of Case. Marked P.W.3.
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Kathigesu

-3

agrccs if (i) and (ii) were alternative.

In the High

Application granted subjcct to additicn of the Court in
words "further or alternatively™" after paragraph Singapore
8(i). .
Complainant's
Lvidence
No.7
Chan Wei Pun
Re-
xemination
(continued)
No.8 No.8
Tay Chow Seng
r 3 X "
Tay Chow Scng Exemination.
Tay Chow Seng affirmed. OSpeaks English. 147
Killiney Road, Singapore
I am an Advocate and Solicitor, now in private
practice. At the beginning of this year I was an
officer in the Public Trustee's office. Amongst
ny obther duties where those in conncection with the
Motor Vehicles (Third Party Risks) Ordinance, 19GO.
I first saw the complainant during the taxation
before the Registrar. DTLau was present. After the
taxation I informed the complainant that he had bo
be interviewed, and I saw him the next day the 12th
February. I told him the Public Trustce was
entitled to deduct SBO/—, and that Lau's bill would
be pald in accordance with the taxation. I told
him that he need not pay any more to Lau. This is
standard practice. The Clerk in the Public
Trustee's officc would pay. I do not know if it
was paild same day. I did not hand over the cheque.
Cross-~Examination - By Murugason Cross~
Examination.

I was not aware at the dabe of taxation
whether Mr. Lau had attended a Coroner's Inquiry.
I was not awvare up to now that he had attended a
Coroner's Inquiry. I told the complainant he need
not pay anything more than She taxed costs in
respecy of the compensation. If the Solicitors
acting for the complainarnt abttended other
proceedings this was not concern of ours.



In the High I was in whe department for 10 months as a
Court in whole. I have never seen a separabtec hill for
Singapore attendances before the Coroner or the Meglstrate.

I have seen costs of these items included in a
Complainant's bill for taxation, but they inform the Reglstrar
Evidence that these items have been paid scparately.

No.8 If a'so%icitor told me that he had atbtended
a Coroner's Inquiry, I would tell him he was
gaysgﬁow Seng entitled to separaté costs for this for which he
ro should look to hie client. In fact, I have ncver 10

Exanination - ,
(continucd) come across such a case.

The complainant never told me that Lau had
attended a Coroncr's Inguiry. He did not tell me
that Lau was to abttend Criminal procecdings in the
future.

If items were included in a bill for taxation
relating to other proceedings we would object to
these itens.

Re~ Re—examination ~ Hilborne
examination
I have objected to these itcms myself. 20
Examination- Mr. Tin
I don't mean the Public Trustee.
To.9 No.9
Chal’l Mu.i oy L
Eng. Chan Mui FEng
Examination Chan Muli Eng - 35-P Whampoa Road. Affirmed - spealks

Cantonesc.
I am a nursc.

About a month after ny younger brother's
death, we had a family discussion in our house. I
took part. The obthers werc my father, brother and 30
Mother. ITtwas aboul the percentage to be given to
the Lawyer. I gathered that my Mother and brother
had been to sce Lau earlier that day.

The lawyer wanbted between 25% and 30% of the
compensation as his fees. The general feeling was
that this was too high. It was decided to go and
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sec Ir. Lau. My Pather, clder brother and younger
brother went, and I went.

In Mr. Lau's house the discussion was mainly
in English with my c¢lder brother. T kcannot
remenber what other languages. I understood a
1ittle bit. They were discussing percentages and
I knew a bit of English. At the end of the
discussion my Father agrecd to 25% of the
compensation if the claim was £3,000/~-, or 20%
if the damages were about #2,000/-.

I went to the Coroner's Inquest. I also went
to another Court = the police Court in South
Bridge Road. I think it was the 14th March. I
went altogether 5 times to the police Court. I
did nol seec Lou on any of these occasions. I

L.

was rather dissatisfied.

Crogs—exanination - By Murugason

My note says this but I'm not too certain.

Cross—-exanination -- By Kathigesu

The first occasion I saw Mr. Tou was at his
house at River Valley Road. Before going there my
motiier told me in the presence of the obhers thab
Mr. Iau asized for 25% to 30%. I don't remeumber
the rest of what she said. She did most of the
talking. ©She tallked to me in the presence of my
brothers and my IFather. She was talking to all
of us generally. I took a minor part in the
discussion and I don't remember whd& the others
sald. I can't remcmber the rost of the conver-
sation.

Most of the conversation at Lau's house was
in English. A long time was spent by hin
recording the facts of the case. Most of the
conversation was with my brother in English.

My Father and younger brother also talked %o

Mr, Tau. I can't remember what my Father said.
Comparatively speaking, my Fathor spoke a little -
the discussion was on the subjcct of percentage.
Mr. Lau spolze to me, bubt not about percentages,
but because I was the first person to arrive at
the scene of the accident. My Father did talk
about percentages, through my brother. He also
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Chan Mui Eng.
Examination
(continued)

Cross-—
examination.

Cross~
examination
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Re~-examination

talked to Lau directly, not much though I think
he spoke in Hokkien or Teochew. I don't know
vhat he said in thesc dialects. I don'v
understand Holdkien or Teochew.

My Pather came to the house one day and said
that he had agreed to receive g4,000/- in
compensation some time after the Chinese Hew Year.

He said the costs had already been deducted Dby

the Public Trustee. I'm not aware about any obthen
costs - I do not always stay at home. ZIater I was 10
given to understand that Lau wanted another $700/-,
Both nmy Mother and Father mentioned this.

I remember making a statement to the police.
I do not remember if I said that I could not
renenber what emount Lau denanded. If it is stated
in the statcment I would not dispute it. I knew
about the F700/- after I had given the statenment
on the 21st% March. I did not know about the Z700/-
before the 218t March. I do not know anything
about this reccipt - P.W.2(11) and there's becn 20
no discussion cbout it. I saw Mr. Lau at the
Corcner's Inquiry. I don't know if my brothers
went to Lau with the subpoenas we reccived., I
could recad the date and Tine nyself. After rcading
the Summons I put it in the cupboard - I don't
know whether my brother took it to Counsel after
that.

Re-ecxanination - Hilborne

I can read English a little bit.

Q. Do you understand me now (Intcerpreter notb 20
interpreting).
A, Yes.

By Grimberg

Formerly working for Chong Wai Siew Hogpital -
now with IIwa Yin Clinic in lMiddle Road. I attended
Corcner's Court on one day. Hearing quitc long -
lasted from morning till after~noon. I saw Lou
Liat Meng on that day. He was thcere on morning
and afternoon.

Q. When you arrived at Coroner's Court did yo 40
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expcct hin to be there.
A. Yes.

Only ny elder brother was a witness in the
Coroner's Court.

Q. At first night at Lau's house did you expect
as result of what you heard and understand that
Mr. Lau's fceces weculd be included in the porcentage.

A, The percentage would include the attendance
in the Coroner's Court.

No.10

Quek Cheng Hong

Quck Cheng Hong - 288-B Jalan Behagia, Singapore,
Taxi driver affirmed speaks Teochew.

I was sitting ir a S8.T.C. bus when it knocked
a cyclist over in Jalan Limau off Balestier Road on
the 17th August, 1963,

I found out who the family of the boy was.
I told them I would be a witness if necessary.

I nade a statement to the police, but I can't
remenmber the date. I gave evidence at the Coroner's
Inquiry. On threc occasions I went So the
Magistrate's Coprt in South Bridge Road. I saw the
previous witness and her brother. They gave
evidence and I gave cvidence in that Court as well.

On the 12th Scptember, 1964 a Chinese woman
cane to me. She was aged about 40. She told me
that lawyer Lau wanted to speak to me. I went with
her to Lau's office at Asia Insurance Building.
When I got there he was not there. That was the
day of the civil disturbances, so I went home. I
nade cnbrics in my diary alb the time.

On the 14th Scotember 1964 I went to
Murugason and made a statement to his clerk. He
asked me about Lau's attendancas at the Traffic
Court and Coroner's Court. I said Lau had notb
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attended the Distriet Court bus the Coroner's
Court. On the 18th September I -went to Mr. Lou's
office with the same wonman in a car driven by her,
I saw Mr, Lau on that occasion.

He read the statement I had made to Murugason.
He asked me whether I heard him pronosing in his
house a fee of F350/- for cach sitting and I said
I could not rcmember. I was not clear about what
he meant by onc sitting. I went to his house first
with the clder brother on the day I gave the state- 10
nent to the police in September, 1963. Mr. Lau was
recalling this occasion when he spoke to me in
September, 1964, I said I was not sure whether I
heard him proposing to the elder brother that he
would charge $%50/- for each sitbing so I went home
to think about it. I went back on the 21st and
told Mr. Lau it appeared I had not heard that. I
told Mr. Lau I did not hear it. I was cerbain in
ny mind that I had not heard it., The same lady
gook ne homec again on the 21st having taken nme 20
here.

Cross-—exanination -- By Kathigesu.

Whon Mr. Lou first asked me about the $350/-
I was not cerbain whether it had becn mentioned. I
an still not certain because the conversation was
English. Before the 7th August 1963 I did not
know the complainant and his family. Since that
date I have seen then frequently and up bto the 24th
March, 1964 on occasions when I had %o attend
Court. Since that date I have nobt seen then. 20

I have becen to Lau's house on one occasion
on the 12th September 1963. I was taken there by
one of the sons.

The complainant and his family did not discuss
the case with me, or in question of fees, or that
Lau was claining feces on a percentage basis.

When the lady came for me to take me to
YMr. Lau's office I went willingly. ILau was civil
to ne. He did not put words inbo my mouth. He
merely asked whether I could remember about the 40
Z350/-. T also gave a statement to Mr. Lim Cheng Par.
He asked nme about the statement I gave to Murugason.
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Eranination -~ Grinberg

Q. When you went first to Dou's house what was
discusscd.

A Elder brother took me to Lau's house so lMr.
Tau would accompany mne to give statement to Police.

Q. At that tine did you know IMr. Lau had been
retained by Tthen.

A, Yes ot that time not before. This was on I
think 1l2th September 1963 - the day I gave statement
to Police,

Nothing was said in my presence betwcen the
brother and Mr. Lou concerning Mr. Lau's fees.
They spoke in English and I could not understand.
First time I camec to know I would be a witness in
these proceedings was when I was given a Summons on
5th or st of this nonth - Produces Summons.

Q. Between time you told Lau you were not certain
whether he had mentioned 350/~ and time you

went and told him you had not heard had you secn
Complainant or his family.

A No.

Examination - Harry Wec

Do you understand few words in English

No ecxcept writing in English.

Q. Whot language did Lau speak to Sek Hong.
In English.

Q.  Throughout.

A, Ycs.

Do you understand figures in English ~ say

A, Yes.

Q. Why take 3 days to think out whether you
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36,

In the High heard of the £350/-.
Court in
Singapore A, It was f£irst asked on Friday or

Saturday and I could not go back t1ll Monday.
Complainant's

Evidence Q. Why could'nt you give an answer off hand.
Mo .10 A, It wasdifficult for me to give an answer off

hand

Quek Cheng Hong nct.

Cross-

exanination o1 . 1

. ogse of Complainant's Case.
(continucd) 2 :

Kathigesu says he will not open, dbut will call
evidcnce.

Adjourned 4.10 p.ni. to 10.00 a.n.10
Saturday 12.12.54.
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No. 11

Linu at Men.
12412.64 -~ 10,05 a.nm., - Partics as before.
Sworn

Lau Liat Meng of 463 River Valley Road,
speaks English.

I an an Advocate & Sclicitor called to
Singepore Bar on 9th November, 1962. Until the
end of last year I was attached to Oehlers &
Choa as an associate and since 1.1.64 I started
ny own firm.

I was instructed to act in respect of this
accident, and obtained a Warrant to Jct which is
on P.W.2{3). On the day this Warrent was signed
the Mother and a son came to sce ne. They were
introduced by ny uncle who owns a provision shop
at Kim Keat Road. Before they came to my
office on the 11th September, at about noon on
that day the son, Sek long, spoke to me on the
phone and informed me that he was spesking from
ny uncle's provision store. He expleined that
his brother was killed in an accident on the 7th
August, 1963. He wanted to know where ny
office was. He asked me what ny fees would be
and whether it would be in the form of a
percentage. I told him that I was unable to
agree to a percentage basis, and that if he
wanted to see me I requested him to core To nmy
office at 20 Malacca Street.

On the afternoon he and his MNMother came to
see me, The mother spoke to me in Cantonese
which I do not understand at all, ond therefore
the conversation was interpreted by Chan Sek
Hong. The conversation between us was in
English throughout. 4t first therc was no
discussion about fees - Sek IIong explained how
the accident happened, and I took down some
notes. 4sfter the discussion the llother,
through the son asked how nuch I would be able
to claim for the loss of her son, She informed
me that some members of her family had been to
other lawyer's offices, such as Murphy & Dunbar
and David Marshall. Madanm Leong told me that
since her son was only 15/16 years of ages she
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In the High had heard from friends she would be able to

Court in clain a lot of money. She told me she wanted

Singapore at least £ 20,000/~ since the ceceased was a
young man, I replied that this figure was

Defence rather high, and I 4id not think eny Court of

Evidence Law would award this figure.

No., 11 She then through the son discussed my fees

with me. She offered 25% as ry fees. At once I

Lau Liat lMeng retorted to her that as lawyers we could not go
by percentage, and that our fees depended on the

Examination amount of work we did, and that costs in civil

(continued) matters were taxed by the Court, and that she had

the Public Trustee to protect her.

I told the Mother that in ny opinion the
Criminal proceedings would be entirely a separ-
ate matter, and that if there was a Coroner's
Ingquiry I would be charging her $350/~, and if
there were any police Court preoceedings I would
be charging another £350/-. They insisted that
ny fees should be in the form of a percentage,
and further informed me that they had heard from
others that certain lawyers went by percentage
and that they wanted to know how nuch ny fees
would be roughly. I told them I d&id not care
what other lawyers did, and explained to then the
position as to my fees.

Madam Leong then told me she had to discuss
this matter with her husband when he returred
from work. She asked me whether members of her
family could see me in my flat in the evening
since she did not want her husband to lose a day's
wages. I told her I had no objection.

They came gt about 7.30 p.m. that evening,
I recorded a very detailed stabtement of abcut 10
pages of the hisgtory of the family and the
circumstances of the accident. I spent at least
an hour and a half taking statements.

