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10 No, 1.
NOTES OF PROCEEDINGS

Saturday 15th September, 1956
2%7. MARY NG
D.S.P. Ramakrishnan for prosecution.
P, de Souza with C.H. Koh for defence.

Charge: Attempting to obtain gratification
a8 a reward for inducing a public
servant,

Alts Att. Cheating.
20 Charges read and explained.
Claims trial.

Adjourned to Monday 17th 10 a.m, for mention.

Bail extended.
D.5.P. to consult D.P.P.

Sd. T. A. Chua

In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

No. 1.

Notes of
Proceedings -~
15th, 17th
and 29th
September and
1st October
1956,



In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

No. 1

Notes of
Proceedings -
15th, 17th
and 29th
September and
1st October
1956 -
continued,

Monday 17th September, 1956

237/56. MARY NG
2%9/56. KOK MIN YIN

Ad journed to 29th Sept. 10 a.m. for

hearing.

1st & 2nd reserved for further hearing.

Bail extended.
5d. P, A. Chua.
Saturday 29th September, 1956

237/56. MARY NG 10

C.H. Koh: This case connected with

cases in 3rd and 2nd District
Court. The evidence in the
2nd and 3rd District Court is
important for my cross-
examination. Notes just been
supplied. Ask that the case
be commenced on Monday.

D.S.,P. Ramakrishnan:

I have no objection %o 20
ad joarnment.

I apply for amendment of
Charge in Case 237/56 (marked
as Exh. P2).

Amended Charge read and explained to
Mary Ng.

Claims trial.
Ad journed to lst October for hearing
10 a.m.

Bail extended. 30
°d. I, A. Chua
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Monday 1st October, 1956.

237/56., MARY IG.
D.5.P, Ramakrishnan for prosecution.
C.Il. Koh with P, de Souza for defence
Witnesses cleared

Ramakrishnan outlines prosecution case.

No. 2.
EVIDENCE OF WONG YUEN BONG.

P,W.1l. WONG YUEN BONG s/s (in English)

XD: Inspector of Police, C.P.I.B.

On 1%th August 1956 at 7 a.m. I went to No,
111~B Tiong Bahru Road with a party of Police. It
was the accused's home,

The accused was not in.
Chinese and 2 females, The male Chinese was
brother of the accused.

There were a male
the

I searched the premises.
the accused returned. I placed her under arrest.

Of the documents and papers I seized I pro-
duce (a) 14 Ledger Books (Exhs. P3-P16), (b) a
file of newspaper cuttings (Exh.P17), (c) a private
address card of Mr. Colebourn (Exh.P.18).

Exhs. P3-P16 were found on a table
accused's bedroom,

Exh. P.17 was also found on the same table.

Exh. P18 was found in accused's handbag
which she was holding when she came back,

T took accused to C.P.I.B.

in the

Nil
Sd. F.A, CHUA

During the search

In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

No. 1.

Notes of
Proceedings -
15th, 17th
and 29th
September and
1st October
1956 -
continued.

Prosecution
Evidence.

NO. 2.
Wong Yuen Bong.
Examination.

ist October
1956,



In the 1lst
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence.

No., 2.

Wong Yuen Bong.
(Recalled)
Examination.

1st October 1956

Crosg-
examination.

Re-examination

No. 3.

OQwen Oxenden
Griffiths.
Examinstion.

1lst October 1956

P.W.1l. recalled at request of prosccution.

P.W.1l. WONG YUEN BONG, (Recalled) on former oath
states:

XD: On 13th August 1956 at 9.40 a.m. I made a
formal report of my arrest.

XXD: Koh: The report was not the first Iinforma-
tion I received It is my report. I am the
Investigating Officer with another Inspector. 1
did not take all the statements in this case. The
other Inspector did the preliminary investigation.

When I was handed the file I found there 10
was an information (Koh puts in certified copy of
a report No. 13983 CT entered in Book kept under
S.114 (3) of C.P.C. - Exh. D1).

Exh. D1 was the report that I made.
RXD: I made the report to cover the arrest of
the accused. The information was given to me.

sd., P. A, Chua
No. 3.
EVIDENCE OF OWEN OXENDEN GRIFFITHS.

P,.W.2. OWEN OXENDEN GRIFFITHS s/s (in English): 20

XD: Superintendent of Police, C.P.I.B.

At 7 a.m, on 13th August, 1956 I was
present at No.l111-B Tiong Bahru Road when P.W.1l.
was there, I was a member of the search party
and I took part in the search.

I took possession of the following docu-
ments: (a) a change of address card of lir.
Devereux-Colebourn (Exh. P,19) This was found in
one of the drawers in accused's dressing table.
(b) A letter from the Opium Addicts Treatment 30
Association (Exh.P20) I found it in one of the
drawers in the dressing table. (c) Three slips
of paper with names and addresses (Exhs.P21-P23).
I found them in one of the drawers.
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The accused arrived at 7.20 a.m., We started
search at 7.05 o2.m., She was present from time she
arrived until we took her to the station.

AXD: Nil
Witness released
Sd. P. A. Chua
No. 4.
EVIDENCE OF XKWOK SING NGIE.
P.77,3. KJO0K SING NGIE, s/s (in English):

X:D: Ag. .A.oS»;P-, COPQ'IOBU

At 7 a.m, on 13th August 1956 I was member
of search party at 111-B Tiong Bahru Road. I took
part in the search.

I seized (a) a letter from one Annie Wew
(Exh., P24). I found this in a locked drawér of a
bed side table, (b) two telegrams (Exhs. P.25 &
26) ~ found in the same drawer.

(Koh: I ask that Court do not see the con-
tents of Exhs. P24, 25 & 26 until
he contents have been proved)

(c) A visitor's permit to General Hospital to
visit Mr. Devereux-Colebourn (Exh. P27) - found in
the same drawer. (d) A change of address card of
Mr. Devereux-Colebourn (Exh. P28) ~ found in the
same drawer. (e) Invitation to a party given by
Devereux-Colebourn (Exh. P29 ~ Exh. P29A Envelope)
- found in the same drawer.

The drawer was opened by the accused
XXD. de Souza:

The accused gave me all the assistance
that I asked her

RXD:  Nil.

Witness released.
sd. F.A. CHUA,

In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence,

No. 3.

Owen Oxenden
Griffiths.
Examination -
continued,
1ot October
1956,

No. 4.
Kwok Sing Ngie.
Examination.

lst October
1956 [}

Cross-—
examination



In the 18t
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence.

No. 5.
Fong Ying Loong
Examination.

1st October
1956,

Cross-
examination.

No. 6.

Alfred Quek Xim
Boon.
Examination.

1st October
19%6,

No. 5.
EVIDENCE OF PONG YING LOONG.

P.W.4, PONG YING LOONG s/s (in English):
XD: Inspector of Police, C.P.I.B.

On 13th August, 1956 at 7 a.m. I searched
premises T70-C Boon Tiong Road. I seized a pocket
book (Exh., P.30). I found this inside the bed-
side table.

The occupant of the premises Kok Min Yin
was present. (Kok Min Yin id.)

XXD. de Souza:

I gave evidence in case where Kok Min Yin
was complainant and accused was the accused in
3rd District Court Case No.265/56 last week. It
was heard by the 3rd District Court and concluded
on Thursday 27th September. In that case I also
produced this same exhibit.

I was not present in the Court during the
entire hearing of that case. I did not hear the
evidence of Kok Min Yin,

I was not present when the Usher of the
4th Magistrate's Court, Lim Teck Ann, was recalled.
Nor was I present when Kok Min Yin was recalled.

I heard accused was acquitted in that case.
RXD: Nil.

Witness released,

Sd. F.A., CHUA.

No. 6,
EVIDENCE OF ALFRED QUEK KIM BOON.

P.W.5. Alfred Quek Kim Boon s/s (in English):

XD:

Civilian Investigator, C.P.I.B.

On 20th August, 1956 at about noon I went
to the Mobile Photo Service at No.61 Orchard Road.
There I interviewed Roland Park (id.). With his
rermission I searched his file of negatives.

