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Ficss Lim il &2y ohe thon affixod a gtamp "By Hand" and "Privato (il
Coniidenticl", and triod to find tho filo to affi: the tuo copieg
‘o circulation. She could not Tind tho file. She found tho
£ilo only aftor lunoch on your dock?

“Loaowoe tho echops" wero put. Tho rest is not true.

Lho will ooy %hat she thon sav Niss Fong bocause sho was worriod that
L

tue lotters wore not circulgted? ;
< definitoly weoto thom botweon 4.20 and 5¢30 p.m.

Scow will zay Trom 11 o'clock onwards he wes with the Monetary Authority
of Singciore (M.A.S.) with 2 1o Rlizaboth Sam and was not in tho
cifise vhen Mrs Gaffar and S.P. Rotnan were broesont on the 3rd
ouwlty, 1972, whon the lettors were handed over.

(Ceonin ro§ds the lasi two lines of Page 14 and top of page 15 of Exhibit
llP2N N

Is not thot a lie?

I spoko %o Zeow before I wrote the letters either on the 2nd or oxn the
norning of the 3xd.

I zugsost your last sovoral answers are a pack of lies?
wo.

ge
bekd

&y vimo on the 2nd August did you see Scowu?
I con% zomombor.

Thoss two 1otters sesees (Cashin reads). A4re they not the clearest incite-
went Yo commit a erime?
I did not realise it. This thought was not in ny mind.

Did you want to hide tho files from the Police?
I did not want the files to be made available to the Police.

oL

I put it %o you that you wanted to keop those files from the Police?
Yos., I did not want the Police io have them. Soow disagroeed with me.

What is theo noed of an exclamation mark? Does it not denote surpriso?
Normally it would.

Coupled - i:ih the question mark, what do you think that means?
It is & query.

I suggcst those two marks make it olear that Seow knew nothing and that
nothing had boen discussed with him? '

¥ is possiblo he :zight not have romembered what I told him because ho was
very busy. He cortainly know about the lotter.

(Cashin ~uss tho question again).
I did wenvion to him after I spoke to S.F. Rotnam.

You went us to bolieve that after putting the exclamation and question
Lorikd he would toll you if you had taken cli nts' instructions,
2% would be alright? :

4o was vhe senior partner. He was head. He could have stopped it or
asked me Yo rotract it. He could have dono it himself. He did
not say a word about it until the Police arrestod me.

I put it %o you he was oangry and asked you what you meant by sonding out
such a lotter? _
That is a fabrication,
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