Chan Siew Wai brought up the question of my
fees. He informed me that he wanted my fees to
be in the form of percentage. He was prepared
to let me have 25% of the compensation to do all
the work. I had explained to him previously
what sort of work I had to do - take out L/A,
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attend Coroner's Inquiry if any, and any subsequent
police proceedings, if any. They wanted to know
exactly how much all this would cost. I had to
keep on explaining o them what I said to the
Mother and son that afternocn. It appeared to
me that they were quite puzzled when I refused to
accept a percentage. They were not clear gbout
costs having to be taxed and I explained that my
costs in connection with the civil proceedings
would be taxed, and that I would bill them
separately #3250/~ a cay for the other proceedings.

The conversation as to costs was interpreted
mainly by Chan Wei Pun. The father spoke in
Cantonese which I 4o not understand. The
conversation between me and the other brothers
was in English,

The family was very angry with the S5.T.C.
driver. They were more concerned that he should
be lmprisoned. They were obsessed with the idea
that the driver had been involved in two previous
accidents on the same day. I at all times did
not agree to a percentage,

By the time they left my flat it appeared to
me that after so many explanations they understood
about taxed costs., They wanted me to hold a
watching brief at the Coroner's Inquiry and I
nade it clear that my fee would be £3%50/-, and
another £350/~ if there were Criminal proceedings
even tlough it may last more than one day. They
appeared satisfied and the Father executed the
Warrant to Act.

I sttended the Coroner's Inguiry on the 14th
November. Before this Chan Wei Pun handed me two
subpoenas, for himself and his sister: which are
still in my possession. The Coroner's Incuiry
took a whole day, I know it was fixed for the
14.44.65 at 10,00 a.nm.

I started on my own on the first Janu
and obtained a fresh Warrant to Act (P.W.2?§§3.
The Warrants are differently worded - the first
was based on Oehlers and Choa's form. The

second warrant followed I believe the form used
by Laycock & Ong, where I read in Chambers. I
believe it was the form used by Mr. Murphy when
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he was practising in Laycock & Ong and I wished
to be guided by him since Murphy weas

practising in running down cases. I now
roduce specimens of the two forms - P.W.4 and
E.W.B (Admitted by Consent). FP.U.5 originates
from Laycock & Ong, but I have now got my own
forms printed on these lines. The heading

of page BW2 (?7) was left out inadvertently

The eldest son collected the new Warrant to
Act and I asked hinm whether he understood what
was conbtained in it. He glanced at it for a
few minutes and told me that he understood it.
A few days later he brought it back and it was
brought in in my absence.

Then I had an offer of settlement from
Messrs. Rodyk & Davidson. I wrote to client
or I may have telephoned the son informing him
of the offer, I think the Father and son came
in to see me subsequently and I explained the
offer, They were not very happy to accept
RB4,000/~, and I had therefore 0 look for a
bundle of cases of similar matters. I
advised them to accept, and eventually the
Father signed a letter of authority. This was
on the 17th January. I now produce z photostat
copy of the Letter of authority - admitted by
consent - marked PW6, I then proceeded to tax
the S/C bill of costs. It was to have been
tax::d on the 30th January but was taxed on the
11th February '64, I received payment of my
taxed costs of £705.50.

I wrote to the Client on the 26th February
requesting him to reswear the Estate Duty
Affidavit PW2(9 & 10).
February I did not send for or write to the
Client to see ne. I received nmy taxed costs
on the 19th February from the Public Trustee.
I forwarded my receipt on the same date.

Between the 22nd and 26th Fgbruary the
complainant and Chan Sek Hong came to ny office.
They came of their own accord to inform me that
they had received their chegue from the Public
Trustee, I told them that I had also received
ny cheque for £705.50 in respect of the civil

Between the 11th and 26th
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claim, After that some discussion took place
with regard to the Coroner's Inquiry fees. I
told them that the fees for this had previously
been agreed to at B350/~ and that there should
not be any heggling and bargaining. At that time
Chan Wel Pun told me that the driver was going to
be charged under S.304A. I made a note of it in
the file. The Coroner at the end of Coroner's
Inquiry had ordered warrant to issue foxr
prosecution under S,304A. I was in Court so I
know of it then., I know that Mre. M.

Coomaraswamy was instructed and that the case
had been fixed for trial on the 3rd and 4th
February. Sometime before the 3rd Coomaraswamy
had indicated that he would be applying for en
ajournment.
He informed me by telephone, so I did not find it
necessary to attend Court. I told this to Chan
Wel Pun before the 3rd, but he insisted that I
should go, I asked him either on 3rd or 4th
February to inform me of the fresh date of trial,
which he did not give me up to this date.

There was ruch bargaining on the date betweean

the 22nd and the 26th concerning my fees £700/-
for the Coroner's Court and the police court. I
told the Father and son that the fees had
dready been agreed and should not be discussed
again, Knowing that they were very careful
with their monzy I requested payment for the
Coroner's Court only. I told them if there was
any further bargaining for this I would request
payment for §350/- for Coroner's Inquiry only
and I wuld not attend the police couxrt. Then
they agreed tc pay me the,ﬁ?OO/—. in fact I was
only interested in B%50/- since they kept on
bargaining and haggling and rnot for the
Magistrate's Court but they insisted. I
requested psyment direct but at the request of
Chan Siew Wai since ha had not got the money at
that time, he would like to give £700/- to my
uncles I showed no objection to his proposal.

I received the money and posted the receipt. I
received no compleints to this day.

I did not go to the trial on the 24th and
25th March because I did not know the dates. I
was not informed of the dates by the femily, and
I was not handed the subpoenas by the family for

(Hilborne says this is not disputed).
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24th and 25th March, in accordance with my
request. Previously Chen Viei Tun always for-
warded various subpoencs to me.

On the 8th April Mr. ILionel Chee of the
Police requested me to produce file 59/63L by
Summons served on me under S.57(1) Criminal
Procedure Code. I was too happy to produce the
file, for which I received acinowledgment.

I sent a cheque for £350/- back to Client on
the 15th April and received a reply on the 17th
April PW2(14). I returned the £350/- because I
did not receive instructions from the complainant
any more, and since I did not attend the Criminal
proceedings on the 24th March, I was advised by
Senior Counsel to return the cheque. I was not
sure so I consulted Senior Counsel.

The first complaint from the Bar Committee
was on the 5th June, I gave an explanation as
requested.

XN by Hilborne

My case is that the £700/- was for the
Coroner?'!s Court and the Police Court. The only
money I received for the civil claim was what I
got from the Public Trustee.

The complainant and his son Sek Hong came to
see me between the 22nd and 26th and told me that
they had been paid. I now refer to paragraph 5
of the Statement of Defence. I explain this by
saying that I knew the Public ‘Trustee's practice
was to send out cheque to the Solicitor end the
Claimant at the same time, but I didn't know the
exact date, I thought the object of their visit
was to pay me £350/~. They came to tell me that
they had been paid. I now say that I thought
they came to pay me the £700/~ for the Coroner's
Inquiry and the pending police Court case. When
they started bargaining I said "pay me £350/- and
I'11 conclude the whole matter,"

They wanted to work on a percentage and they
offered me £294,50. I was very surprised.
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I'm sure that I did not send for the complain-
ant between the 11th and the 26th. I heard two
witnesses say that I sent for them through ny
uncle - they were lyinge Ily Counsel onitted to
cross examined on this point. My uncle is coming
as a witness.,

I did not go to the nention of the police
Court up to this very date. I don't know when
it was first mentioned. I first knew that the
3rd and 4th February were fixed when I received the
subpoenas. I knew the case has been adjourned
from the 3rd to 4%th,. 1 know that there were 2
applications for an adjournment, Mr. Coomaraswamy
told me in one conversation he was going to make
application for adjournment of both days. I
can't remember whether he was going to do it by
means of one application or two,. In my mind I
thought neither the 3rd nor the 4th would be
authorised and I told Chan Wei Pun when the first
dates were fixed. I may have been told on 3rd
or 4th Fgbruary that the case s adjourned from
the 3rd to the 4th February by Chan Wei Pun or
some other members of the family. I'm not sure
of this. I deny that I am lying and I did not
say on any occasion that there was no point in my
going as the prosecution was in the hands of the
police. It was the client's fault that I did
not attend. I expected him to give me a date, If
he had told me 24.3,64 I would hae attended as I
did the Coroner's Inguiry.

I learned of the actual date of the hearing
in the police Court in August 64, I wrote for the
notes on the 18th August '64 at the request of my
Solicitor. I did not know that the trial would
be in March '64 but I did not know the exact date,
I wrote "trial March 1964" on ny file, sometime in
Pebruary or March., I don't know where I got this
information from.

The main object of the first visit by the
lMother and son was to claim damsges and to discuss
the matter in general and the fees, The
witnesses were lying about the so-called agreement
of percentage. On the 11th September 1963 I had
no mecans of knowing that there would be police
Court proceedings, I knew that there might be
proceedings in the Coronert's Court.
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In mid-January the claim was settled.
The family insistéd that they wanted the bus
driver prosecuted, both before the settlement and
when they came to see me between the 22nd Februsry
and 26th February I did not ask them what date
had been fixed, but they may have told it was
sometime in March, which explains the note on my
file.

In Mr. Murugason's letter of the 13th April I
said that client's had failed to give further
instructions. I meant that I had not been given
the datese I agree I could have found out the
dates by sending my clerk to the Court, but I did
not. I don't think that paragraph 9 of the
statement of defence is inconsistent with my
Solicitorts letter of the 13th April. I did not
instruct my Solicitor to plead that my reason
for non-attendance was that I was not informed of
the dates. Paragraph 9 means the same thing -
its just a matter of words.

I think the words "trial March 1964" was
written between February and March, I made no
attempt in March to find out the date - I thought
it could have been in April or May, as I expected
the subpoenas to be handed to me.

Qe How could you when you wrote March,

A, It might have been further postponed.
Some of what the witnesses said is true, and
some untrue,

Qe Do you wish to adhere to your statement that
you received only #£705.50 for the civil
proceedings, (Question repeated several
times),

A, To. B500/~ paid to me for party and party
costs by Rodyk to me, I put in a party and
party bill for taxatiosn on the 13th and it
was taxed on the 14th April 1964, On the
11th January when the letter at PW2(8) was
signed, the client did not know that I was to
receive £500/~ as party and party costs.

P.W.? put in by consent - bundle of
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correspondence between Rodyk & Davidson & Lau
relcting to terms of settlement.

PW8 put in - taxed paxrty and party bill.

I don't think my client ever knew that I was
receiving previously & 500/-. The phrasing of my
letter of the 18th January was loose that I was
instructed to accept g4,000/~ and $500/-~ party and
party costse. I 4id not institute proceéedings. I
called the ££500/- party and party costs, and I
believe that Rodyk did too in corrcspondence not
included in W7, Rodyk agreed ny party and party
bill for taxation.

Karthigesu applies to interpose a witness.

Noo 12
Koh Siang Teck

Xoh Siang Teck affirmed speaks Teochew, 18, Kim Keat

Road, Singapore,

Il am a provision shop proprietor. Lau is my
nephewes On the 11.9.6% Madam Leong and her son
came and asked me to contact Mr. Lau. Madem Leong
end family are wy customers, and have been since
1945 i1l to-dey and I have no trouble with them.

I was in possession of Mr., Lau's card and I
handed it to thems They used ny telephone to geb
in touch with Mr. Lau,. At the end of the
ccnversation which was in English which I did not
understand the son told me that Lau had declined to
accept s fee on percentage basis, I cannot re-
member if they came back a few days later,

I received the cheque for g700/~, from Mr. Chan
asking me to hand it over to Mr. Lau saying it is
for fees for Coroner's Court proceedings and also
in anticipation of his attending FPolice Court,

- At some stage my nevhew told me on the phone
that he had explained to the Clients about the
costs to be taxed and that his fees for the
Coroner's Court and Police Court would be separate.
I can't remember when he told me this, but it was
a few days after the family saw him, He said the
Clients were satisfied with the explanation

In the High
Court in
Singapore

Defence
Evidence

No +11

Lau Liat Meng

Cross~
examination
(continuecd)

No.12

Koh Siang
Teck

Examination



In the High
Court in
Singapore

Defence
Evidence

No.12

Koh Siang
Teck

Cross=-
Examination

46.

XN by Hilborne

Lau phoned to tell me that the Clients
were satisfied with his proposel as to fees.
He did so because I am his relative. He has
not rung me about fees in other cases - only to
send me greetings., When I was given the
cheque for £700/~ I was told by the Father
it was for the Coroner's Court and the Police
Court. I was handed the cheque by the Father -
he spoke to me in a mixture of Teochew,
Cantonese and Hokkien. He was able to convey
"coroner's Court" and "Police Court", I
cannot remember how he expressed "Coroner's
Couxrt" .

After the phone call I once told the family
about the taxed costs and £700/- costse.

Q. After these people received the money you
told them to go and see your nephew,

A. No - then says I cannot remember whether

10

Lau asked the family through me to go to his office. 20

Harry Wee suggest that all Counsel consider
the question of corroboration if the complainant
and witnesses called by the Bar Cormittee were
"accomplices",

Adjourned 1405 Delle
101204 = 1115 = Parties as before.
XN -~ Miss Lim

PW2(3) Written authority is not needed for
Criminal Proceedings, that is why I did not
mention Coromer's Court and Magistrate's Court in
the first Warrant to Act. Pi2(7) believed that
Mr. Murphy used this form but Warrant to Act shows
other names., EKnew Mr, Murphy after I came back
from London and that he had his own firm,.

I did not send anybody to the Police Court
with my diary between the 3rd and 4th Fsbruary.
I did not make any enquiries as to the Sates
fixed for hearing., I did not send clerk to

30
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Court but practice in this case was for clients to In the High
tell me. I knew case was in March but I did not Court in
inquire in Court or !Mr., Coomaraswamy. It was an Singapore
oversight on my part.
Defence

XN -~ Grimberg Evidence

When these people instructed me in September I No.12
did not take something on account of costs. I was e

not sure whether I intended billing them for Coroner!sKoh Siang
Inquiry. I intended billing them when Police Court Teck

case was over, bubt I hove not billed them at all, Crosa
Q. When you started to practice on your own why %ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁg&;g?

did you not follow form of Oehler & Choals Warrant
to Act .

A The new form is more concise.

Qe What did you think no special arrangement
referred to in 2nd Warrant to Act conveys to a

layman,

A, I explained to one of the sons that no
special Agreement mesns no agreement as to costs
and costs are to be btaxed.

I am not sure whether I told my Clients I
received costs £500/- from Rodyk & Davidson.

On the day after they received the money and
came to my office I don't think I gave them any
indication that I would be getting £500/- party and
party costs.