10
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I found this negative (Exh. P31). I took
it away with per.iission of Park.
On same day I took Exh, P31 to the C.I.D.

photographer This the man (Koh Kim Hoch id,).

FProm time I took possession of Exh., P31
till time I handc.d it to Koh Kim Hock I did mnot
retouch the negative,

XXDs Kil
Witness released.
Sd, F.A, CHUA.
No. 7.
EVIDENCE OF KOH KIM HOCK
P,7,6. XOH KIM HOCK, s.s. (in English}
Sgt. photographer, C.I.D.
XD: On 20th August 1956 P.W.5. handed me Exh.
P31 for printing.
) I printed the negative - 2 copies (Exhs.P32~
P33).
The negative was not touched up.
XXD: Nil
Witness released.
Sd. F.A, CHUA
No. 8.
EVIDENCE OF ROLAND PARK.
P.W.7. ROIAND PARK s/s (in English): Iiving at

38 Lorong 35 Geylang

XD: Partner of Mobile Photo Service, 61-A
Orchard Road.

On 20th August, 1956 P.W.5. came to see me.

I gave him permission to search my file of
negatives., He drew my attention to Exh. P31.

I gave him permission to take it away.

In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence,

No. 6.

Alfred Quek Kim
Boon.
Examination -
continued,

18t October
1956,
No. T.

Koh Kim Hock.
Examination.

1st October
1956.

No. 8.
Roland Park.
Examination.

1st October
1956,



In the lst
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore,

Prosecution
Evidence.

No. 8,

Roland Park,
Examination -
continued.

1st October
1956,

Cross—~
examination.

No,., 9.

How Eng Huat.
Examination.

1st October
1956

8.

I took that photo at the Royal Singapore
Flying Club of which I am a membc ., some time ago,
2 or 3 years ago., It was during the Club functiomn

I took photos professionally. I sell my
photos to the members of the Club.

Members usually ordered through the Club.

I know the person on the photo. They were
Mary Ng and Devereux~-Colebourn, I knew them both.
They were members of the Club.

I can't remember whether Mary Ng or 10
Devereux-Colebourn ordered copies of the photo.

Exhs. P32 & P33 are prints from negative
Exh. P31. Not printed by me.

It is possible for a person to make a repro
duction of a print and to enlarge it to any size
but there would be a certain loss in the quality-

XXD. Kohs:
I do not specialize in photo of news item.
My work not particularly for news value. I

do commercial work. I attend parties, I do 20
engineering work, aerial photography.
I attend parties only at r:quest of party

giving the party.

I was on this particular occasion invited
by a member of the Committee to take photos at the
Flying Club function.

I can't remember how many prints of Exh.P31l
were ordered.,

Anyone could go to my studio and order a
copy if he knew the number. I caa't remember if 30
anyone did or not.
RXD: Nil

—

Witness released.
Sd. F.A. OINJX

No. 9.
EVIDENCE OF HOW ENG HUAT.

P.W.8. HOW ENG HUAT, s/s (in Hokkien):

15 years oldj; living at No.8 Choon Guan
Street, student of Gan Eng Seng School.
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9.

I remember sometime in February 1956, two
men came to the louse.

I do not remember the date.

The two men came to look for my father, They
came in the morn’ng, I don't remember what time.

My father, How Say Lian, was not at home.
My mother Cheong An Mooi was also out marketing.

I told th:m my father was not in and they
left.

They came again the next day at about noon.
My parents were not in. I told them this.

One of these two men told me he could help
my father. I can recognise the man, This the man
(Koh Min Yin id). They both left.

Later I informed my mother when she returned.

These people did not come back that day. I
was at home that evening,

I can't remember the time when I told my
mother,

I did not see these two people again.

de Souza:

I go to School at 7.30 a.m.
at 1l.15 p.m. every day.

In February 1956 I was attending School. I
did not miss school any day in February.

School days Mondays to Fridays.

I saw these two people on two occasions in
February- On both occasions my father was not in.

They left a message saying that they could
help my father in an opium case, I was the only
person to whom they spoke.

I was not given a letter or something like

XXD:

I return home

that.

(de Souza: I apply under S.121 C.P.C. to look at
the statement made by this witness to
the TFolice,

Ramakrishnan produces the statement.
Statement seen witness in statement
says 2 people came again at night and
he gave the time

Copy of statement to be supplied
to defence Statement marked

P34).

Court:

In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence.

No. 9.

How Eng Huat.
Examination -
continued.

l1st October
1956,

Cross~-
examination.



In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence.

No. 9.

How Eng Huat.
Cross~
examination -~
continued.

1st October
1956.

Re—examination.

No.10,

Cheong Ah Mooi.
Examination.

18t October
1956,

10,

I remember P.W.1l questioning me, I remember
telling the Inspector that at “nometime in Febru-
ary I cannot remember the correct date, at about
10 a.,m, two male Chinese came to my house in a
Morris Minor car"

It is correct that it was about 10 z.m,that
these two people came on the first occasion.

I remember telling the Police that at 8
p.m. on the 2nd occasion when these 2 men came at
noon these two men came again,

The occasion when the two men came at night
I did not see them, I heard people talking only
and the statement that I made to the Police that
these 2 men came again at 8 p.m. was +told +to me
by my mother.

I did say to the Police "At about 8 p.m, the
2 persons again came to my house. This time my
mother was present. They spoke to my mother. I do
not know what conversation took place or what
happened because I left my mother with +them and
went upstairs to play"

I did say to Inspector Wong "I did not ask
my mother what took place. I do not know anything
further than this",

RXD: I heard these 2 people talking to my mother
and her friend. I asked my mother who came and
she told me "Those two men" I asked her the same

night when my mother went upstairs.

At time I gave my statement I was asked if
I knew anything and I said I did not know.

When they came at 8 p.m., I did not know
they had come but my mother went upstairs where I
was and I heard my mother talking to her <friend
upstairs,

Sd. PF.A. CHUA

No. 10,
EVIDENCE OF CHEONG AH MOOI.

P.W.9 CHEONG AH MOOI, s/s (in Cantonese):

Living at 8 Choon Guan Street, wife of How
Say Lian. P.W.8 my son,

In February 1956, can't remember the date,

10

20
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40
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11.

two persons came to the house to look for me but I In the 1st

was not in. P.W.3, told me that night when I re-~ Criminal

turned. He told me those 2 persons came to look District Court

for my husband. P.W.8. did not say the reason for held at

the visit, Singepore.
The next day those two men came again. I Prosecution

was not at home, They came in the afternoon. When

I returned home P,V7.8, told me of the visit, +that Evidence.
was at past 5 p.m,
At about € p.m. that same day, those 2 men No.10.
came to my house., I can identify one of them. Cheong Ah Mooi.
I invited them to sit down. They came in. Egﬁgiﬁigéon -
One of them, the one I can identify, asked me if *
my husband was in., I told him my husband was not 1st October
in, The same man said he came to see my husband 1956

to speak to him about a case in Court,

This was cne of the two men I can 1dent1fy LA
(Kok Min Yin id). o

Kok Min Yin wrote something on a piece of
paper and told me that if my husband returned I
should tell my husband to go and sce him at the
address given on that piece of paper. He instruct-
ed me to ‘hand that piece of paper to my husband.He
emphasised that it was very important that I have
to tell my husband to look him up at his house the
address of which was given on that piece of paper.
They both then left.

(Witness shown a chit)

This was the piece of paper given to me *to
be handed to my husband (Exh. P35).

I kept Exh. P35. My husband returned home
very late and I handed him Exh. P35.

During tke conversation with those 2 people
no one else present., P.W.8 had gone out to play.

I told my husband about the visit of these
2 people.

XXD. de Souza: Cross—~

Just before those 2 men came to the house I examination.
was sleeping. I woke up. I was sleeping down-
stairs. The cook woke me up.

At that time P.WV.8 was out, playing in the
street.

Those two people stayed with me at +the very
most % hour.

P.W.8., did not come in before those two left.




In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore,

Prosecution
Evidence.

No,10.

Cheong Ah Mooi.

Cross~
examination -
continued.

1st October
1956

No. 11.
Kok Min Yin,
Examination.

lst October
1956.

12.

He came in about 10 p.m. when it was time for him
to go to bed. My husband came hack later.

I sleep upstairs but I usually rest
the day downstairs.

I ¢id not speak to my son when he came back
after playing.

during

RXD: Nil

5d. T.A. CHUA.

Ad journed to 2,30
Bail extended 10
Hearing resumed,

No., 11.
EVIDENCE OF KOX MIN YIN

P.W.10 KOK MIN YIN, s/s (in English):

Living at 70-C Boon Tiorg Road, Singapore,
a broker.

About the 19th or 20th February 1956 I
visited Hou Suai Lian (How Say Lian id) at No. 8
Choon Guan Street, he was not in. I met the son.
I was with a friend of mine, Tan Soo Onn who is 20
at present in Java,

I asked the son for Mr,., Hou.
me the father was out and I left,

I went back the next day with Tan Soo Onn.
I met the son again, I did not meet Hou. The son
told me that if I wished to see Hou it was best I
came in the nignt. Then I left.

That same night at 7.30 or 8 p.m. I went
back with Tan Soo Onn. There I met Mrs. Hou.

Mrs, Hou invited us in and we sat down.She 30
asked me the nature of my visit., I told her T
wished to see Hou about Hou's opium case.

I told her if Hou was intercsted I could
bring him to see a friend to help him in his case.
Then I gave her my name and address on a small
pilece of paper., I told her to give it to Hou and
if Hou was interested he could come and see me at
the address given,

The son told
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13.

(Witness shown Exh., P35)

This was the piece of paper with my name
and address which I handed to Mrs., Hou.

We then left.

Three days later I was told by my daughter
that Hou had called but I was out and that Hou
had left a message asking me to meet him at Seng
Guan's Bar, Telok Ayer Street at 8 p.m. the next
night.

I met Hou as arranged. It is about 25th
February 1956.

Hou was with a friend (ILiang San Han id).
I introduced myself.

We were sitting at one of the front tables
and after casual conversation and because there
was much noise we went to one of the back tables,

There Hou asked me the nature of my visit.
I told him I was being sent by a friend to talk to
him about his case. He asked me who the person
was and what help that person could offer,

I told him this friend could assist in his
case., e was interested. I can't quite remember
whether I told Hou who the friend was.

Hou arranged to meet me the next day so
that I could take him to my friend. The appoint—
ment was to meet me at 2,350 p.m. the next day at
junction of Kim Pong and Booh Tiong Roads.

We then adjourned to the Air View Bar.
Nothing more was said about Hou's case,

At 9.30 p.m. I was sent home in his car by
Liang San Han,

The next day I waited at the appointed.
place at 2.25 p.m, In a few minutes Hou and Liang
came.

I took them to No.l1ll11-B Tiong Bahru Road.
The accused opened the door. We entered. I intro-
duced them to the accused. I believe I dintro-
duced the accused to Hou and Liang as Mary Ng the
friend I had spoken about to Hou.

We all sat down in the hall -accused, Hou,
Liang and I. No one else there. A little girl
came and brought some coffee and went away.

As far as I can remember the accused spoke
to Hou about Hou's case.

I believe +the accused told Hou that the

In the 1st
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence,

No. 11.

Kok Min Yin.
Examination —~
continued.

1st October
1956,



In the lst
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence.

Neo. 11.

Kok Min Yin.
Examination =~
continued.

lst October
1956,

l4‘¢

amount of opium that was found on his premises
was a big amount and that the oficence was a very
serious one,

Then Hou denied there was a big amount of
Hou said the amount was very little,

The accused said that anyway the
was there,

I believe the accused asked Hou whether he
was interested to get her help. Hou said he was
interested.

I believe the accused asked for 3500 to
get Hou acquitted,

opium.
offence

Hou said the amount asked for was too much.

Hou asked accused the nature of the help.
The accused said she could influence Mr,Colebourn
to assist.

The accused went into her bedroom and took
out a photo and this was shown to Hou and Liang,
I had a glance at the photo. It was a photo of
the accused and Mr, Colebourn. I can identify the
photo.

(Witness shown Exh, P33)

I recognise this photo, It is similar to
the photo that was produced by the accused.

Hou had a look at the photo and he
nised Mr. Colebourn.

The photo I saw was of the accused and Mr,
Colebourn with a shadow of a hecad in +the back-
ground. The photo was of the two of them only
with the shadow of a head in the background. The
accused and Mr., Colebourn were in the same pose,
The photo produced by accused was postcard size,
%t was thicker than Exh,P33 and mounted on card-

oard. '

recog—

The accused asked Hou if he was satisfied,
Hou said he was satisfied.

The accused asked Hou to think things over
and to let her know his answer the following day.

Then accused gave Hou her telephone num—
ber, ILiang took down the number.

Then we left.

I did not speak much during the conversa-

tion in the hall.

I was asked by accused to contact Hou.
That was why I went to see Hou.
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The accused asked me to contact Hou about
the 19th February - 10 days before I made my first
payment to her. The accused gave me a piece of
paper with the name and address of Hou. I copied
only the name of Hou and his telephone number. I
wrote it on my note book at the back of the cover.
I did this in accused's house,

(Witness shown Exh., P30)

This is my note book. Hou's name and tele-
phone number written on this note book.

There is another name bracketed with Hou's
name, It is name of Liang San Han and his tele-
phone number. This was written by me on night of
25th February at 9.30 p.m. when I was in Liang's
car on my way home.

P.W7.8. is the son of Hou. P.W.9. is Hou's

wife,
XXD: (Koh: I wish to reserve my XXn. My appli-
cation to 3rd District dJudge for
notes of evidence taken by him has
only been partly granted I require
the other parts of the notes for the
XXn,., of this witness.

Ramakrishnan: Nothing to say)

(Witness to stand down. He is t0ld to come
back the next day).

Sd. F.A.CHUA

No. 12,

EVIDENCE OF HOU SAY LIAN

P,W,11 HOU SAY LIAN, a/s (in Hockchew).

XD: Living at No.8 Choon Guan Street, business
man.,

On 26th July, 1955 I was arrested by the
Narcotic Branch of C,.I.D. I was charged in 4th

Magistrate's Court on 27th July. I was bailed

out.

My case was mentioned several times and
was fixed for hearing on 29th February 1956. I
was defended by a lawyer.
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On the 29th February 1956 I was convicted
and fined 3,000 in default 6 months imprisonment.
I paid the fine.

On the 21st February 1956 two men  went
to my house to look for me. I was not at home, I
was told of this by my wife when I returned home

that night.
My wife gave me a chit of paper.

P.W.9. my wife.,

(Witness shown Exh, P35)

Exh. P35 was the chit.

My wife to0ld me that the man had given in-
struction that I must go to look him up in con=-
nection with my opium case.

On the 22nd February I spoke to Leong San
Han (Liang San Han id) about this matter. He is
a friend of mine. I showed Exh. P35 to him as I
could not read.

After looking at Exh, P35 Liang said +that
it was a trivial matter and told me not to worry
about it., I told Liang that I must go to see that
man.,

On the 24th February at 7.30 p.m. I accom-
panied by Liang went to Boon Tiong Road to the
address given in the chit. It was on +the 3rd
floor of the building. I did not go up, I sent
Liang up.

I instructed Liang to find out if the per-
son in question was in. I also told him to leave
a chit in case that man was not in and fixing a
neeting the following night, 25th February at
7.30 p.m. at Seng Guan Bar, Telok Ayer Street.

Liang came down and told me the man was
not in and he told me he had left a chit arrang-
ing the meeting.

Sometime after 7 p.m. on the 25th February,
1, accompanied by Liang, went to Seng Guan Bar,
Telok Ayer Street.