Qe To whom do party and party costs belong.

Qe At any subsequent time were they told of the
£500/- costs.

A I'm not very suree.

Qe What do you think they would have seid if they had
been told of the Z500/-,

A I thought it is the practice of all running down
cases that the Solicitor does not inform the Client
of the Party and Party Bill.
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Mighthave told P.T. at taxation -~ visited
P.T. No mention in letter to P.T. a8 to
costse.

XN - Hilborne (with leave).
You mentioned lir. lTurphy and lir. Coomaraswamy.
You consulted Mr. INurphy - Yes,

I went with Mr. Nurugason to lir. Iiurphy's
house,

Qe Can you remember exact date - consulted him
whether I should pay back the £350/~ for not
attending Dist. Cte. Also consulted him
whether £500/~ costs should be tared. Q. On
this particular case ?

A, I think so.

Taxed party and party costs about same time
as I sent back £350/-.

R.X:N - M.Ko
Read in Chambers in Laycock & Ong.

When I was an associate in Oehlers & Choa I
had to use the form.

Clients were long standinn customer of ny
uncle I was sure I could be paid ny costse.
Mr., M. Coomaraswamy did not discuss with me
that party & party bill should be taxed - I

don't know whether lMr. Cocmaraswamy and Murphy

would give evidence,
XN - J, G,

Mr., Murphy was surprised that Bill of Costs
was taxed when no Writ was issued.

Agreed 500/~ in January.
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No. 13 In the High
Court in
Proceedings Singapore
Finsl Subnissionse. No. 13

Kathigesu.

Refers to the particularised allegations in
para., 8 and amended Statement of Case. These 1964
define the scope of the Inquiry. Did Lau

make an arrangement with hiis Client to be

paid a percentage of the amount of damages

he was able to recover from the other side as his
fees, and whether the f700/- mentioned in 8(i)

was a paymeut calculated on that basis.

Submit that this Inquiry may have exceeded the
scope of the Inquiry as defined in paragraph

8. The sole question for determination
whether there was an arrangement made as to
percentage. On the gtandard of proof, the same
standard is required as in Criminal proceedings,

Cordery Sth Edition - p.467

I submit intention is an ingredient in this
case - whether Lau intended to charge on a per-
centage basis. Burden is on the Solicitor for
the Bar Committee.

On the status of witnesses

All except Tay and Quek were members of the
same family. All the material evidence was from
Father and Children. Where witnesses are
interested to the extent that these were, there
should be some independent corroborative evidence
and the Committee should warn itself of necessity
for corroboration. Rule is similar to evidence
of accomplices.

Rve. Paratter (1960) 1 A.E.R. 298

I submit that the 3 children of Mr. Chan are
interésted, or should be treated as interested.
Throughout their evidence references were made to
family conferences.

Proceedings
16th Decenmber
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Their interest in these proceedings is to
see that Mr. Lau is disbarred or that he may be
prosecuted.

Notwithstanding the question of
intention, these proceedings are on the
footing of Criminal proceedings. The Rules of
the Committee refer to the Evidence Ordinsnce.

The #700/- which is referred to in 8(i) was

peid by the C.P.I.B, It was not the complainant's

noney. It is clear that the C.P.I.B. intervened
in this matter and were attempting to buy a trep
of some kind. Criminal proceedings were clearly
in the offing before this matter came to a
disciplinary matter. Apart from Mr. Tay, Quek's
evidence was negative and does not cone anywhere
near corroboration.

Dealing with the evidence of the 4 principle
witnesses,

One factor which stands out is that
whereas they only had vague recollections of their
interview with Lau at the house, they all seem to
recollect very clearly the discussions or
arrangements for the payment of Lau's fee on
basis of percentage,

The Mother was not called as a witness. She
was the first person to have seen Lau at his
office - no doubt she was accompanied by the son.
Committee should draw inference under S.115
Evidence Ordinance that her evidence would have
been unfavourable.

Were Lau's instructions to claim damages or
to attend Coronerts and Police Court as well,
Fatherts main intent which he adnitted was
conviction of bus driver, Evidence is
sufficient for Committee to conclude his
instructions were threefold:

(1) to claim compensation;
(ii)attend Coroner's Inquiry; and

(iii)attend Police Court if there is a
prosecution and take out L/A.
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The fact that Lau did not attend is irrelevant. In the High
I'n not geing to deal with the non-attendance, or Court in
the basis of the two bills and whether the sum of Singapore
the two bills was excessive. The answer would &o
to credit.

No. 13
There are 2 other matters I must touch ong-

(i) the receipt for the 700/~ which Lau sent. Proceedings

Page 11 of Agreed Bundle. Clearly says 16th December
that the #700/~ was for agreed costs for 1964
attending Inquiry and Police Court, (continued)

(ii) Tbefore they went t6 Lau's office to
discuss the £700/-~, they had seen Tay
and had been told thabt they were not to pay
any more. They didn't go to llr, Tay again,
and tell him that Lau was daiming a
percentage. They never mentioned to
Mr, Tay that there had been agreement on
a. percentage fees,

Submit, that a case was being built up by C.P.I.B.
and the only thing they could go on was this
percentage question. The complainant no doubt
wanted a Criminal prosecution,

You have heard Lau give his evidence. I submit
he did so with forthrightness and candour. He was
frank enough to say that percentage was mentioned,
and was Ifrank enough to say why it was mentioned.

I submit he is worthy of credit, and that his
explanation of what transpired in his flalbt put the
nabter beyond doubt.

It is much too easy for a client to get his
own back in this way, that is why standard of
proof if high, This must not be made an avenue for
disgruntled Clients,

Hilborne replies.

The evidence is for you - the matter is clear
as crystal. '

. Broadly spesking, where there is a conflict
I invite you to accept evidence of Chan's family
and reject Lau's evidence.
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If you accept this submission, I invite you
to accept their evidence that there was agreement
as to percentage. If you accept this, allegation
(3) and (4) are proved.

This leads to allegations (1) and (2) which
are consequentially proved. What was an Inchoate
offence in September, 1963 became substantiated in
February 1964.

The one piece of evidence which I point to is

when Lau said purpose of visit on 22nd February
was to pay for Coroner's Inquiry and Police Court.
He saild "They mentioned £290/-". Wasn't this
extraordinary when he'd told them ad nanseum he
couldn't charge on a percentage basis that they
mentioned 290/~ which adds up with B705/-
received from Public Trustee to 25% of B4,000/=-.
Mr. Lau's case is he did not get 25%. But he
did because he got additional A500/~ but Mr, Chan
not told of this. Chan's family's explanation
of B750/~ is what Lau told them, Chan was not
cross examined on it,

Each witness is corroborated by the others.
This has got nothing to do with accomplices.
Paying is not an offence -~ receiving is under
Section 17,

The nmaterial date was 8th ipril when Lionel
Chee walked in.

The #350/~ would not have been returned nor
would the second bill have bee texed if Lionel
Chee had not walked into the office a few days
previously,

I cannot accept Kathigesu's submission on
standard of proof, Even if its beyond reasonable
doubt, it is beyond reasonable doubt. Oun 3 & 4
Champerty offences may apply argument of
accomplices but not to 1 & 2.

The 4500/~ bill was not a Party & Party Bill.
Can't have a party and psrty Bill when no VWrit
issued. Taxation was to get semblance of
authorisation for the Bill of £500/~. When
Rodyk & Davidson paid £500/~ I don't know - either
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the clecim is £4,500/~ and you bring it in and get In the High
2705.50 or go to the Registrar and say I've told Court in
ny client of this 500/~ and we'lve agreed this is Singapore

appropriate and then take additional $205,50. The

/E500/~ Bill is a piece of paper which Deputy

Registrar has seen fit to sign. Has no status No., 13
under the Rules of Court, It also goes to
credibility - goes to show whether he is speaking the Proceedings
truth as to that, If not then also on other matters 16th Decegber
was he telling the truth, I did not produce the Bill 1964

earlier because The Bar Committee did not have the

file till these proceedings started., (continued)
Under S.28 you have to nake a finding of
fact and it goes to another Tribunal. The
evidence is all one way - to make a positive
finding against Lau Lisat Meng on the 4 allegations,
565 6th March
1965
Hilborne for Bar Committee.
Kathigesu for Lau Liat lleng.
Both agree that the Committee's Notes be used
instead of lMr. Albuguerque'ls as Mr., Albuguerque has
found difficulty transcribing the shorthand notes
taken down in his 3rd shorthand note book,.
No, 7% No. 14
Findings of Disciplinary Committee
Findings of
REPORT Disciplinary
Committee.
pursuant to Section 28 of the Advo- Oth April
cates & Solicitors Ordinance 1965

Cap.188

T1e In pursuance of Section 42 of the Advocates &
Solicitors Ordinance (Cap.188) (hereinafter
referred to as "the said Ordinance") the learned
Chief Justice appointed H.L. Wee (Chairman), Miss
e Lin and J. Grimberg members of the Disciplinary
Committee to hear and investigate the complaint

0f the Bar Comnmittee against Lau Liat lieng an
Advocate & Solicitor of the High Court, Singapore,
practising at 10C Asia Insurance Building,
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Singapore, under the firm name of Lau Liszt lMeng &
Co. of which he is sole proprietor.

}2. The Disciplinary Committee sat on the 23rd

of October 1964 in accordance with the formal
application dated 7th October 1964 (A) and again
on the 8th, 9th, 11th, 12th and 16th of

December 1964 and the 6th larch 1965, The first
and last of these dates were taken up in direct-
ions as to the filing and exchange of "pleadings"
and agreed papers and agreement by all parties

as to the recording of the notes of evidence ann-
exed hereto and marked B,

e The Bar Committee was represented by K.E,.
Hilborne and Lau Liat lleng was represented by
M. Karthigesu with !Mr. R. Murugeson.

E. Albuguerque, Secretary to the Disciplinary
Committee was in attendeance.

4, The allegations mede against Leu List Meng
are conbtained in the Statement of Case which was
amended during the hearing PW(3) and the
comnplaints are that he:-

(L received or accepted payment of money
from one Chem Siew Why, namely, £700,
contrary to the provisions of Section 17(3%)
of the Motor Vehicles (Third Perty Risks and
Compensation) Ordinance 1960, and thereby
has been guilty of grossly improper conduct
in the discharge of his professicnal duty
within the meaning oS Section 25(2)(b) of
the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance
(Chapter 188);

(ii)  further or alternativsly by such act,
namely the receipt or acceptance of such
money as aforesaid, did an act which would
render him liable to be disbarred or struck
off the rolls of the court or suspended from
practice or censuved if a barrister or
solicitor in Englend within the meaning of
Section 25(2)(i) of the advocates and
Solicitors Ordinance (Chapter 188);

(iii) entered into an agreement with the
said Chem Siew Why which he Xxnew or ought
%o have known wes champertous, namely, an
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agreement to receive or accept remuneration In the High
for his professional services by way of Court in
percentage on the amount which might be recoverelSingapore
by the said Cham Siew Why and was thereby
guilty of grossly improper conduct in the
discharge of his professional duty within No. 14
the meaning of Section 25(2)(b) of the
Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance (Chapter

188); Findings of
Disciplinary

(iv) by such act, namely, the said Committee.

champertous agreement as aforesaid, did an 9th April

act which would render him liable to be dis~- 1965

barred or struck off the rolls of the court (continued)

or suspended from practice or censured if a
barrister or solicitor in England within the
meaning of Section 25(2)(i) of the Advocates
and Solicitors Ordinance (Chapter 188),

Whereby he the said Lau Liat Meng is liable to be
struck off the roll of the court or suspended from
practice or censured in pursuence of the
provisions of 3ecction 25(1) of the Advocates and
Solicitors Ordinance (Chapter 188).

5« Evidence on oath was given by the following
witnesses:-

Cham Siew Why (Wai), the father of Cham Siak
Hoy deceased, who initiated the present
proceedings.
Chem Seck Hong, a son of Cham Siew Why.
Cham Wye Pun, another son of Cham Siew Why,.
Tay Chow Seng, an Advocate & Solicitor at
the nateriel time attached to the Public
Trustee's office.
Cham Mooi Eng, a daughter of Cham Siew Why,.
Quek Cheng Hong, a taxi driver

(called by the Bar Committee).

Lau Liat Meng
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Koh Sian Keng, an uncle of Lau Liat Meng
(called by Leu Liat Meng).

6e The following exhibits were produced and
filed:

P.W.1 Statement of Defence,
PWe2 List of documents & Agreed Bundle
P.W.3 Amended Statement of Case.

PJW,4 Warrant to dct dated 11th September
1963.

PW,5 Warrant to Act dated 11th January 10
1964,

PW,6 Letter from Cham Siew Wai to Lau Liat
Weng dated 17th January,1964.

P.,W.7? Correspondence passing between Lau
Liat Meng & lMessrs. Rodyk & Davidson

P, W8 Bill of Coets of lessrs. Lau Liat Meng
& Co. dated 13th Lpril 1904,

7e The following facts are not in dizpute:-

One Cham Siak Hoy was knoclzed down by a
dingapore Traction Compeany bus in a ro=a 20
accident on the 7th of August 1963 at Jalan Kebun
Limau Singapore as a result of which he died.
A Warrant to Act was duly executed by Cham Siew
Vhy (agreed bundle Page %) "for the purnose of
obtaining Probate and claim damages for loss
of my son", The instructions given to Lau Ljiat
Meng were to act in all matters arising out of
the death of the dcceased and it weould appear
that these instructions covered the claim for
damages, attendances at the Coroner's Incquiry 30
and at the criminal trial of Loh Teck Poh, the
driver of the Singepore Traction Company's
buse.

On the 11th September 1963 a preliminary
consultation between Leong Yoke Sin, wife of
Cham Siew Why (also spelt Wai), Cham Sek Hong,
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her son, and Lau Liat Meng took place at the office

of Oehlers & Choa where the latter was at that time
an associate.

This consultation continued at Lau Liat Meng's
residence at 463A River Valley Road, Singapore,
during the evening of the same day with Cham
Siew Why, Cham Seck Hong, Chan Wye Pun and Chan
looi Eng but not Leong Yoke Sin.

Lau Liat Meng duly attended the Coroner's
Inquiry into the death of Cham Siak Hoy and
Letters of idministration were duly obtained
but ro Writ in the civil courts was issued or
any action commenced. This claim was in
Januery 1964 settled by Rodyk & Davidson the
Solicitors for the Singapore Traction Company in
a sum of £4,000 together with a further $500 for
"party & party costs" (P.W.7)e Ve use inverted
comnas because it would seew that no question
of party and party costs arose, since no
proceedinsgs were in fact commenced.