Liang was in front of me when we entered
the bar. A man in the Bar stood up and asked
Liang if he was Hou Say Lian, Liang replied by

indicating to me.
The three of us sat down at a table.

Kok Min Yin was the man. I did not know
him before, P,.W.10 is Kok Min Yin,
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After sitting down I questioned P,W.10, I
said "You have .ooked me up three times, what is
he reason?" Ile replied "You have been arrested
in connection with opium is it not?%,. I then
asked how he knew about it. Kok Min Yin said"The
4th Magistrate': wife, Mary Ng, had sent me to
see you", I asked him "How do you come to know
the Magistratet!s wife?" He said "I have also
been arrested in connection with opium and I have
spent 22500 wit!l. a guarantee that the case would
be thrown out".

At first we were sitting at one of the
front tables, but later because of the crowd we
moved to a table at the back.

I asked Kok Min Yin if his case
connection with raw opium or chandu,
"raw opium".

was in
He replied

The place became very noisy, noise from the
juke~box and I told Kok Min Yin that the circum~
stances of my case was quite different +to those
of his. T also told him that I would tell him
about my case at the Air View Bar,

Then the 3 of us went to the Air View Bar.
There T related my case to Kok Min Yin.

Kok Min Yin told me it would be better +to
go and see the woman.

e arranged to meet on the 26th February
at 2.30 p.m. at junction of Boon Tiong Road.

I kept the appointment. I went with Liang

and met Kok Iiin Yin.

Kok iin Yin took us to 111-B Tiong Bahru
Road, 2nd floor.

We went in., Kok Min Yin went first. A
woman opened the door. Kok Min Yin +told me that
was the woman, Accused was the woman,

We sat down.

Accused asked me, pointing to me "You have
been arrested in connection with a lot of opium".
I replied "no such thing". The accused said wy
know your case is coming up on the 29th" putting
her hand to her chest she said "Do you know who I
am? I am Mary Ng, I am the wife of a Magistrate,
do you believe or not? If you do not believe I
can show you something”.

The accused went to a room at the back of
the flat. ©She came back with a photo and showed
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it to me, In the photo there was a man with his
arm round the accused., The accused asked me
vointing to the man in the photo "Do you know
this man?" I said "I know the man, he 1is the
4th Magistrate",

Again accused said "Do you believe or not?
If you can believe me I can do it for you and
your case will be thrown out". She also said "I
have done many cases for people and +those cases
were thrown out". Then I said “I1If you are going
to help me it is very good and I am very glad",.

Then accused said "The question 1is money.
£3500. I guarantee you the case will be thrown

out",

Then I said "The allegation you made just
now that I had a lot of opium is not a true fact.
I shall tell you the circumstances of my case", I
told her the circumstances.,

I told accused that if it was 3500, I
could not pay. I made no offer,

When I was at the point of leaving the ac~
cused stopped me saying "Wait! Wait! I will give
you my telephone number" I told Liang to take
down her phone number.

Accused then said "Go back and think it
over, ring me up at 7". Before leaving I said
"If you can help me speak to the Magistrate to
help me but to ask me to pay £3500 I am unable to
pay". Then accused said "Ring me up at T7".

Then we left.

During the conversation with accused Kok
Min Yin took no part in the conversation but he
heard every word gaid. Tiang also heard every-
thing, ‘

The photo shown to me was photo of two per-
sons ~ accused and the Magistrats.

The accused was on right side of Magistrate
who had his right arm around her and his 1left
hand raised in front of him with a glass.

Photo was postcard size; it was not mount-
ed,

(Witness shown Exh. P30. Xoh objects to
it being shown on ground it is another
way of getting round a leading question -
allowed by Court).

Photo I saw is like Exh. P30 but with only
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2 persons. The position of the two persons in
Exh., P30 is exactly like the position of the per-
sons in photo I was shown.
Vitness asked to mark out th2 picture
that wan in photo he was shown -~ witness
drew a line)

I can't mark, but there were no other peo-
ple in the photon,

Adjourned to 10 a.m. Lomorrow,
Bail extended.
Sd. F.A. CHUA

Tuesday 2nd October 1956

23 7. MARY NG,
Hearing resumed,
P, W.8 and P.W,9 released
P.W,11 FHOU SAY LIAN on former affirmation
states. in Hockchew:
XDz The accused after giving her telephone num-

ber asked me to ring her up at 7 p.n.

_ At 7 p.m. on the 26th February Liang tele-
phoned to accused, He spoke in English and asked
if accused was in, I was present. Liang handed
he receiver to me and told me accused was in., I
heard the voice of the accused and I asked accus-
ed "Have you spoken or told the Magistrate to help

me?" The accused replied "Confidential matter
should not be spoken over the phone'", She con~
tinued saying "Tomorrow come to my house at 12

That would be the 27th.

On the 27th at 12 noon I went to accused's
house with Liang. The accused opened .the door
for us, we went in and sat down.

noon™.

After taking our seats the accused said to
me within the hearing of Liang "How much can you
pay?" I replied "You have not told the Magistrate
to help me and you also have not said to the
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Magistrate that I have no opium or opium smoking

paraphernalia,

The accused continued saying "“Tell me how
much you can pay?" I then replied "Alright ITwiil
give 500", The accused said g500 was too small
a sum, She said "This money was wanted by the
Magistrate, at least #1000 would suffice".

I again said that I could not pay more than
#500 and again asked her to help me. After I said
this accused suggested to me that she would lend
me $500 by pawning her jewellery and this g500
would make the g1000 required.

I agreed to this and I promised to pay
her the 500 loan 1 week after my case was over.

The accused said to me "This money is want-
ed by the Magistrate not by me" pointing with her
hand on her chest "I have a lot of money" after
saying this she said "If you don't believe me I
will show you building plans",.

The accused went to her room and took out
and showed me a plan of a building. She also
showed me her hands and said "I have diamond
rings", 1 saw two diamond rings one on each hand.
Accused also said "I have diamond ear rings"
Actually she was wearing a pair of diamond
rings.

ear

I could not read the plan, it was in Eng-
lish, PFrom what she said she wanted +to dimpress
me she was a very wealthy woman, because when she
referred the plan to me she said "look I am put-
ting up petrol kiosk, bungalows, garages"

When I and Liang looked at the plan she
said "Now I am going to telephone the lagistrate®

She went to the telephone, wused the phone
and spoke in English which I did not understand.
She put back the receiver and came back and told
me the Magistrate was sitting on the bench and
was not free, She told me to go home first. Then
I said "Is my arrangement alright" meaning that I
had arranged with her to pay her the loan after
the case., Accused gave me no answer, She told
me to go home and telephone her st 8 p.m. Liang
and I left.

At 8 p.m, Liang telephoned the accused in
my presence, They spoke in English. Liang hand-
ed me the receiver and I listened in. The accused
said "g1,000 is not enough". I begged her to help
me, She said she could not. Then as I was about
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to put down the receiver accused said'wait, wait,
come again tomorrow morning at 10" that would he
the 28th.

On 1the morning of the 28th at 10.30 I,accom-
panied by Liang went to accused's house,

Accuzed saidl "The Magistrate said that the
#1000 was too little and he was not going to
accept it". She said to me "I had spoken to the
Magistrate to help you". Then she said "Iake a
final word from me, the smallest sum wanted would
be 22,500. Then she said "If you don't take this
heed I will give you a warning. Tomorrow (refers
to 29th) when your case comes up to Court you
will be fined £%,000 and sent to jail for 6
months®., I beg her again to help me and
said "No, that's all".

As I got up to leave her house,
said "Think it over". I replied
nothing for me to think over. I have no
Then I left with Liang.

Next day I appeared in Court and I was fined
#3000,

XXD:

she

the accused
"Phere 1is
money".

de Souzas

I first met Kok Min Yin at the Seng Guan Bar.

Kok Min Yin tried to contact me Dbecause he
said he was sent by the accused to contact me.

Kok Min Yin said he was sent by accused to
help me in my opium case.

KXok Min Yin only told me that accused could
help me by getting the case thrown out. He said
that Mary Ng the wife of the 4th Magistrate would
help me to get 1he case thrown out.

At that time I had already engaged a lawyer.

The impression given to me was that the ac-
cused could help me. I did not know how she was
going to get the case thrown out. It night be her
good intention to help me.

I did not tell Kok Min Yin that T did mnot
nced anyone's help as I already had a lawyer.

Kok Min Yin did not tell me that the wife of
the 4th Magistrate would want remuneration.

Kok Min Yin told me that he had to spend
22500 in his own case in order to get his case
thrown out. He did not tell me what money I had
to spend or pay. What he told me was that he
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could help me. I never thought that I had to spend
money because I was innocent. The circumstances
of my case different to that of Kok Min Yin whose
case was a bad one.

At that time I never thought I had to spend
money. Question of money was not mentioned. Xok
Min Yin only said he could help me.

If Kok Min Yin had mentioned a sum I would
not have been interested as I had already engaged
a lawyer,

The question of money was brought up by ac-
cused all the time., She first demanded 3500, I
made no offer,

On the advice of Kok 1lin Yin I went with hinm
to see the accused.

Up to the 26th I had no intention of paying
any money in connection with ny case. After my

interview with accused on the 26th when she men-
tioned the sum of 3500 I consulted some friends
about my case on the night of the 26th. Most of

my friends were of the opinion that I had made a
wrong move by interviewing the accused who had
demanded $3500 on the grounds that if T did not
concede to this demand I would surely or certain-
ly get into trouble, Because of that I went back
to see accused on the 27th,

I went back because I felt that if I did not
pay money I would be put into trouble.

Liang was not one of those who advised me to
g0 back.

Liang went with me on every occasion., He is
a very good friend of mine., I did consult him in
every respect of this case.

At the beginning between 21st, 22nd February
Liang told me there was no necessity to scee the
person who said he would help me as I already had

a lawyer, On the night of the 22nd I told Liang
that they had looked for me 3 times and I should
meet Kok. TLiang kept on saying it was a small
matter.

On the 24th February I went to see Liang and
requested him to go with me to look up Kok Min
Yin,

After question of money arose, Liang told me
on the 29th February to make a report as it was
wrong, I could not take his advice as my case
was still pending,
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My case was disposcd of on the 29th February.

I did not nmake -+ report after ny case as I lodged

an appeal.

I 4id not tell my lawyer about the accuscd.
It was a confidential matter.

I did not +tell the Police about the accused
until ‘ungust. In July the Police came to inter-
view ne I refuscd to say anything. They told me
it was ‘rong.

I can't renmcuber when my appeal was heard.
It ndgsit have been heard on the 6th June 1956,

I cen renenber the dates of my visite to the
accused because ny case was pending. I don't re~
member the date of appeal as the case was over.

After the Seng Guan Bar we went to Air View
Bar. There I discussed with Xok Iin Yin the whole
cusc, I related facts of my case to
but whether he paid attention to ne or not I don't
LINOW .

I went to accused's house for the first time
with Kok Min Yin and Liang. Three of us and the
accused talked., There were no others. I did not
sece two men who were already there. I only saw
a little girl at the back of the house.

I did not see these 2 pcople (Tan Kay Seng,
Pek Boon Lian).
ting room when I arrived., ‘I deny that they were
present throughout -the conversation I had with
accused. ) ' '

I did not see this boy (Loh Giap Kiou)

I snoke lnerican cigarettes, It is a fact
everyone knows it. The accusced did offer ne Eng-

lish cigarctte and I said I do not smoke them,The
accused did not call out to a boy who was 1in the

bed room and he came out with American Cigarcttes.

I had my own American cigarettes.

The accused brought the photo out of her bed
roonl, 1t was not on the radio. I d4did not sce
whetlicr there was a photo on the radio,

I could remcmber the size of the photo which
accused showed me. It was postcard size.

The accused mentioned the sum of Z3500. I
did not give her a reply., DLiang did not say any-
thing,

I did say that if she wanted #3500 I could
not pay. I said this later after I had explain-
cd to accused ny innocence.

Kok ilin Yin .

They were not sitting in the sit-
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Liang said that the room in which opium was
found did not belong to me and that I had rented
it out. ILiang did not say anything about the
#3500 asked by accused. Liang said to accused
"Please help him, the room did not belong to him".

Liang spoke in English to the accused. I
don't understand English, Liang later +told me
that he had asked accused to help ne.

The accused told me that she was the wife of
the 4th Magistrate, The name of the IMagistrate
was not mentioned I knew who the 4th Magistrate
was at that time. My case was mentioned ‘before
that Magistrate.

I knew that the 4th Magistrate at that time
was a European, 1 did believe accused has sonme-
thing to do with the Magistrate otherwise the
Magistrate would not have had his arm round her
in the photo., I 4id have a belief that accused
had something to do with that Magistrate as the
Magistrate had his arm round her in the photo and
that shows she was a mistress or a wife,

Kok Min Yin and ILiang were present all the
time on the 26th February. I don't know if Kok
Min Yin's version of the visit is different <from
mine,

1 was asked by accused whether I was inter-
ested to get her help. The accused did ask me
for Z3500 to get me acquitted. I told her "“So
much money, I have no money" I did not ask ac-
cused in what way she was going to help me,

After showing me the photo accused said "1
can guarantee I can get the case thrown out"

I don't know why Kok Min Yin did not mention
in his evidence that the accused said that she
was the wife of the 4th Magistrate. The accused
did say that to me., Whether other people paid
attention to what she said I do not know.

It was a small sitting room,

When we left accused's flat on the 26th Feb-
ruary, lLiang did not say anything to me about the
demand of £3500. When I left the flat I 1left
with Liang leaving Kok Min Yin behind. I +told
Liang the demand was unreasonable. Liang told
me to take my time to speak to accused and to
ring her up that night at 7. The idea of taking
time was to keep on asking accused to help, not to
request a reduction as I was not prepared to of-
fer any sum, I intended to keep asking her +to
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help and if she did I intended to buy some gifts

Tor her.

She agked me to
There was

I rang accused up at 7 p.m.
go to her flat the next day at noon.
this conversation on the phone.

The next day I, accompanied by Liang, went to
accused's flat., Wwhen accused asked me how much I
could offer I said "g500", I did not consult any
one before making the offer. I did not discuss
with Lizng on the way to accused's flat. Liang
was present when I made the offer of ¥500. When I
made the offer Liang did not say anything. Liang
did not say it was wrong to make this offer.

When accused offered to lend me 500 Liang
was present, Liang did not say anything about
this offer, TFor most of the time Iiang was quiet.
Liang said “"Pleare help him, he is a good man",
that was all he gaid.

Liang was present the whole time
February.

When we left the flat on the 27th February
Liang did not discuss the matter with me.

flat on

on the 27th

Liang and I did call at accused's
the 27th Feb,

The accused did use the telephone and told me
the Magistrate was on the Bench.

When we left Liang and I did discuss the mat—

ter, We discussed about the relationship between
accused and the Magistrate., Liang did not say

£1000 was cheap bargain nor did he make reference

to the loan of £500 offered by the accused., Lianhg
himself heard the offer made by the accused.

That night, 27th, I again got Liang to tcle~

phene accused and I spoke to accused who rejected

the offer of £1000. I begged of her to help me
and she told me to go back to her the next morn-
ing at 10. The next morning I and Liang went to
accused Tflat, She told me if I did mnot pay I
would be fined Z3%000-and jailed for 6 months, I
did ask her for help. In fact I used the word
"Tolong" many, many times. Liang also did ask
her to help me. The accused said "No, that's all".
I could not do anything more and if I had to go
to prison I had to. As far as I was concerned
that was the end of the matter but just as I was
leaving accused said "Think it over" I replied "I
have no money, what to think?"
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When we went out and on the way home Liang
told me to make a report. I refused, I said my
case was still pending.