At about the same period a fresh Warrant
to Act was executed by Cham Siew Why in favour of
Lau Liat leng & Co. of 10-C 4sia Insurance
Building, Singapore under which name and
address Lau Liat Meng had just begun practising
on his own. This does not specifically state
the purposes for which Lau Liat lleng was to act
but contains a declarstion "that no special
agreement has been made with them with regard
to their costs of such natter."

On the 22nd of January 1964 the sum of £500,
agreed "party & party costs", were paid by
Messrs Rodyk & Davidson to Lau Liat Meng but a
bill of costs was not formally taxed until the
14th of April 1964,

On the 6th of February 1964 Lau Liat leng's
Solicitor & Client Bill of Costs was taxed and
allowed at £705.50 including disbursements and
stamp fees, This sum was paid by the Public
Trustee to Lau Liat Meng on the 19th of February
1964 and a sum of f£3%,244,50 was paid to Cham
Siew Why after deduction of the Public Trustee's
fee of #50.00 on the 22nd February 1964,

There was no reference to the "party &
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party" bill of A500 in the Solicitor & Client
bill and these two bills appear to have been
independent of each other

On or about the same day namely the 22nd
of February 1964 Cham Ciew Why accompanied by
his son Cham Seck Hong ettended at the office
at 10-C Asia Insurance Building, Singapore, of
Lau Liat Meng during which further discussion
on the payment of costs took place.

The Police prosecution of Loh Teck Poh the 410
bus driver was apparently fixed for hcaring on
the %rd and 4th of February 1964 but adjourned
to the 24th and 25th March 1964, Lau Liat
Meng did not attend on these or the adjourned
dates of hearing.

On the 26th of February 1264 as a result of
a complaint made to the Corrupt Practices
Investigabtion Buresu a cheque for £700 was paid
to Lau Lia Meng, The cheque was handed to Lau
Liat Meng'!s uncle Koh Sian Keng the proprietor 20
of a provision store at 18 Kim Ieat Road
Singapore. KBSOA part of this cheque, wes
returned to Cham Siew Why on the 13th April 4964
according to Lau Lia lieng's Solicitors
Murugason & Co, because Chem Siew Why had failed
to give further instructions in respect of police
proceedings and Lau Liat Ileng had not attended
these proceedings.

Be The following are the principal facts in
dispute. 30

The agreement to instruct Lau Liat Meng was
concluded on the evening of the 11th of
September 1963,

Cham Siew Why alleged that Lauw Liat Meng's
fees were agreed to at 25% of the compensation
or damages recovered. Some bargaining over the
figure of the percentage if the claim exceeded
MB%,000 or bhelow that figure elso took place.
Other than the criminal and such proceedings
as were required to recover the compensation 40
in a court, Cham Siew Why had little if any idea
the extent of legal work the fee was to include.
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The evidence of Cham Seck Hong and Cham Wye Fun on
this point was substantially the same.

It is also alleged by Cham Seck Hong that
during discussions at Lau Liat Meng's office
preliminary to the above a fee based on a percent-
age of the claim recovered was also discussed
?e?wegp Lau Liat Meng himself and his mother Leong

oke Sin,

The next serious issue in dispute was the
conversation that took place at Lau Liat Meng's
office on the 22nd of February 1964 between Cham
Siew Why and his son Cham Seck Hong and Lau Liat
Meng. Cham Siew Why had Jjust before c¢alling at
the office received compensation of £%,244,50 from
the Public Trustee., Both witnesses aileged that
Lau Liat Meng demanded a further £750 although Cham
Siew Why pointed out that 25% of the total claim
éof,¢4,000) only amounted to a balance of aboutb

00 due to him as Lau Liat leng had been paid
00 odd by the Public Trustee.

Lau Liat lMeng, these witnesses said, claimed
that he had put in a lot of work and that 25% was
on the net amount received from the Public Trustee.

On being questioned as to why he had not
attended the police proceedings Lau Liat lMeng said
it was a "police matter" and that it was a waste
of time to attend. However he had promised he
would do soO.

Cham Siew Why at first refused to pay £750
and eventually this sum demanded was reduced to
£700 with a warning that if payment was not
forthcoming Lau Liat Meng would commence proceed-
ings against him for its recovery.

On the obther hand Lau Liat lMeng himself
maintained that throughout he never agreed to a
fee based on a percentage of the amount ?ecovered.
However Leong Yoke Sin had in the preliminary
discussion oifered 25% in the form of fees.  He
told her that his costs in civil matters would be
taxed by the Court and that his fees for the
Coroner's Inquiry would be £350/- and for the
police proceedings another £350.
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At the meeting at his residence Cham Siew Vhy

dso offered him 25% to do all the work in
connection with his son's death, This

included, according to Leu Liat lieng, the claim
for compensation, Letters of Administration and
attending the Coroner's Inquiry and any subsequent
criminal proceedings, Leuw Liat leng refused to
agree to this repeating what he had earlier told
Leong Yoke Sin,

On the second issue in dispute Liau Liat Meng's

version is that bebween 22nd znd 26th Tebruary
1964 Chanm Siew Why and Cham Seck Hong called at
his office -~ but not at his recquest, After much
bargaining over his fees for attendance at the
Coroner's Inquiry and at the police proceedings
they agreed to pay £700. He however did not
attend the latter proceedings bacause he had not
been informed of the dates fixed for hearing.

Findings

9« VWe have considered the evidence c¢f both sides
and maeke the following findings of fact.

We f£ind thet on the 11th September 1963 Lau
Liat Meng entered into an agreement with Cham
Siew Why to act for him, the fee to be 25% of the
damages or compensation recovered and that such
percentage was agreed to after a certain amount
of bargaining which Took plasce at the office of
Lau Liat lMeng and subsequently at his residence,
Although the Warrants to ict in favour of Lau ILdat
Meng were limited and somewhat vague -1t is clear
that Cham Siew Why intended Leu Liat leng to act
for him in his claim for dameges arising out of
the death of his son Cham Siak Hoy, who was run
down by the Singapore Traction Bus on the 7%h of
August 1963 at Jalan Kebun Limau, and that such
work was to include the taliing out of Letters of
Administration,claiming damages, attending the
Coroner's Inguiry and the rolice proceedings
against the driver of the bus.

We also find that Lau Liat lleng met his
client Cham Siew Why and son at his office and
claimed that his fee of 25% of the dameges
recovered was based on the net of £%,244,50
received by his client from the Public Yrustee
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and not on the total of £4,000.00 implying thereby
that the sum paid by the Public Trustee to him for
his Solicitor & Client costs was excluded from the
25% agreed. to be paid by Cham Siew Why. After
some bargaining had taken place Lau Liat lMeng
however fixed his fee of 25% in a round figure of
#£750/~ which he later reduced to 700/-. This

sum was eventually paid to Lau Liat Meng but £350/~
was refunded to Cham Siew Why.

While we accepted Cham Siew Why's statement
of the circumstances in this part of the evidence
as true nevertheless we also find that the sum
whether it be of 700/~ or £350 does not fall
within the restriction of receiving only taxed costs
in respect of a claim for compensation by a
solicitor under section 17(3) of the lMotor
Vehicles (Third Party Risks & Compensation)
Ordinance 1960 as Lau Liat Meng it is not
disputed had attended the Coroner's Inquiry.

However the sum of 500,00 paid for "party &
party costs" does not appear to have arisen or to
have been mentioned in this or any discussion
with Lau Liat lieng. Further it was a sum
apparently not discloged to the Public Trustee
or the Registrar of the High Court at the taxa-
tion of the Solicitor and Client bill.

Lau Liat lleng therefore received two sets of
taxed costs, #500.00 on the "party & party" bill
and BA705.,50 on the Solicitor & Client Bill in
respect of the claim for compensation. Although
Lau Liat Meng appears to have received an
authority from Cham Siew Why to pay this sum of
A500,00 into his own account this undisclosed
payment is beyond or over and above the btaxed
costs which Section 17(%2) of the Ordinance of
1960 permits.

Counsel for Lau Liat Meng has suggested that
this extra amount is merely a matter of excess-
iveness. We consider it goes far beyond that
and would result, if we do not make a finding on
this, that we will be failing in our duty to do so
on the evidence given in this Inquiry. We
accordingly find that the additional sum of #£500
received by Lau Liat Meng which he admits
recelving should have formed part of this
Solicitor & Client eosts recoverable by him and
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in the events thalt have taken place it has
exceeded the payment allowed by s.17(3) of the
Ordinance of 1960.

We have considered the submiscsion made by
Counsel for Lau Liat Meng and agree that the
standard of proof should be as high as that in
criminal proceedings. We have come to the
above conclusionson a standard no lower than thab,.
Further our attention has been drawn o Chan
Siew Why being an accomplice and that the other 10
witnesses who are members of hisg family are
interested parties. We are prepared to treat
Chem Siew Why as an accomplice as ve have agreed
that theée standard of proof should be of the
highest, namely that in criminal proceedings,
We have accordingly warned ourselves on the
danger of accepting the evidence of an accomplice.
Nevertheless we accepted the evidence of Chan
Siew Why which established beyond reasonable
doubt that Lau Liat ileng did enter into an 20
agreement with him to chorge him fees based on a
percentage of the damages or compensation
recovered.

We cannot agree with the submission that his
witnesses are interested narties within that
concept, We find that their evidence supports
or corroborates that of Cham Siew Why. However
even if they were interested parties we find
that the evidence of the witnesses as a whole
and as to the events on the 11th of September
1963 and 22nd of Pebruary 1964 to be clear, 20
and the truthful version of what took nlace.

Madam Leong Yoke Sin was not called and
Counsel for Lau Liat lMeng has asked us to draw
an inference from the failure tocall her. Ve
have received no explanation as Lo her absence
but we do not agree that her evidence as to the
pPreliminary meeting with Lzu Liabt Meng was of
sufficient importance, even if she had been
called and her evidence discredited, to make any
difference to our conclusion, 40

Opinion
10, In the light of the above findings we are
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of opinion that the receipt on payment of 700/~ as
set out in paragraph 8(i) of the statement of the
case 1is not contrary to section 17(3) of the Motor
Vegicles (Third Party Risks & Compensation) Ordinance
1960.

However we are satisfied that the recelipt of
#500/- "party & party costs" by Lau Liat Meng in
addition to the other sums of Z705,50 on his
Solicitor & Client ©ill and g350,00 for his attend-
ance at the Coroner's TInquiry is contrary to the
provisions of section 17(3) of the Motor Vehicles
(Third Party Risks & Compensation) Ordinance 1960,
and that he is guilty of grossly improper conduct in
the discharge of his professional duty within the
meaning of section 25(2)(b) of the Advocates &
Solicitors Ordinance (Chapter 188),

We are of opinion that the agreement for a fee
based on the percentage of 25% of damages recovered
was champertous and that Lau Liat Meng is gullty of
grossly improper conduct in the discharge of his
professional duty within the meaning of section
25(2)(b) of the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance
(Chapter 188) as set out in paragraph 8(iii) of the
statement of the case.

We are of opinion that the complaints under
paragraph 8(ii) and (iv) are likewise made out but
we propose to treat them as alternative complaints.

Dated the 9th day of April 1965,
sd: H.L., Wee
H.L., Wee

sds Mary Lim
Mary Lim
J. Grimberg
J. Grimberg.

sd s

No. 1
AFPIDAVIT OF EMANUEL ALBUQUERQUE

AFFTDAVIT
T, EMANURL ALBUQUERQUE of No, 9, Still Road,
Singapore - 15, make oath and say as follows:-

1. T am the Secretary to the Singapore Bar
Committee,

2. On the 20th day of August 1964 the Honourable
the Chief Justice, in exercise of hils power under
Section 26 of the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinances
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1lst day of July, 1965

64.

appointed a Disciplinary Committee consisting of

Mr, H.L. Wee, Miss Mary Lim Cheow Sim and Mr. G.
Abisheganaden to hear and investigate a complaint

of the State Advocate-General against Mr, Lau

Tiat Meng, an Advocate and Solicitor of this
Honourable Court. On the 22nd day of August

1964 the Honourable the Chief Justice substitubed
Mr., J. Grimberg for Mr. G. Abisheganaden as a member
of the said Committee.

3. After hearing and investigating the said
complaint, the said Disciplinary Committee on the
9th day of April 1965 delivered its findings in
relation to the facts of the case and its opinion
as to the conduct of the said Lau Liat lMeng. The
original report of the findings and opinion is now
produced and shown to me and marked "E.A.1" and

is annexed hereto.

4, I crave leave to refer the opinion of the
gaid Disciplinary Committee to the effect that the
said Leau Liat Meng was gullty of grossly improper
conduct within the meaning of Secticn 25(2)(b) of
the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance.

10

20

SWORN to at Singapore thisg Sd: E. Albuquerque

Before me,
Sd: Chan Shien Swee

A Commissioner for Oaths.

No. 16
ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE

BEFORE THE HONOURABLE MR. JUSTICE AMBROSE IN
CHAMBEDS

8 . A O S At

Upon the application of the Disciplinary
Committee appointed by The Honourable The Chief
Justice on the 20th day of August, 1964 made by
way of Orlglnatlng Summons dated the 1st day of
July, 1965 coming on for hearing this day and Upon
Reading the affidavit of Emanuel Albuguergue sworn
%o and filed herein on the 1st day of July, 1965
And Upon Hearing the Solicitor for the Applicant
THIS OOURT DOTH ORDER that Lau Iiat Meng an
Advocate and Solicitor of the High Court do show
cause why he the said Lau ITiat Meng should not be
dealt with under the provisions of Scction 25 of
the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance in such

50

40
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nanner as to the Court shall seem fit.
Dated this 5th day of July, 1965.

7th February 1966

8d: Ho Kian Ping
Dy: REGISTRAR
Sd: J. Tan

No. 17

NOTES OF ARGUMENT OF THE
HONOURABIE MR, JUSTICE TAN AH TAH

Notes of Argument

Hilborne for Disciplinary Committee
Karthigesu for Lau Iiat Meng

Hilborne: Refers to the relevant parts of the
record.
Karthigesu: I subnit the Disciplinary Committee right

in treating paragraph 8(ii) and 8(iv) as
alternatives to paragraph 8(i) and 8(iii).
Method of taxation in running down cases.
Solicitors do not submit a full compre-
hensive solicitor and client bill. They

submit a proper party and party bill which

is taxed. At the same time they present
a partial solicitor and client bill which
does not cover items contained in the
party and party bill. These two bills
are taxed by the Registrar together.
Registrar takes notice of both bills.

The

After taxation, the solicitor will recover

the party and party costs from the other
side and the solicitor and client cogts
from the Public Trustee. The Registrar
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can check to see that no item is duplicated.

Suit 351/63 contains a form of order in a
running down case. In cases which are
settled before a writ is issued, the
general practice is to offer to pay a sum

towards the costs of the Plaintiff in addi~

tion to the sum offered as general damages.

Some solicitors tax the costs. In such

cases two bills are presented for taxation

- a party and party bill and a solicitor
and client bill.

Lau prepared a solicitor and client
bill and had it btaxed at g705.50 on
11.2.64. Tau said he could not remember
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Hilborne:

66.

whether he informed the Registrar about
the receipt of #500 costs.

In certain cases which were
settled at #4,000 the total costs
amounted to about g1,200/-.

Lau prepared a party and party
bill and had it btaxed on 14.4.64,
at ¥515/-.

While taxing the solicitor and
client bill, the Registrar would be
aware that some amount would have
been paid as party and party costs.

T do not concede therce has been
a technical offence,

Scection 17(3) of the Motor
Vehicle (Third Party Risks and
Compensation) Ordinance contemplates
a full solicitor and client bill
being taxed. (Ordinance No. 1/60).

No intention shown to keep any
money not due to him under Section
1739. |

As to the second point, whether
there was a champertous agreement,
there is a conflict of evidence.

The father and two sons were
all actively concerned in negotiating
the agreement. They were all
interested parties.

Solicitors! Journal 3%1.12.65,
page 1018 Chiu Nen Hong v P.P. (1965)
31 M.L.J. 40 at page 43 column 1.

The Disciplinary Committee made
a mistake in saying that Lau wanted
25% of the net amount.

There could not be a party and
party bill because no writ had been
issued.

I submit there was an offence.

On 8.4.64. Lionel Chece took
action. The so~called party and
party bill was prepared on 13.4.64.
and taxed on 14.4.64.

Probably Lau asked for #750.
But it is not a wrong finding of fact.
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Karthigesu:

Hilborne:

67.

What Lau got was $500 + $705.50
+ $700 = $1905.50 of which he
refunded $350.

Clients received $3,244-50 -
B700 = $2,544-50.

Lau should have got $705.50.
Clients should have got $3,244,.50 +
$500 (paid by Rodyk and Davidson)
= $3,744-50.

Counsel invited to address on
the question of penalty to be imposed)

Lau had been only ten months in
practice at the Time,

He took trouble to find out
what the practice was., He may not
have fully understood all the
ramifications. We did not do
anything with guilty intent. He
was inexpverienced.

I submit a caution might not be
enough but 2 suspension for a few
months would he enough.

I have no instructions as to the
penalty.

C.A.V.
3d. Tan Ah Tah

298%h February 1966 Cor: Wee Chong Jin, C.J.

Singapore
Tan Al Tah, F.J.
Buttrose, J.

Originating Summons No. 86/65

For Judegment

In the Matter of the Advocates &
Solicitors Ordinance Chapter (188)

and

In the matter of an Advocate and
Solicitor
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Hilborne for Disciplinary Committee

Karthigesu, Murugason with him, for ILau
Liat Meng

Judgment of the court read by Buttrose J.

Lau Liat Meng to be struck off the roll and
to pay the costs of these proceedings.

Sd. Tan Ah Tah

Hilborne: Under Rule 15 of the Advocates and
Solicitors
(Disciplinary Proceedings) Rules, 1963 10

(Gazette Not. No. 598/63 in Gazette Supplement
No. 32 dated 28.6.63.), the Disciplinary
Committee have no power to award costs to or
against the soliecitor. But under Section 34(2)
of the Advocates and S8olicitors Ordinance
(Cap.188), this court has a discretion to order
that the costs of the hearing before the
Disciplinary Committee be paid by the Respondent.

Karthigesu: Section 34(1) was specially 20
enacted to meet one kind of situation. I submit
Section 34(2) does not refer to the costs of the
hearing before the Disciplinary Committee.

Refers to Section 28(4), 30, 33.

Respondent to pay the costs
including the costs of the proceed-
ings before the Disciplinary
Committee.

Order:

3d. Tan Ah Tah
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No. 18
IN THE HIGH COURT IN SINGAPORE

Originating Summons ;
No. 86 of 1965

IN THE MATTER OF THE ADVOCATES
AND SOLICITORS ORDINANCE (CHAPTER

158)
AND

IN THE MATTFR OF AN ADVOCATE
AND SOLICITOR

CORAM: Wee Chong Jin, C.J., Singapore
Tan Ah Tah, F.J.
Buttrose, J.

JUDGMENT OF BUTTROSE J.

This case was corncerned with professional
conduct of the respondent, an advoecate and
solicitor of this Court. It was alleged against
him that he, in his capacity as such advocate and
solicitor:~

(1) received or accepted payment of money
from one Cham Siew Why, namely 3$700.00,
contrary to the provisions of Section 17(3)
of the Motor Vehicles (Third-Party Risks and
Compensation) Ordinance, 1960 and thereby
has been guilty of grossly improper conduct
in the discharge of his professional duty
within the meaning of Section 25(2)(b) of
the Advocates and Scliciltors Ordinarice
{Chapter 188);

(2) by such act, namely the receipt or
acceptance of such money as aforesaid, did
an act which would render him liahle to be
disbarred or struck off the rolls of the

Court or suspended from practice or censured

if a varrister or solicitor in England
within the meaning of Section 25(2)(i) of
the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance
(Chapter 188);
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(3) entered into an agreement with the said
Chanm Siew Why whieh he knew or ought to have
known was champertous, namely, an agreement
to receive or accept remuneration for his
professional services by way of percentage
on the amount which might be recovered by
the said Cham Siew Why and was thereby
gullty of grossly improper conduct in the
discharge of his professional duty within
the meaning of Section 25(2)(h) of the
Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance

(Chapter 188);

(%) by such act, namely, the said
champertous agreement as aforesald, did an
act which would render him liable to be
disbarred or struck off the rolls of the
Court or suspended rom practice or censured
if a barrister or solicitor in England
within the meaning of Section 25(2)(i)

of the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance
{Chapter 188).

Section 17(3) of the Motor Vehicles
(Third Party Risks and Compensation)
Ordinance, 1960 is as follows:-

"17.-(3) Notwithstanding the provisions
of any other written law any costs
payable to a public officer or an
advocate and Solicitor acting in
respect of the matters referred to in
subsection (2) of this section shall
he taxed and such public officer or
advocate and solicitor shall not
receive or accept any payment of money
for so acting other than such taxed
costs."

The material parts of section 25 of the

"25,~(1) Advocates and Solicitors shall
be subject to the control of the
Supreme Court and shall be liable on
due cause shown to be struck off fThe
roll of the court or suspended from

and Solieciters Ordinance are as follows:-
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practice for any period not exceeding two
years or censured.

(2) Such due cause may be shown by
proof that such person -

(b) has been guilty of fraudulent or
grossly improper conduct in the
discharge of his professional duty
or gullty of such breach of any
rule or usage or conduct made by the
Bar Committee as hereinafter pro-
vided as in the opinion of the
court amounts Lo improper corduct
or practice as an advocate and
solicitor; or

(6) has donec some other act which
would render him liable to he
disbarred or struck off the roll
of the Court or suspended from
practice or censured if a barrister
or solicitor in England. "

The facts as found by the Disciplinary
Committee were as follows:-~

In or about October, 196%, one Cham Siew
Why of No. 35-P Whampoa Road, Singapore, consulted
the respondent regarding the death ¢f his son,
Cham Sisk Hoy. It appeared that Cham Siew Why
intended the respondent to act for him in his
claim for damages arising out of the death of his
son, who was run dowi by a Singapore Traction
Company bus on the 7th August, 1963, at Jalan
Kebun Limau and that such work was to include the
taking out of Letters of Administration, claiming
damages, attending the Coroner's Inguiry and the
police proceedings against the driver of the bus.

On the 1lth September, 1963, it was agreed
between the respondent and Cham Siew Why that the
latter should pay %o the respondent as his
professional fees for so acting on behalf of Cham
Siew Why 25% of the amount of any damages or
compensation which might be recovered by Cham
Siew Why.
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On or aboubt the l4th January, 1964, followingz
negotiations between the respordents and Messrs,
Rodyk & Davidson, the solicitors for the
Singapore Traction Company, Cham Siew Why
instructed the respondent to accept a sum of $4,000
in full settlement of his claim for damages
arising out of the death of his son and the
respondent did so,

On the 22nd January, 1954, a further sum of
$500/~, agreed party and party costs, were paid 10
by Messrs., Rodyk & Davidson to the respondent but
a bill of costs was not formally taxed until the
14¢h April, 1964.

On the 6th February, 1964, the respondent's
solicitor..and client bill of costs was taxed and
allowed at $705.50. This sum was paid by the
Public Trustee to the respondent on the 19th
February, 1964, and a sum of $3,244.50 was paid
to Cham Siew Why after deduction of the Public
Trusteels fee of $50/- on the 22nd February, 1964. 20

There was no reference to the party and
party bill of $500 in the solicitor and client
bill and the two bills appear to have been com-~
pletely independent of cach other.

On or about the 22nd February, 1964, Cham
Siew Why accompanied by another of his sons had
a further discussion with the respondent as to
payment of costs at which the respondent demanded
a further $750. It was pointed out to him that
25% of the total claim of $4,000 amounted to 30
$1,000 of which $705.50 had been paid to him by
the Public Trustee leaving a balance of only
$300 due to him.

Cham Siew Why at first refused to pay the
$750/- and the respondent reduced his demand to
$700 with a warning that if payment was not
forthcoming he would commence proceedings for its
recovery. This sum was eventually paid to the
respondent by Cham Siew Why and on the 28th
February, 1964, he received a receipt, from the 40
respondent expressed to be for his professional
services 1ln attending the inquest into the death
of Cham Siak Hoy. S0, at that stage, the
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respondent had received his party and party costs
of $500, his solicitor and client costs of
$705.50 and a further sum of $700, a total of
$1,905.50 and Cham Siew Why had received

$2, 545,50,

On the 13th April, 1964, $350 of this sum
of $700 was refunded to Cham Siew Why by the
respondent, the very day belore the party and
party bill of costs was taxed by the Registrar.

While accepting Cham Siew Why's statement of
the circumstances on this aspect of the case as
true, the Disciplinary Committee found that this
sum whether it be of $700 or $350 did not fall
within the restriction of receiving only taxed
costs 1in respect of a claim for compensation by
a solicitor under section 17(3) of the Motor
Vehicles (Third-Party Risks and Compensation)
Ordinance, 1960 as it was not d;sputed that the
respondent had attended the coroner’s Inguiry.

They found, however, that the sum of $500
paid for party and par-ty costs did not appear
to have arisen or to have been mentioned in any
discussion between Cham Siew Why and the
respondent. It was not disclosed to the Publie
Trustee or the Registrar of the High Court at
the taxation of the solicitor and eclient bill.

The respondent, therefore, received two
sets of taxed costs, $500 on the party and party
bill and $705.50 on the solicitor and celient
bill in respect of this claim for compensation
and the Disciplinary Committee found that this
undisclesed payment of 3500 was beyond or over
and above the taxed costs which section 1((3)
of the Ordinance permits.

The Disciplinary Committee accepted the
evidence of Cham Siew Why and his witness as
being clear and the truthful version of what
took place and found that the respondent did
enter into an agreement with Cham Siew Why to
charge him fees based on a percentage of the
damages or compensation reeovered.

In the light of these findings the
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Disciplinary Committee was of the opinion that
the receipt of payment of the sum of $700 was not
contrary to section 17(3) of the Motor Vehicles
(Third-Party Risks and Compensation) Ordinance,
1960, They were satisfied, however, that the
receipt of $500 party and party costs by the
respondent in addition to the $705.50 solicitor
and client costs and $350 for his attendznces at
the Coroner's Inquiry was contrary to the pro-
visions of section 17(%) of the Ordinance and
that he was gullty of grossly improper conduct
in the discharge of his professional duty within
the meaning of section 25(2)(b) of the Advocates
and Solicitors Ordinance. :

They were further of the opinion that the
agreement for a fee based on the percentage of
25% of the damages recovered was champertous and
that the respondent was gullty of grossly improper
conduct in the discharge of his professional
duty within the meaning of section 25(2)(b) of the
Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance.

They were also of the opinion that the com-
plaints under paragraphs (2) and (4) were likewise
made out but they proposed to treat them as
alternative complaints,

There was, in our view, ample evidence to
Justify the findings of the Disciplinary
Committee and in the light of those findings we do
not see how they could have arrived at any other
conclusions than the ones which they did.

It was urged upon us that the extra amounts
charged merely amounted to excessiveness but in
our opinion it went far beyond that and constitut-
ed a flagrant breach of the express provisions of
section 17(3) of the Motor Vehicles (Third-Party
Risks and Compensation) Ordinance, 1960,

It was also urged upon us that the evidence
of Cham Siew Why and of his two sons and daughter
was suspect and that if not actual accomplices they
were interested parties and disgruntled litigants
and corroboration should be required.

10

20

40
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All we need say on this aspect of the case
is that fthe Disciplinary Committee comprised
fellow practitioners of the respondent and they
were all fully alive to the position. They dealt
with in in this way:- :

" We have considered the submissions
made by Counsel for Lau Liat Meng and agree
that the standard of proof should be as
high as that in criminal proceedings. We
have come to the above conclusions on a
standard no lower than that. Further our
attention has been drawn to Cham Siew Why
being an accomplice and that the other
witnesses who are members of his famlily are
interested parties, We are prepared to
treat Cham Siew Why as an accomplice as we
have agreed that the standard of proof
should be of the highest, namely that in
criminal proceedings. We have accordingly
warned ourselves of the danger of accepting
the evidence of an accomplice., Neverthe-
less we accepted the evidence of Cham Siew
Why which established beyond reasonable
doubt that Lau Liat Meng did enter into an
agreement with him to charge him fees based
on a percentage of the damages or compen-
sation recovered.

We cannot agree with the submission
that his witnesses are interested parties
within that concept. We find that their
évidence supports or corrovorates that of
Cham Siew Why. However even if they were
interested parties we find that the evidence
of the witnesses as a whole and as to the
events on the 1llth of September 1963 and
22nd of February 1064 to be clear, and the
truthful version of what took place.