On the 26th at the first meeting with accus-
ed I did not ask accused to use her influence
with the 4th Magistrate. Not true I went there
on my own to ask her to help me. The accused did
not say that she could not influence the 4th
Magistrate. Not true the accused refused to help
me,

When I was fined £3000 I was stunned.
suspicion that the accused had a hand in the
severity of the fine. I was not angry with the
accused.

I do not know Lim Ah Yew.
I have not seen this man before (Lim Ah Yew)

I head

but I have seen him around the Courts these 1last
few days.
I patronise the Air View Bar; I frequent

that Bar,

In May before my appeal was heard I can't re-~
member if I met Lim Ah Yew at the Air View Bar., T
meet many people in the Bar. I can't remember if
I met Lim Ah Yew there. I am quite definite that
I did not speak to anyone at te Bar about the
accused,

Not true I told Lim Ah Yew that I was charg-
ed with an opium offence and the accused was res-
ponsible for the heavy fine imposed on me. I deny
I asked Lim Ah Yew if he knew Mary Ng. I deny
that when Lim Ah Yew told me he knew her I said
I would 1like to frame her.

I don't know this man Lim Ah Yew.
I deny that two weeks after I met Lim Ah Yew
I sent Liang and another man to look for ILim Ah Yew.

I made a statement to the Police after they
contacted me, it was sometime in August. I can't
remember the date.

Adjourned to 2,30
Bail extended

Koh: May I mention that Mr. Colebourn has
been subpoenaed and he is leaving
the Colony tomorrow.

Court: Mention this at 2.30.

sd. F.A, CHUA
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Hearing resumed.

Krishnan: The prosecution does not desire
to call Mr. Colebourn.
Koh: As things are at present tnere is no

need sor us to call Mr, Colebourn
and I do not oppose his release,

Court: Ilir, Devereux-Colebourn is released.

P,W.11  HOU SAY LIAN, o.f.a. states (In Hockchew)
RYDs In July 1956 two police officers came to

Ty house to look for me. I was not in +the house
and they went away. In August one Inspector in
plain clothes came to my house and on this occas-
ion I was in the house. He asked me to go with
him to an office in the Supreme Court Building and
I was questioned about this matter.

I did not myself at any time want to make a
complaint about this matter.

My appeal was heard on 6th June. I did not
want to make a report. The matter had ended and

I wanted to forget about it. I suffered no loss,
that was another reason why I did not report to
the Police., I did not give any money to accused.

I did not tell my counsel because it
very confidential matter,

was a

I would not have discussed this matter with
accused if the person alleged to have been present
on my 1lst visit to accused were there.

I always carry American Cigarettes with me.
Accused offered me cigarettes and I said "No" and
I took out my own cigarettes. I declined because

accused offered English Cigarettes.
I had no idea of framing the accused. I did
not even make & report.

I did not know the accused prior to 26th
Pebruary nor did I know where she lived.

XDz

(D: Court.
lect.

Accused and I spoke in Hokkien dia-

sd. F.A. CHUA.
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No, 11,
EVIDENCE OF KOK MIN YIN (recalled)

P.W.10 KOK MIN YIN, on his former oath, states
(in English)

XD: The accused asked me to contact Hou.

I was arrested by the Narcotics Branch on
18th Jan. '56.

On the 28th January, 1956 at 7 p.m. a man
brought me to see the accused at 111B Tiong Bahru
Road regarding my case. She talked about helping
me., She asked for £5000.

10 days later it was finally arranged that I
should pay her g2500 and I was to assist her to
contact people who were involved in Criminal cases
in the 4th Magistrate's Court. She would supply
me with the names and I would do the contacting.

Hou was the first name given by accused for
me to contact.

The man came to see me on the 28th Jamary
1956 and he took me to see the accused on the 6th
February. That was my first visit to dccused.
About 1l6th February final arrangements made with
accused.,

(Witness shown Exh., P30)

The names appearing on the three leaves in
the note book were written by me. They were names
supplied by accused to me to contact.

When the Police came to my house on the 13th
Avgust 1956 they found Exh. P30 in my house and
they took possession of it.

XXD. de Souza:

I have been expelled from the Federation and
I cannot live there.

I am member of the Fathul Karib Club and I
participate in their card games etc. -~ gambling.,
I have put up £2000 as my share in a syndicate
that operates the gambling in that Club. Besides
ghis I have money in other gambling centres in the

own.

In the Pederation I was involved in the 36
numbers gambling racket which was exposed in 1953.
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My arrangement with accused was that I should
contact the people whose names would be supplied by
the accused.

The first person I contacted was P.W.1ll. I
knew why the accused wanted to see P.W,11, She want-
ed to make woney out of P.W.1l1l as she made money
out of me. I kne. that on her part she would in-
fluence the 4th llagistrate and get a case thrown out.

Police camz to my house on the 13th August 1956
and took me to tice C.,P.I.B. There I was charged
later in the evening,

(de Souza puts in certified copy of a report
made against this witness - Exh. D2).

I was charged with abetting the accused in
this case - Case No. 239/56 lst District Court., I
did not engage any counsel, I have the means to do
S0,

I have a wealthy brother who is a pawnbroker
and a tin miner and I can always go to him for
money; about $1000 at a time.

I made a statement to the Police as soon as I
was talken to the C.P.I.B. I did not throw all the
blame on the accirsed,

It is true I was charged for abetting the ac-
cused. On the 29th September the charge against me
was withdravn,

Not true that I did not engage counsel because
I knew 2ll along that the charge against me would
be withdrewn., Hot true the charge was withdrawn be-
cause I was prepared to give any kind of evidence
against the accused.

I can't give a reason why I did not engage a
counsel,

In January, 1956 I was charged in the 4th Magis-

trate's Court for possession of utensils and for
opium, I engaged counsel. In spite of paying
#2500 to accused I still retained my counsel and it
was on accused's advice that 1 retained counsel. 1T
alrecdy had retained counsel before I Zfirst met
accused, but I had not peid my counsel.

On the opium charge I was acquitted. It is not
for me to judge if the decision was fair, I was not
guilty.

In my opinion the accused influenced the Magis—
trate to get me acquitted.

The list of names on Ex., P50 was copied by me
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from several lists given to me by the eaccused in
her house on several occasions, over a period of
about 2 months.

The.day I .agreed to pay her g2500 was about
the 16th February.

I remember giving evidence on 20th September
1956 in the 3rd District Court in Case 265/56 in
which I was the Complainant and Mary Ng was the ac-
cused. The Charge was cheating 5.420 P.C. alter-
natively obteining gretification S.163 P.C.

I was recalled on the 27th September 1956 and
I gave further evidence in the same case.

I remember saying in the 3rd District Court "I
accepted her terms with the condition that I assist
her in recommending to her persons charged in Court
for possession of opium. She then gave me a 1list
of names and asked me to copy the names in the note

ook, 1 did so. There were 13 names and addresses.

Exh., 30 is my note book".

I did also say that the names were written on
the 3 pages.

In cross examination I did say that 2ll the
names were written at the same time.

I wes recalled on the 27th September cfter Mr.
Lim Teck Ann, Usher of the 4th Court, was also re-
called and after he gave further evidence. When I
was recalled I was asked by the 3rd District Judge
what was the date when I made the entries in my
note book Exh., O from the list given to me by the
accused, It is correct ny answer was "About a week
before I went to see my brother about +the cheqe
for #1000 which was on the 29th Februaory 1956". The
3rd District Judge also asked me "Was that the sane
Eime when I agreed to pay $£25007" and my answer waos

Yes",

When Exh, P30 was produced as Exh.0 in the 3rd
District Court on the 20th September 1956 the nanme
of "Liang Sun Han" was on it.

The list of names was made by me during the
period of 2 months from about the 16%th February.

After I was recalled and had given evidence in
the case in the 3rd District Court Mary Ng, the ac-~
cused was acguitted.

I did say in the 3rd District Court "The ac-
cused produced one short list and I wrote the nanes
on the inside of cover", When I admitted all these
things in the 3rd District Court I was terribly
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confused and at that time when I said +those things
I thought that I was telling the true facts.