In the result we have no hesitation in

accepting their view that the respondent was gullty

of grossly improper conduct. We cannot accept
the view that it was due to inexperience and we
are of the opinion that the respondent fully
understood the position.
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We consider that his conduet was entirely
unworthy of a member of the Bar and that it was
of a gravity which cannot be passed over.

Suspension, in our view, would be inadequate

in the clrcumstances of the present case,

Our order is:-

That Lau Liat Meng be struck off the roll
of advocates and solicitors of this Court and
pay the costs of these proceedings including the
costs of the proceedings before the Disclplinary
Committee.

Sd, Murray Buttrose
JUDGE

SINGAPORE, 28th February, 1966,

I agree,
Sd. Wee Chong Jin
CHIEF JUSTICE,
SINGAPCRE.
I agree.
Sd. Tan Ah Tah
JUDGE
FEDERAL COURT.
No.19
BEFORE THE HONOURABLE THE CHIEF JUSTICE
HE._HONO B USTICE TA 1
0 LE MR.JUS TROSE
IN _OPEN COURT
S O I0NS. coming on for

hearing on the 7th day of February 1966 in the
presence of Mr. K.E. Hilborne of Counsel for the

10

20

30
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Disciplinary Committee and Messrs. M. Karthigesu and
R. Murugason of Counsel for the Respondent, Lau Liat
Meng, an Advocate and Solicitor of the High Court,
AND UPON READING the Affidavit of Emanuel
Albuquerque filed on the lst day of July 1965 and
the Exhibits therein referred to and in particular
the report of the Disciplinary Committee of the
Singapore Bar appointed by an Order of the Honourable
the Chief Justice dated The 20th day of August

1964 AND UPON HFARING Counsel as aforesaid for the
parties showing cause on the said Disciplinary
Committee's Originating Summons dated the lst day

of July 1965 to strike off the Roll or suspend from
practice the above-named Advocate and Solicitor on
the grounds of professional misconduct or for such
Order as the Court may think fit IT WAS ORDERED

that this Originating Summons do stand adjourned for
Judgment and the same coming on for Jjudgment this
day in the presence of Counsel aforesaid IT_ IS
ORDERED that the said Lau Liat Meng, an Advocate

and Solicitor of the High Court, be struck off the
Rolls of Advocates and Solicitors of this Court and
that he do pay the taxed costs of these proceedings
and the costs of the proceedings before the
Disciplinary Committee.

Dated this 28th day of February, 1966.
Sd: N.A. D!'Rozario
Dy. REGISTRAR
Nc. 20
NOTICE OF MOTION
IN THE HIGH COURT IN SINGAPORE
(APPELLATE JURISDICTION)
FEDERAL COURT CIVIL APPLICATION NO.Y1 OF 1966

Between
LAU LIAT MENG APPELILANT
And
DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE RESPONDENTS

IN THE MATTER OF ORIGINATING SUMMONS NO. 36
OF 1965 IN THE HIGH COURT AT SINGAPORE

IN THE MATTER OF THE ADVOCATES AND
SOLICTITORS ORDINANCE (CHAPTER 188)

And
IN THE MATTER OF AN ADVOCATE AND SOLICITOR.
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73.

NOTICE OF MOTTION

TAKE NOTICE that the Court will bé moved on
Monday the 20th day of June 1965 at 10.30 o'cloek
in the forenoon or as soon thereafter as Counsel can
be heard by Mr. Mootatamby Karthigesu and Mr. R.
Murugason of Counsel for the abovenamed Appellant
for an Order:

(1) That Tau Liat Mengthe Appellant may be at
liberty to appeal to The President of the
Republic of Singapore pursuant to Section 74 10
(1) (a) (iii) of the Courts of Judicature
Act, 1964 (Malaysia Act No.7 of 1964).

(i1) That pending the Appeal to The President of
the Republic of Singapore the Judgment of the
Federal Court dated the 28th day of February,
1966 be suspended on such terms and con-
ditions as to the Court seems just.

(i1i) That all further and nececssary directions may
be given pursuant to rule 7 of the Federal
Court (Appeals from the Federal Court) 20
(Transitional) Rules 1953,
Sd: Allen & Gledhill

Solicitors for the abovenamed Appellant,
Dated at Singapore this 2%rd day of May, 1966.
Sd: Eu Cheow Chye
REGISTRAR.
TO: The abovenamed Respondents and to their Solicitors
Messrs., Hilborne & Co., Singapore.

The address for service on the Appellant is care of
Messrs. Allen & Gledhill, No.59/61 The Arcade, 30
Singapore., '

No. 21
AFEIDAVIT OF APPETLTANT
AFFIDAVIT
I, Lau Liat Meng of No. 46%-p, River vValley
Road, Singapore, make oath and say as follows:

1. On the 9th day of April 1965, the Disciplinary
Committee found me gullty of improper misconduct in

the discharge of my professional duty within the

meaning of the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance 4o
(Chapter 188).

2e By an Order made in Originating Summons
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No.86 of 1965 I was ordered to chow cause why I
should not be struck off the Roll of the Couxrt
or suspended from practice or censured on the
grounds of my professional misconduct as found
by the Disciplinsry Committee, and a Court of
Three Judges constituted under Section 30 (7) of
the Advocates and Solicitors Ordincnce (Chapter
188) ordered on the 28th day of February 1966
that I be struck off the Roll of Advocates and
Solicitors of the High Court.

e I now crave leave to sppeal to the
President of the Republic of Singapore against
the Order of the Three Judges made on the 28th
day of February 1966 pursuant to Section 30 (7)
of the Advocates and Solicitors Ordinance
(Chapter 188).

4,  Pending the Appeal 1 crave leave to be
allowed to practise as an Advocate and Solicitor
subject to any restrictions or conditions that
may be imposed on me. I am unable to find
sultable employment. I have no independent
means to give me a livelihood.

Sworn at Singapore this 3
6th day of April 1966 Sd: DLau Liat Meng.
Before me,

Sde N.A. Mallal
A Commissioner for Oaths.

No. 22

ORDER GRANTING CONDITIONAL LEAVE
TO APEEAT, TQ THE PRESLDENT

IN OPEN COURT
THIS 20TH DAY QF JUNE 19€6
ORDER

UPON MOTION preferred into Court this day
by Mr. Mootatamby Karthigesu of Counsel for the
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abovenentioned Appellant in the presence of

Mr. K.E. Hilborne of Counsel for the abovenamed
Respondents AND UPON HEARING the Nobtice of
Motion dated the 23rd day of May 1966 and the
Affidavit of Lau Liat Heng affirmed on the 6th
day of April 1966 and filed herein on the 7th
day of April 1966 AND UPON HEARING Counsel as

aforesaid:

IT IS ORDERED that leave be and is hereby

granted to the abovenamed Appellant to appeal to 10
the President of the Republic of Singapore from

the Judgment of this Court dated the 28th day of
Pebruary 1966 upon the following conditions:-

(a) That the abovenamed Appellant do

(v)

within three (3) months from the date

hereof enter into good and sufficient
security to the satisfaction of the

Chief Registrar, Federal Court,

Malaysia in the sum of.Z3,000/-

(Dollars three thousand only) for the 20
due prosecution of the Appeal, and the
payment of all such costs as may

become payable to the abovenamed

Respondents in the event of the above-

namned Appellant not obtaining an

Order granting him final leave to

appeal or of the Appeal being dismissed

for non-prosecution, or of the

President of the Republic of Singapore
ordering the above~named Appellant to 50
pay the abovenamed Respondents' costs

of the Appeal as the case may be; and

That the abovenamed Appellant do within
three (3) months from the date hereof
take the necessary steps for the
purpose of procuring the preparation

of the Record and for the despatch
thereof to England.

AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that there be no Order

on prayer (ii) of the said Notice of Motion AND 40
IT IS LASTLY ORDERED thot the costs of this

application be costs in the cause.
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Given under my hand and the seal of the
Court this 20th day of June 11966.

Sd: Ho Thian Cheh
DY. REGISTRAR,
FEDERAL COURT,
MALAYSIA.

No. 23

ORDER GRANTING FINAL LEAVE
TO_APLEAT, TC THE PRESIDEND

CORAM:

The Hon'ble Mr. Justice Wee Chong Jin,
Chief Justice, High Court in Singepore;

The Hon'ble Mr. Justice Tan Ah Tah, Judge
Federal Court of Mayalsia;

The Hon'ble Mr. Justice F.A. Chua, Judge,
High Court, Singapore.

IN OPEN COURT

THIS 12TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 1966

ORDER

UPON MOTION preferred unto Court this day
by Mr. Mootatambv Karthigesu of Counsel for the
abovenamed Appellant in the presence of
Mr. K.E. Hilborne of Counsel for the abovenamed
Respondents AND UPON READING +the Notice of
Motion dated tThe 9th day of Sepbtember 1966 and
the Affidavit of Lau Liat Meng sworn on the
5th day of September 1966 and filed herein on
the 7th day of September 1966 AND UPON HEARING
Connsel as aforesaid:
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BY CONSENT IT IS ORDERED +that Final Leave
be and is hereby granted to the Appellant to
appeal to the President of the Republic of
Singapore against the whole of the Judgment and
Order of Court made and given herein on the 28th
day of February 1966 AND IT IS FURTHER ORDERED
that the costs of this application be costs in
the cause.

Given under my hand and the seal of the
Court this 12th day of September 1966. 10

Sd. Ho Thien Cheh
AG. REGISTRAR

FEDERAL COURT
MALAYSTA
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EXHIBITS

P.W.2, - LIST OF DOCUMENTS

No. Date

/l. 7.8-65

2e 7.8.53

5- 11 09.65

4, 17.10.63
5- 808.66

6. 14.11.63
7. 11.1.04

8. 11.1.04

6. 25.2.64

1. 26.2.64

Me 27.2.64

LIST OF DOCUMENTS

Nature of Documents

Certified copy of Repoxrt
No.33868 made by Loh
Teck Poh at Sepoy ILines
Police Station

Certified copy of Report
No.34147 made by Tang
Sun

Warrant to Act
Letter from the 0.C.
Traffic Accidents
Investigation, Scpoy

Lines Police Station to
Messrs. Ochlers & Choa

Information of witnesses
signed by State Coroner

Notes of Evidence of
Coroner's Inquiry

Warrant to Act
Party and Party Costs

Letter from Commissioner
of Estate Dubties to

Messrs Lau Liat Meang & Co.

Letter from Messrs.
Lau List Meng & Co. to
Chanm Siew Wai

Receipt to Cham Siew Wai
for attending Coroner's
Inquiry and the coming
Criminal Trial

EXHIBITS
P.Wo 2.
List of
Documents
24th November
4
Page 196
/]
2
3
L
5
6
9
10

11



P.W.2,

List of
Docunments

24th November
1964
- conbtinued

P.W.2. (5)
Information of
Witnesses
signed by
State Coroner

8th August
1963

12.

13.

14.

15.

84,

17 « 5.64 Certified copy of Report
No. "A" 5715/64 made by
Cham Siew Why 12

13 oG Letter from Messrs.
Murugason & Co. to
Cham Siew Wai 13

17 464 Letter from Cham Siew Why
to Messrs. Murugason
& Co. 14

Solicitor and Client
Bill of Costs 15 - 19

Dated this 24th day of November 1964

P.W.2. (5)
INFORMATION OF WITNESSES SIGNED
BY STATE CO
CcOPY

Ing. To0.1075/63%

STATE OF SINGAPORE
8th August, 1963.

INFORMATION of witnesses taken and

acknowledged on behalf of the Government of the
State of Singapore, touching the death of a male
Chinese Cantonese named Cham Siak Hoy

at Jalan Kebun Limau

on the State of Singapore on the 7th day of
August, 1963% before me Liew Ngik Kee Coroner

for the said State in an Inquest/Inquiry then and

there held on view of the body of the said Cham

Siak Hoy
then lying dead at General Hospital Mortuary.
In the Said State Ordered P.M. Bxamination.

Issued warrant to bury.

Adjourned Inquiry.
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The following witnesses were called, sworn and
examined :-~

Te
2e

3.
4,
De
6.

10

Yahya Mohamed, C.I.D. Photographer

Mohd. Yagin bin Jais, Sgbt. 1693, Sepoy
Iines Police Station.

Quek Cheng Hong, 288-~H, Jalan Bahagia.
Ali bin Jaffar, 9-27 Lorong Limau.
Cham Wai Pun, 35-F Whampoa Road.

Ng Heng Chong, Conductor, STC.972.

Sgd:~ N. Gonesan

Seal of the Coroner,

Singapore.

P.W.2. (5)

Information of
Witnesses
signed by
State Coroner

8th August
1966
- continued
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P.WQQ'. and Pow02- (77) b

WARRANT TO ACT

COPY
SUIT )
0.S. No. of 196 . In the Matter of Cham
Siak Hoy (deceased)
Probate ) Traffic accident

involving Cyclist and

STC 246 on the 7th

day of August, 1963 10
at about 12.30 p.m.

Singapore

BETWEEN

The Administrator of the Estate of
Cham Siak Hoy. (Cham Siew Wai) (father)

Plaintiff
And
Singapore Traction Company Limited
cee Defendants.
WARRANT TQ ACT 20

I Cham Siew Wai, the Administrator of the
Estate of Cham Siak Hoy
of No.35-P, Whampoa Road, Singapore, 12,
hereby appoint and authorise Messrs. Ochlers &
Choa of No. 20 Malacca Street, Singapore, to be
my Solicitors in and for the purpose of
obtaining the Probate and claim damages for the
loss of my son.

Dated this 11th day of September, 1963.

WITNESS 30

Sd: Cham Wai Pun IT. Thumb Print.
LT, Print of Cham Siew Wai.
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P.e2. (&) P.W.2. (&)
.Co TRAFFIC ACCIDIENTS Letter, C.C.
M _ ¢ T Traffié
CE GTAL. 10 OEHLERS & CHOA Accidents
POLICE STATION S Tovonngasen,
GOVERNMENT OF THE STATE OF SINGAPORE geggy Lines
olice
Stati to
DEPARTMENT OF oo
0.C. Accidents, Choa.
Sepoy Lines Station,
Singapore, 17th October
1963

17th Oct, 1963

Oehlers & Choa,
Advocates & Solicitors,
20 Malacca Street,

(Top Floor),
Singapore.

Dear Sirs,

Our Ref: I.P. 21917/63%
Your Ref: LIM/S/%9/6%/L

With reference to your letter dated 20.9.63
of the zbove mentioned reference, we have to
inform you that there is a report made by Tang
Sun of an accident at Moulmein Green. His report
will be forwarded to you on receipt of a fee of

B2/-.

2. We do not intend calling Mr. Tang Sun as a
witness in the fabtal sccident at Jalan Kebun
Limau on 7.8.63, as he was not a witness in that
accident., If you wish to call him you can apply
through the Coroner.

Yours faithfully,

Sd:- Lim Gee Song,

Insp. Lim Gee Song
LG8/Ys.
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P.W.2. (6)

NOTES OF EVIDENCE AT CORONER'S
INQUIRY

Inquiry resumes:
14th November, 1963

In Open Court,
Before me,
Sd. N. Ganesan,
State Coroner,
Singapore. 10

Inquiry No.l1l075 of 1963

Insp. Joseph assisting.
Mr. M. Coomeraswany for S.T.C. driver.
Mr. Lau for estate of deceased.

1st Witness: Yahva bin Mohamed, affirmed,

states in Malay. Police Photographer, C.I.D.

C.R.0. on 7.8.63 at 2.10 p.m. under instruction

of Insp. Jaswant Singh I took 8 photos of

corpse, cycle and S.T.C. bus off Jalan Kebun

Limau. 20
I now produce the enlargements - C.1 to C.8.

C.l shows Jalan Kebun Limau facing Jalan
Bahagia.

C.2 - same road, opposite direction.
C.3%
C.l4

close~up of bicycle.

S.T7.C. bus and male Chinese Corpse.
C.5 - the same bus from beneath.

C.6 - Corpse from inside the bus.

C.7

near-gide front tyre of bus.

Sd. Yahya bin Mohamed. 50
Sd. N. Ganesan.
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2nd Witness: lMohd. Yassin bin Jais. affirmed,

states in Malay. ogt. 1695, Sepoy Lines Police

@tation, On 7.8.63 at 12.50 p.m. I was
informed of an accident at Jalan Kebun ILimsu.

Arrived at the scene at 1.20 p.m.

I saw an S.T7.C. bus 246 and a corpse beneath
the bus.

A bicycle (110S.116429) lying behind the bus.
Bus was facing Jalan Bahagia.

Bicycle was lying on its off-side facing
Jalan Bahagia.

Body was shown as in photograph.

P.W.5 AND P.W.2 (7)
WARRANT TO ACT

IN THE HIGH COURT IN STINGAPORE

WARRANT TO ACT

I HEREBY APPOINT Mr. Lau Liat lMeng an
Advocate & Solicitor practising under the name
and style of MESSRS. LAU LIAT MENG & CO. at
No. 10-C, Asia Insurance Building, 10th floor,
Finlayson Green, Singapore, to act for me in
and for the purpose of the above matter AND I
DECLARE that no special agreement has been made
with them with regard to their costs of such
matter.

Dated this 1lth day of JANUARY, 1964.
Witness:- 3d. Cham Wai Pun

EXPLATINED by me in the 3 CANTONESE

language
dialect: Left Thumb of
Cham Siew Wadl.

P.w.2 (6)

Notes of
Evidence

at Coroner's
Inquiry

14th November
1963 (Contd)

P.W.5 and
P.W.2 (7)

Warrant to
Act

11th January,
1964
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90.

P.W.2 (8)

AUTHORITY TO PAY PARTY AND PARWY COSTS,
CHAM SIEW WAL TO LAU LLAT MERG & GO,

From:

CHAM SIEW WAT,
35-P, Whampoa Road,
Singapore 12.

Date: 1lth January 1964.

Messrs. Lau Liat Meng & Co.,

Advocates & Solicitors, 10
Nos. 10-C, Asia Insurance Building,

10th Floor, Finlayson Green,

Singapore, 1.

Dear Sirs,

re: PARTY AND PARTY COSTS

I hereby authorise you to pay to
yourselves all PARTY AND PARTY COSTS you may
at any time receive in connection with the
above matter and I confirm that there will be
no need to pay the same into the Clients! 20
account with your Bankers.

Yours faithfully,

9D 00 300 0DOe OG0 &0 0O

Signature or R.T.P.

Left Thumb Print
of Cham Siew Wail
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P.W. 6 P.W.6.
LETTER, CHAM SIEW WAI TO LAU Letter, Cham
) ~ Siew Wal to
IJI.H.T MG 80 UOa Lau Lia_b Meng
& Co.
17th January
From: Cham Siew Wai, 1964

No. 35-P Whampoa Road,
Singapore, 12.

Messrs. Lau Liat Meng & Co.
Advocates & Solicitors,

No. 10-C, Asia Insurance Building,
Singapore, 1.

I, CHAIT SIEW WAI of No. 35-P, WHAITPOA ROAD,
SINGAPORE, 12 do hereby authorise my Solicitors M/s
Lau Liat Meng & Co., 10-C, Asia Insurance
Building, Singapore to accept the sum of $4,000
more or less than the stated sum in full settlement
of all claims present or fubture, known or unknown
arising out of the death of my son, namely,

CHAM STAK HOY in an accident involving my said son
and STC 246 at Jalan Kebun Limau off Balestier
Road, Bingapore.

In other words, I do understand that I have
no further claims in respect of it.

Dated this 17th day of January, 1964.

Left Thumb Print
(L.T.P. of CHAM SIEW WAI)

Witnessed:~ Sé. Cham Wai Pun

Translated by me to the said
CHAM SIEW WAT

Sgd: Cham Wei Pun.
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Letter, Rodyk
& Davidson

to Liau Liat
Meng & Co.
17th January
1964

92.
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LETTER, RODYK & DAVIDSON TO LAU LIAT
VENG & CO.

RODYK & DAVIDSON

Chartered Bank Chambers,
Singapore.

MC/JH/1314/6%
LIM/CYP/30/63/L 17th January, 1964

Without Prejudice

Dear Birs, 10

Accident at Jalan Xebun Limau off
Balestier Road on 7.8.63 involving
cyclist and STC.246

o

We thank you for your letter of the 16th
instant and we note that your client wants $5500-00
plus costs. In a case like this where there is no
dependency claim the only items of damages which
the estate would be entitled are funeral expenses
and for loss of expectation of life. In a similar
case reported in 1962 M.L.J. at page 529 a sum of 20
83 ,000-00 was awarded for loss of expectation of
life. In another case reported in the same M.L.d,.
at page lxxxiii a sum of £2,500~00 was awarded
for a youth of 20 years of age. In the case of
Yoke Lian Wah against Hock Lee Amzlgamated
reported at page 156 of the 1961 M.L.J. a sum of
2%,000-00 was awarded in respect of loss of
expecvation of life of a man of 30 years of age.
You will notice from these cases that you cannot
get more than $%,000-00 in respect of loss of 30
expectation of 1life. ‘A sum of B1,000-00 is
usually allowed for funeral expenses upon
production of receipts.

In order to settle this matter out of court
we have instructions to offer your client a
sum of £4,000~00 in full settlement of your
client's claim without admission of liability.
If your client accepts the offer contained
herein we would advise our clients to pay a
sum of B500-00 towards your costs. 40
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Could you kindly take your client's

instructions and let us know as soon as possible.

Yours faithfully,
Sgd: Rodyk & Davidson.

Messrs. Lau Liat Meng & Co.,
Singapore.

P.W.7 (2)

LETTER, LAU LIAT MENG & CO. to
RODYX_ & DAVIDSON

LLM/CYP/39/63/L

MC/JH/13%14/6% 18th January, 1964

Messrs. Rodyk & Davidson,
Singapore.

WITHOUT PREJUDICE

Dear Sirs,

re: Accident at Jalan Kebun Iimau
off Balestier Road on 7.8.6%
involving cyclist & STC.246

We thank you for your letter of the 17th

January, 1964, received today.

We refer to paragraph (2) of your said
letter and agree that this matter be settled

out of Court and we have now received instructions

to accept your clients' offer of a sum of
B4,000~00 in full settlement of our client's

claim and B500-00 towards our agreed Parbty and

Party Costs.

We appreciate that you will now forward
your clients' cheque for #4,000-0C to the

Public Trustee and our agreed Party and Party

Costs directly to us.
Yours faithfully,

Sgd s~

P.W.7 (1)

Letter, Rodyk
& Davidson

to Lau Liat
Meng & Co.
17th January
1964

(Contd)

P.W.7 (2)

Letter, Lau
Liat Meng

& Co. to
Rodyk &
Davidson
18th January,
1964



P.W.7(3)

Letter, Rodyk
& Davidson

to Liau Liat
Meng & Co.
20th January
1964

94
P.W.7(32)

LETTER, RODYK & DAVIBSON TO

LA AT .

RODYX & DAVIDSON

Chartered Bank Chambers,

Singapore.
MC/JH/1314/63%
LIM/CYP/39/63/L 20th January, 1964
Dear Sirs,
Accident at Jalan Kebun Limau 10

off Balestier Road on 7.8.63
involving cyclist and STC.246

We thank you for your letter of the 18th
instant and we are glad to note that your client
has accepted our clients' offer. We have, as we
informed you over the telephone, already
written to our clients for the two cheques.
We shall receive it in the course of the
next few days and we shall send your cheque
for $500.00 as soon as we recelve it. 20

Yours faithfully,

Sgd: Rodyk & Davidson.

Messrs. Lau Liat Meng & Co.
Singapore.
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P.W.7(4)

LETTER, RODYK & DAVIDSON TO
LAU LIAT MENG & CO,

RODYK & DAVIDSON

Chartered Bank Chambers,
Singapore.

MC/JH/1314/63
LLM/CYP/39/63/L
22nd January, 1964

Dear S8irs,
Accident at Jalan Kebun ILimau

off Balestier Road on 7.8.63
involving cyclist & STC.246

We enclose herewith our cheque for the sun
of B500-00 being the agreed costs in the above
matter. Kindly acknowledge receipt.

Yours faithfully,
Sgdi:~ Rodyk & Davidson.

Messrs. Lau Liat Meng & Co.
Singapore.

P.W.7(5)

LETTER, LAU LIAT MENG & CO. TO
RODYK & DAVIDSON

LIM/CYP/39/63/L
MC/JH/1314/63% 24th January, 1964

Messrs. Rodyk & Davidson,
Singapore.

Dear Sirs,

re: Accident at Jalan Kebun
Limau off Balestier Road
on 7.8.6% involving cyclist
& STC.246

We thank you for your letter of the 22nd

P.W.72(4)

Letter, Rodyk
& Davidson

to Lau Liat
Meng & Co.
22nd January
1964

P.W.7(5)

Letter, Lau
Liat Meng &
Co. to Rodyk
& Davidson
24th January
1964



P.W.7(5)

Letter, Lau
Liat Meng &
Co. to Rodyk
& Davidson
24th January
1964

(Contd)

P.W.2(15)

Notice of
Taxation
30th January
1964

96,
January, 1964 together with your cheque for
2500/~ being our agreed Party and Party Costs.
We enclose herewith our receipt for g500/-
being the agreed amount.
Yours faithfully,
Sgd : -

Encl:~ Receipt.

P.W.2(15)

NOTICE OF TAXATTION
IN THE HIGH COURT IN SINGAPORE 10

IN THE MATTER of an accident involvin
CHAN SIAK HOY (deceased?and
STC.246 on the 7th August
1963 at Jalan Kebun Linau,
Singapore

- and -

IN THE MATTER under Section 17(3) of the
lMotor Vehicles (Third-party
Risks & Compensation)
Ordinance 1960. 20

NOTICE OF TAXATTON

TAKE NOTICE that the Registrar of the
High Court, Singapore will tax the Bill of
Costs of the above named Plaintiff as between
Solicitor & Client under the Lower Scale of
Costs pursuant to Section 17(3) of the Motor
Vehicles (Third-party Risks & Compensation)
Ordinance of 1960 on 1lth day of February,
1964 at the hour of 10.00 o'clock in the
forenoon. 30

Dated this 30th day of January 1964
Sd: Lau Liat Meng & Co.

Solicitors for CHAN SIEW WAL
the Administrator of the Estate
of CHAN SI1AK HOY Zdeceasedia

To: Mr. Chan Siew Wai,
No. 35-P Whampoa Road,
Singapore.
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LETTER3 COMMISSIONER OF ESTATE
DUTIES TO LAU LIAT MENG & CO.

/TAL
STATE OF SINGAPORE,

INLAND REVENUE DEPARTMENT,

INCOME TAX DIVISION,
4th Floor,
Fullerton Building,
P.0. Box, 231,
Singapore.

No. E.D. 841/63(JICY) 25th February, 1964.

Messrs. Lau Liat Meng & Co.
Advocates & Solicitors,

10-C, Asia Insurance Building,
10th Floor,

Finlayson Green,

Singapore.

Dear Birs,

Estate of Chan Siak Hoy, decd.

I refer to your letter LII/DL/%9/63/L
dated 183th February, 1964.

2. Please have the enclosed Estate Duty Affi-

davit duly amended, resworn and returned early to

this office.

5. Kindly forward for my file copies of the
relevant correspondence relating to the
settlement of the claim for damages at

24 ,000-00.

Yours faithfully,

Sd. - Illegible,

f. Commissioner of Estate Duties,
Singapore.

P.W.2(9)

Letter,
Commissioner
of Estate
Duties to

Lau Liat Meng
& Co.

25th February
1964 _



P.W.2(10)

Letter, Lau Iiat
Meng & Co. to
Cham Siew Wai
26th February
1964

P.W.2(11)

Receipt, Lau
Liat Meng &
Co to Cham
Siew Wal

27th February
1964

38
P.w.2(10)

LETTER, LAU LIAT MENG & CO.

ST CHIN SR WAL

LIM/DL/39/63/L.
26th February,
1964.
Mr. Cham Siew Wai,
35-P, Whampoa Road,
Singapore.
Dear Sir, 10

re: Cham Siak Hoy, deceased
accident on 7.8.63%

We have just been requested by the
Commissioner of Estate Duty, Singapore, that you
are required to reswear the Affidavit, as it
has now been known bthat the owners of STC. bus
246 has compensated you a sum of 24,000.00 in
the above traffic accident.

Please drop in to see our Mr. Lau
immediately on receipt of this letter. 20

Yours faithfully,
Sd: Lau Liat Meng & Co.

P.W.2(11)

RECEIPT, TAU LIAT MENG & CO.

=T CHAT oTEW WAT

File 39/6%/L A/c No. 1
No. 000014 Date: 27th February, 1964.