What I saild in the 3rd District Court was not
all wrong, the substance was there,

I was confused when I gave evidence in the 3rd
District Court. After the case in the 3rd District
Court I thought over the matter and I remembered that
the list was not made all in one day and then I
realised that I had made a mistake when I saild the
list was made in one day.

I first met Liang in the Seng Guan Bar on the
25th February 1956. I wrote Liang's name on cover
of Exh. P30 on the 25th February just below Hou's
name., Liang's name was not written on the 16th Feb-
ruary.

Adjourned to 3rd October 10.15.

Bail extended

3d. TF.A. CHUA

Wednesday 3rd October, 1956

237/56. Hearing resumed.

P,W.10. XOK MIN YIN, o.h.f.o., states (in English):
XXD. de Souza

The first occasion when I went to the accused's
house was the 6th February 1956; that was in regard
to my own particular case. I went on visiting her
until 1st March 1956,

Two or three days after the 6th February after
consultation with my wife I went again to see the
accused. Two or three days later I went to see ac-
cused again at her house and offered her 2000 which
she refused to accept. After that I left. '

The accused visited me after my 3rd visit to
her but I can't remember how many days after. I re-
membered I said in the 3rd Court that accused came
to see me 10 days later at 10 a.m.

On thét occasion I told accused that I could not
afford #5000. Accused then left.
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About a week later I received a message when
I returned home that the accused wanted to sece me
the next day. The next day I did go and see the
accused and the accused agreed to accept F2500 pro-
vided I assisted her to contact persons whose names
she would give ne.

lst time I saw accused was 6th February. The
2nd time was about the 8th or 9th February. The
3rd time was about 1llth or 12th February or pro-
bably a day earlier. The 4th time visit took place
2 or 3 days later not 10 days later, that would be
about the 13th or 14th or 15th Tebruary. I did
say in the 3rd District Court that accused visited
me 10 days after my 3rd visit to her, If visit was
made 10 days later it would be about the 21st or
22nd February.

After I told accused that I could not pay the
#5000 I forgot about this matter for a few days.
By a few days I mean 2 or 3 days, then accused left
message asking me to see her. I did say din  the
3rd District Court that I received +the message
about 1 week after my 3rd visit to accused. If the
evidence I gave in the 3rd District Court was cor-
rect then the accused visited me about +the 29th
February and agreed to accept 2500.

16th February was the day that accused gave
me the name of Hou Say Lian, It was about the 16th
February. I can't be sure of the date. It was
also the day when the accused agreced to accept
#2500 from me. It may be the date was between the
16th and the 19th February.

When I met P.W.1l1l at the Seng Guan Bar I did
tell him that I wanted to see him about the opium
charge against him., I knew it was about opium be-
cause the accused told me about it. Accused told me
verbally, it was not recorded by me 1in my note
book Exh. P30.

(Witness asked to look at Exh.P30)

There are letters "OP" against certain names,
They stand for “opium". There are letters "“CJK"
against other names -~ stands for Chap Jee Kee,
There are no letters "OP" or "CJK" agninst Hou Say
Lian's name in the book.

I don't exactly live on gambling. I used to
induvlge in gambling. I do not live by my wits.,

I deny that the names written on Exh.P30 were
names I myself gathered. I did receive 1lists of
names from the accused., If I look carefully I may
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8till find some of the slips. They are not in my
handwriting, I don't know whose it was.

I did not know that a surprise visit was made
by the Police to accused's flat on the 13th August.
My house was also visited the same daj.

If the Police did not find any chit
in accused's flat I do not know why.

T do know a man named Choo Tee Chye (id.)

I met him ir Tiong Bahru Road outside the flat
of the accused sometime this year. I do not know
that he is Manager of Wing Onn Insurance Co, Not
correct that the accused was in his company., I deny
that he introduced me to the accused. I met him
on the stairs when I was leaving accused's flat. I
had been to see accused about my case. I knew
accused already when I met Choo Tee Chye. I can't
say what visit it was to accused that T made +that
day.

or chits

If Choo Tee Chye says that he introduced me
to accused he would not be speaking the truth. I
deny that Choo Tee Chye introduced accused to me
as an agent of his.,

I deny that after meeting Choo Tee Chye I went
to accused's flat and told her I had two insurance
prospects for between g25000~g50000, I deny that
after that I visited accused 2 or 3% times in con-
nection with these prospects. I deny that on one
of these visits I asked accused for a loan of five
hundred dollars. I deny she refused to lend me
the money and admonished me about the prospects., 1

deny that on- these visits I saw the photo of accus-
ed with Devereux~Colebourn on the top of her radio-

gram,

I deny that I thought the accused could be one:
of my agents to uxtort money from persons who were
charged in the 4th Magistratet's Court. I deny that
Hou was my first prospect and that was why I brought
Hou to accused's flat.

When I first brought P.W.1ll to see accused I
introduced them. I said "This is Mary Ng, this is
Mr, Hou and that is Mr, Liang". I also said "This
is Mr. Hou the man you wanted to see®.

The accused wanted to see Hou to

offer help
to him for money.

I was present throughout the conversation but
I did not pay attention to all that was said be=-
cause the thing that accused wanted me to do had
been done and I was not interested.
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I don't quite remember if accused referred to
herself as wife of Mr, Devereux--Colebourn.

We were seated around a table, I wassbout 5
to 6 ft. away from the accused. P.W.8 was sitting
by my gide I believe. I don't quite remember.
I can't remember the position where ILiang sat.
Besides the 4 of us nobody was present.

I deny that two people were already seated
around this table when I cane.

I did not see these 2 peoplie there (Tan Kay 10
Seng and Pek Boon Lian).

No boy came in during the conversation and
brought cigarettes.

I did not see this boy that day (Loh Giap Kiow).
I know Loh, he is brother of accused. I met him
on one or two occasions in the accused's flat when
I visited accused, I had never spoken to accused
in the presence of Loh.,

When I spoke to P,W.1ll about P.W.ll's case at
the Seng Guan Bar I did not notice the reaction 20
of Liang. He did take part in the discussion. He
heard what the proposition was. I told P.W.11l in
presence of Liang that the accused was prepared to
help P.W.11 for a comsideration.

When I met P.W.1ll and Liang to take +them %o
accused's flat I don't remember talking to them of
what would happen in the accused's flat,

In the flat I heard money being mentioned.
Accused asked P.W.11 for £3500. I did not say any-
thing as the question was put to P.W.,11l. I did not 30
pay much attention to the conversation between
P.W.11 and accused,

When we had sat down after the introduction
accused opened the conversation by asking P,W.1l1
whether he was arrested by the Narcotics and P.W.1ll
said "Yes“. Then accused told P.W.l1ll +that there
was a large amount of opium found on his premises.
P.W.1l1l denied and said only a small amount was
found.

The accused knew what P.W.l1l was charged with. 40
Accused I don't think knew the amount of opium
that was involved. Accused Jjust told me to see
P.W.il.

The accused then asked P,7.,11l whether he want-
ed her help. P.W.1ll said he did. Accused asked
P.W.11 whether he believed she could help him. I
don't quite remember P,W,ll's reply.
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The accused went to her room and brought out
a photo which she showed to P.W.1l. Accused asked
P.W.11 if he recognised the man in the photo,
P,W.11 said "Yes"., Accused asked P.,W.1ll if he was
satisfied.

The next que~tion was about the price I be-
lieve, I am not sure how this question arose.
There was a mention of £3500. I don't remember if
P,W.11 asked accused what she wanted.

P,W,11 said it was too much. I did not hear
accused asking P,W.1ll how much he could pay.

I don't know if any counter offer was made.

I don't remember what Liang said. I don't re-
member Liang saying that the amount was too much.
Liang did take part in the conversation. P.W.1ll
and Liang whispered to each other, I did not hear
what they said.

I deny that on my own accord I brought P.W.ll
to see accused to solicit her aid, I deny that
accused was very annoyed and said she had no in-
fluence over Devercux-Colebourn and I had no right

to come there and she hoped that if this case was
discovered I would be severely punished.
I get up every morning at 10 a.m. I go out

every morning at about 11. I live in Tiong Bahru.