Received from Mr. Cham Siew Wai the
sum of Dollars Seven hundred only —=——-—- _
being our agreed costs for attending 30

Coroner's Inquiry and the coming
Criminal Trial. P.P. vs. Loh
Teck Poh
Sd: Initial
2700/ -

Cheque
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P.W.2(12) P.W.2(12)
CERTIFIED COPY REPORT MADE BY Certified copy
CILAIT STEW WAL AT CHENTRAL POLICE Report made
STATTION SINGAPORE by Cham Siew
Wai at Central
SINGAPORE Station of Report Printed Police Station
Police Force Origin No. Serial Singapore
Central nAT Number 17th March
Police 5715/64 885977 1964
Station
Singapore

Station Diary
No. 4080

Time and date when this report was made
8,50 p.m. 17.5.64

Full neme Address
Cham Siew Why 55-P, Whampoa Road

Occupation: TFitter Sex: Male Age: 46 years
Race: Cantonese Language Cantonese
N.R.I.C. S No.02786

Brief Details

My son Cham Siak Hoy was knocked down by
a bus and killed in August, 1963. I engaged Lau
Liat Meng, a lawyer to do all the work to be done
in relation to this case. TLau Liat Meng charged
me B700/- more than what I should pay. This is
my report.

L.T.P.
Signature of officer recording the report

Sd: D.S.P. Lionel Chee

Typed and checked by me

Bignature: Ad. Lum Sang

Date: 10.4.04
Sd: (R.A. Lawrence) D.S.P.
Officer-in-Charge "A" Division
Central Police Station,
Singapore.




P.W.2(13)

Letter,
Murugason & Co.
to Cham Siew
Wai '

15th April
1964

100,
P.W.2(13)

LETTER, MURUGASON & CO. TO CHAM
oLW WAL

MURUGASON & CO.
ADVOCATES & SOLICITORS 51-B Market Street,
Singapore, 1.

Registered A.R.

Our Ref: RM/WK 13th April, 1964

Dear Sir,

Estate of Chan Sisk Hong. 10
Accident at Jalan Kebun Limau

on the 7th day of August, 1963

involving STC Bus 246 and cyclist

We have been instructed by Mr. Liau Ldab
Meng of M/s. Lau Liat Meng & Co. to forward
herewith cheque for 8350/~ being costs in
respect of the criminal trial connected with
P.P. vs. Loh Teck Poh since you have failed to
give further instructions to our client in the
matter. 20

Should you require cash instead please call
at our office to exchange your cheque for cash.

Kindly acknowledge rececipt.
Yours faithfully,

MURUGASON & CO.

Mr. Chan Siew Wai,
No. 35-P Whampoa Road,
Singapore, 15.

Encl.
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P.W.8 (1)

NOTICE OF TAXATTION

IN THE HIGH COURT IN SINGAPORE

IN THE MATTER of an accident involving CHAN
SILK HOY (Deceased) and STC.246

Agreed at on the 7th August 1963 at Jalan
2500/~ Kebun Limau, Singapore.

5d. R & D

11/4 -~ and -

IN THE MATTER under Section 17(3) of the Motor
Vehicles (Third~-Party Risks &
Compensation) Ordinance, 1960

NOTICE OF TAXATTION

TARKE NOTICE that the Registrar of the High
Court, Singapore, will tax the Bill of Costs of
the above named Plaintiff as between Party and
Party under the Lower Scale of Costs pursuant
to Section 17(3) of the Motor Vehicles (Third-
party Riske & Compensation) Ordinance 1960 on
the 14th day of April, 1964 at the hour of 10.00
o'clock in the forenoon.

Dated this 13th day of April, 1964.

Sgd: Lau Liat Meng & Co.

Solicitors for Cham Siew Wai

To:= Messrs. Rodyk & Davidson, the
Solicitors for the Singapore
Traction Co. Ltd.

Bingapore.

P,W.8§12

Notice of
Taxation
13th April
1964



P.W.2(16)

Solicitor and
Client Bill
of Costs

14th April
1964

102.
P.W.2(16)

SOLICITOR AND CLIENT BILL
OF COgTS

SINGAPORE  STAMP OFFICE
11 II 64 %19-00
STAMP OFFICE SINGAPORE

IN THE HIGH COURT OF SINGAPORE

IN THE MATTER of an accident involving CHAIM
SIAK HOY (deceased) and STC.
246 on the 7th August, 1963 10
at Jalan Kebun Limau,
Singapore.

- and ~

IN THE MATTER Under Section 17(3) of the
Motor Vehicles (Third-party
Risks & Compensation)
Ordinance 1960.

BILL OF COSTS of the Estate of CHAM SIAK
HOY (deceased) for taxation as between
Solicitor & Client under the Lower Scale of 20
Costs pursuant to Section 17(3) of the Motor
Vehicles (Third-party Risks & Compensation)
Ordinance 1960.

BILL NO. OF 1964
From Attending you obtaining your
11th instructions to claim damages
September in respect of your son's
1964 death due to an accident,
recording your particulars
thereof, discussing and dealing 50

generally, writing applying for

the relevant documents, perusing

and considering same including

drawing office translation of

same and Key to Sketch Plan,

writing applying for vehicle

report, perusing and considering

same issued by the Registrar

of Vehicles, writing long

letters to the Singapore 40
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to

24th
January,
1964

103,

Traction Co. Itd. and the
driver of STC.246 asking
for their particulars of
Insurance Policy and
holding the driver of
STC.246 responsible for
the accident, attending
you reporting position of
your casce, recording
further particulars therc-
of, discussing and dcaling
generally with your matter,
writing long letter to the
Singapore Traction Co.Ltd.,
asking for obtaining your
final instructions to
issue Writ of Summons and
Statement of Claims, if
necessary, recording your
particulars for special
damages and dealing
generally and advising you
thereon, writing letters
to Messrs. Rodyk &
Davidson Solicitors for
the Singapore Traction Co.
Ltd. when they offered
you £4,000.00 in
scttlement, writing

you to call, attending

you informing you of

the offer made and advising
you when you agrecd to
accept same and dealing
generally as to the
settlement to your claim
and dealing generally
with your matter there-
after including drawing
Bill of Costs

Paid fees for police re-
ports, photographs
and. sketch plan 57-00

Peid fee for Registrar
of Vehicle's Report 2 00

Paid fee for Post-~
mortem Report 1 00

400-00

P.W.2(16)

Solicitor and
Client Bill
of Costs
14th April
1964

(Contd)



P.W.2(16)

Solicitor and
Client Bill
of Costs

14th April
1964

(Contd)

104,

Paid fee for photo-
stat copy of Death
Certificate 1 00

Paid further fee for
police report 2 00

Paid fee for Notes of
Evidence of
Coroner's Inquiry 11 00

For instructions to
apply for Letters

of Administration,
writing for Death
Extract, preparing
petition of Letters
of Administration
attending swearing
same, preparing
estate duty affidavit
attending obtaining
particulars thereof,
later attending
swearing same,
attending before

the Depubty Registrar
when he granted the
application drawing
summons for
dispensation of
surcties, attending
swearing same,
attending before the
Registrar when
surcties to the
Administration Bond
were dispensed with
and drawing the
necessary documents and
dealing generally with
letters of
Administration were
extracted 300

Paid fee for (1)
Death Exbtract 2~ 00

Paid fee for
Petition to Letters
of Administration 10- 00

00

10
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50

40
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Paid fee for Affidavist
of CHAM SIAX HOY 5=50

Paid fee for Summons
in Chambers 400

Paid fee for Oxder
of Court 6-00

Paid fee for
Administration Bond 14-00

Paid fee for extracting
Grant of Letters of

Administiration 4-00

Paid Transport 20-00
137-50  700-00
Texed off 1-00 150-00
126-50  550-00

Sgd:- T.A. Sinnathuray

Paid fee 136-50
686~50
Allocatur & taxing fcece 19-00

Total 2705-50¢

a2

—

Dated this 1lth day of February 1964

Sgd:— Lau Liat Meng & Co.

Solicitors for CHAM SIEW WAI the
Administrator of the Estate of
CHAM SIAK HOY (deceascd)

REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that I have taxed the above

Bill and have allowed the same at the sum of

#686-50 plus £19-00 for stamp fees.

Dated this 1llth day of February 1964.

Sgd: T.A. Sinnathuray,

REGISTRAR.
Intla:-

PaWc2(16)

Solicitor and
Client Bill
of Costs

1l4th April
1964

(Contd)



P.W.8(2)

Party and
Party Bill
of Costs
14th April
1964

106,

P.W.8 (2)

PARTY AND PARTY BILL
OF_COSTS

IN THE HIGH COURT IN SINGAiPORE

IN THE MATTER of an zccident involvin

CHAM SIAK HOY (Deceased
and STC.246 on the 7th
August, 1963 at Jalan

Kebun Limau, Singapore.

- and -~ 10

IN THE MATTER under Section 17(3) of

the Motor Vehicles (Third-
party Risks & Coumpensation)
Ordinance 1960,

BILL OF COSTS of the Solicitor for Cham Siew
Woi, for taxation as between Party & Party under
the TLower Scale of Costs pursuant to Section
17(3) of the Motor Vehicles (Third Party Risks
and Compensation) Ordinance 1960.

BILL NO. of 1964 20

From
11th
Septeuber
1963

For instructions drawing Warrant
to Act atbending attesting
signaturce, writing lengthy
correspondence with HMessrs.

Rodyk and Davidson from time to
time dealing with the question

of liability when the driver

of the S.T.C. 246 had been

charged under Scction 304A of

the Penal Code, looking up numerous 20
authorities on gquantum of damages,
such as, Sult No. 672 of 1962
between Abdullah bin Abrahim,

the Administrator of the cstate

of Hamidah binte Abduvllah,
decceased and Tan Kwee Soo before
Mr. Justice Winslow on the 4th
day of February, 1963 when His
Lordship awarded 22,300-00 for
gencral damages and special 40
damages for loss of expectation of
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life, considering Suit No.

965 of 1962, between Tay

Sew Mong (widow) suing

cn behalf of herself and

Chan Ah Seng and Chan lMoi

Yong, the dependants of

Cham Chee Neo, deceased and
Hashim bin Ali before Mr.
Justice Chua on 8th day of
February, 1963 when the trial
Judge awarded g%,%00-00

damages for the death of

an ice-water seller carning
appro:imately $300.00 a month
aud having a wife aged 26

years and 2 children ages

4 and 6 respectively,
considering Suit 855 of 1958
between Wahid bin Kasuari,
Ldministrator of the estate of
Ambah Binte Ahmood alias

Embah binte Ahmad, dececased

and Green Bus Co. Litd. before
M». Justice Buttrosc on the
25th day of July, 1959 when
His Lordship awarded

21,200.00 for general damages
to the Plaintiff who was a
female aged 80 years old at

the time of her death,
considering Suit No.l757 of
1959 between K. Mohamed Ismail,
the Administrator of the

estate of Muthurando Sardin,
deccased and 1. Chua Geok Eng
and 2. Chua Kim Toh before

the Former Chief Justice Bir
Alon Rose on the 28th day of
November, 1961 when His Lordship
awarded #2,000.00 with the
consent of both parties to the
estate of the deceased under
Section 7 of the Civil Law
Ordinance, the particulars of
the deceased aged 24 ycars

male and unmarried, employed as
a carpenbter carning epproximately
#170-00 per month supporting the
parents to the extent of B80-00
per month, considering Suit No.
1024 of 1958 between Mok Goi Hwee,

P.W.8 (2)

Party and
Party Bill
of Costs
14th April
1964
(Contd)



P.W.8 (2)

Party and
Party Bill
of Costs
14th April
1964
(Contd)

108,

Administrator of the

Estate of Mak Kang Hai

also known as Mok Kang

Hal, deceased and Adam
Ebrahim Moledina

before Mr. Justice Bubttrose
on the 16th day of
September, 1959 brought
under Section 7 of the

Civil Law Ordinence when
His Lordship awarded
22,000-00 for genecral
damages with Z100-00 funeral
expenses, considering Suit
No. 468 of 1958 between
Seah Hea Choo the sole
Administrator of the estate
of Seah Chye Eng, deceased
and 1. Najar Singh and

2. Karmail Singh before lMr.
Justice Wee Chong Jin,

on the 9th day of October,
1959 when His Lordship
awarded 21,500~-00 for damages
for a youth of 7 years old
at the time of his death,
considering Suit No. 516 of
1959 between Ng Kim Swee,
the Administrator of the
estate of Ng Chong Yue,
deceased, and Chop Chia Seng
before Mr. Justice Wee Chong
Jin on the 20th day of
October 1960 the action
being brought under Section
7 of the Civil Law Ordinance
when His Lordship awarded
81,8%0-00 for general damages
and B80-00 for funeral
damages, when finally
Solicitors for the Singapore
Traction Co., Ltd., offered
24,000-00 as full and final
settlement of our client's
claim and B500-00 agreed Party

and Party Costs 500 00
500 00

Taxed off - -

#500 00

Allocatur & Taxing fee 15 00
Total: #2515 00

10
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Dated this 1l4th day of April 1964, P.W.8 (2)
Sgd: Lau Liat Meng & Co. Party and
Party Bill
Solicitors for Cham Siew Wai of Costs
14th April
1964
(Contd)

I herceby certify that I have taxed
the above bill and have allowed the same

?t the sum of B500/- plus B15/- for stamp
ees.

Dated this 1l4th day of April, 1964.

Sgd: T.C. Cheng.
REGISTRAR
Intld:

P.W.2(14) P.w.2(14)

LETTER, CHAM SIEW WAL TO MURUGASON Letter, Cham
& GO, Siew Wai
- to Murugason
& Co.

Cham Siew Why .
No.35-P, Whamﬁoa Road, %ggﬂ April
Singapore, 12.

17th Lpril, 1964.

Murugason & Co.
Advocates & Solicibors,

Dear Sir,

I am in receipt of your letter dated 13th
April 1964 and the cheque for 350 dollars which
was enclosed.

I do not understand the instructions of
your client as stated in paragraph one of your
letter. According to uy agreement with your
client, he was to do everything in connection
with proceedings of the casc connected with
the death of my son CHAM SIAK HOY in o motor
accident and this he agreed to do.

Could you therefore request your client
to enlighten me on the above.
Yourgs faithfully,

Left hand thumb print of Cham Siew
Why




IN THE JUDICIAL COMMITTEE OF THE PRIVY COUNCIL No.28 of 1966

ON APPEAL
FROM THE HIGH CCURT OF SINGAPORE

BETWEEN :

LAU LIAT MENG Appellant
- and -
DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE Respondents

IN THE MATTER of ORIGINATING SUMIONS No.36 of 1965
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IN THE MATTER of THE ADVOCATES AND SOLICITORS
ORDINANCE (Chapter 188)

- and -
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