I have been to P.W,1ll's house. It took me 10
minutes by taxi.

On first occasion I went to P,V/.1l's house I
met a boy. That was at 11 a.m. I saw the boy that
morning, he was not at School.

I went with a friend Tan Soo On; he is now in
Javas; he will be back next month. He is a coffee
shop owner in K.T.,
ten on business. He does not live with me. I don't
kmow what business he does in Singapore.

and
I told him T wanted to go first

That morning Tan Soo On came to visit me
went out with nme.,

to Choon Guan Street and he followed ne.  He went
back to K.L. 10 days later. I believe he came here
to get his visa for Java. He stayed in the Kum

Leng Hotel, Jalan Besar.
The next day Tan Soo On visited me again as he
wanted me to go out with him., That night he visit-
ed me again. Most of the time when he was in
Singapore he was with me.

I do not know where the man is who brought me
to accused's flat for the first time.

He comes to Singapore gquite of-

He just wanted to see me.
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The first day I brought P.W.1l1l and Leong to
accused's flat, we left together %but I was called
back by the accused. The other two left.

Ad journed 10 ninutes.

RXD: The charge against me in 1lst District Court
Case No. 239/56 was withdrawn by the prosecution.
I did not know that the case against me would Dbe
withdrawn. No police officer promised me that my
case would be withdrawn.

There is at present no charge hanging over me.
I expected to be acquitted in Case No.239/56.

In the 3rd District Court I made mistakes as
to dates. I was terribly confused in the 3rd Dis-
trict Court. At that time I was not so sure of the
dates but now after giving this matter serious con-
gsideration I now realize that those dates given in
the 3rd District Court were not correct.

I paid the accused so many visits when I was
negotiating with her about my case that Ihave lost
judgement of these dates, My case was heard on 9th
April, 1956,

The last visit I made to the accused was on
the eve of my trial i.e. 8th April, 1956.

Between 6th February and 8th April I visited
the accused between 15 to 20 times, These visits
were related to my own case, P.W,1ll's case and
other matters. I did not keep a record of the
visits I made to the accused.

The dates I have given to this Court are from
memory. It is very possible to make mistakes about
dates., I did not expect to be asked about the
dates of my visit so I did not pay much attention
to the dates.

In the 3rd District Court my memory failed me.

The date when accused accepted my offer of
#2500 was between the 16th and 19th February-
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When the accused gave me the name and address
of P.W.11 on a piece of paper there was no other
name on it.

I know Chew Tee Chye., I came to know him when
he was in School with me in X.L.

When I met Chew Tee Chye outside Accused's
flat, he told me ne was doing insurance bdbut did not
tell me the neme of the Company.

I bhave never been an insurance agent.

If T had any insurance prospects I would have
taken them to the Insurance Company.

I saw the man who took me to see the accused
for the first time when I returned from the races.
I had not seen this man prior to that day.

I had not seen this man sfter he took me to
see the accused for the 2nd time which was on the
6th February.

XD. Court at request of Mr, Koh:

The dates I gave in the 3rd District Court
was given when I was being examined in chief by the
prosecution.

5d., F.A. CHUA.

Ad journed 2.30.

Bail extended.

5d. F.A. CHUA

Hearing resumed.
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No. 13.
EVIDENCE OF LTIANG SAN HAN,

P.W.12 LIANG SAN HAN, a/s (in Hokkien):
Press reporter, living at 492 llargaret Drive.

I know P.W.11l, he is Hou
friend of mine.

Jay Lian, he i1is a

I came to know P.W.l0 on the night of 25th
Pebruary, 1956, I met Lim for the first time in
Seng Guan Bar, Telok Ayer Streét.

P.7.11 informed me that P,VV.1l0 had been to
his house to look for. him two or three times. On

the 22nd Februvary, 1956 P.W.ll spoke to me again
and showed me a piece of paper with some writing
on it. P.W.ll showed this to me at the Air View
Bar. The writing on the piece of paper was "“Kok
Min Yin, 70C Boon Tiong Road". Exh., P35 is the
piece of paper shown to me by P.\/.1l1l.
P.W7.11 told me two persons had been to his

house to look for him two or three times and +hat

those two. persons were going to help him in connec-
tion with his opium case.

P.W.1l1 asked me to go with him to
Kok Min Yin,

I told P.W.1l1l that since the case had gone to

look for

the Court it was useless to see Kok lMin Yin.

I met P.W.11 on the 23rd February at the Air
View Bar. He again asked me to go with hinm. I
again told him it was not necessary to go and I

was not free,

On the night of the 24th February, 1956 I met
P.W.11 again at the Air View Bar. He told me that
at any rate let us go and look up Kok Min Yin and
see what help he could render. That same night at
about 7.30 I took P.W.1l1l in my car to Boon Tiong
Road. We looked for 70C Boon Tiong Road and found
it after 10 minutes., P.W.ll seid he was an old
man and could not go upstairs and he told me %o go
upstairs and see if Kok Min Yin was in. He also
told me that in case Xok Min Yin was mnot in I
should leave behind a chit arranging a meeting at
Seng Guan Bar at 8 p.m., the following night. I
went upstairs while P.W.ll remained downstairs. I
went to the 3rd floor to 70C. I knocked at the
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door. A girl opened the door. I was told Kok
Min Yin was not ‘n. I got a piece of paper <from
the girl and I wrote "Mr. Kok tomorrow 8 p.m, meet
at Seng Guan Bar" and signed P.W.1ll's name, I came
down and met P.¥,11l and told him what I had done,.

The next dav 25th Pebruary at 8 p.m. I looked
up P.W.11l and went with him to Seng Guan Bar. I
walked into the Bar followed by P.W.1ll. As soon as
I pushed the door I saw a man rising from a seat.
As soon as I saw that wman I recognised him as the
person whose photo was in No., 70C. The man was Kok
Min Yin,

As I went up to Kok Min Yin he asked me if I
was Mrs Hou. I told him "No" pointing to P.W.1l.
who was behind me, P.W.11l went up to Kok Min Yin
and spoke to him., We all sat down at one of the
front tables.

P.W.,11 asked Kok Min Yin why he had locked him
up 2 or 3 times. Kok Min Yin replied "Because of
your affair I want to speak to you, but there are
a lot of people here it is hard to speak to you'.

P.W,11 then suggested going to the back of the
Bar and set down. Kok Min Yin then said "I am sent
by the Magistrate's wife to see you. She said she
can help you in your opium case", P.W.1ll asked Kok
Min Yin how he came to know this woman. Kok Min
Yin said "I am in the same boat with you. I also
had an opium case. Someone had brought and intro-
duced me to her and this women has guaranteed that
my case would be thrown out if I pay £2500"%.

P.7.11 said to Kok Min Yin “in these
stances how are we going to see the woman'.
Min Yin then told P.W.1ll that he would bring

¢circum—
Kok
him

to see this woman at 2.30 p.m. on the 26th February.

KXok Min Yin said he would wait for P.W.1l1l at Junc-
tion of Boon Tiong Road and Tiong Bahru Road.

P, 7.11 then suggested to go to Air View Bar
to have some more drink., We went there. P.W.11
related some facts of his case to Kok Min Yin.

Kok Min Yin told P.W.1ll to keep +the appoint-
ment and T took Kok Min Yin and P.,W.ll in my car.

Kok Min Yin asked me for my name and telephone
number. I gave them to him and I dropped him at
his house.

On the 26th February I took P.W.1ll
to keep the appointment.

We went to 111B Tiong Bahru Road, S.I.T. flat,

in my car

We met Kok Min Yin there.
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2nd floor. Kok Min Yin knocked at the door, a
woman opened the door and we went in. Accused wes
the woman.

Kok Min Yin introduced us to the accused. Ac-
cused was introduced to us as Mary Ng.

We all sat down.

The accused spoke to P,W.,1l., She said "I know
you have been arrested in connection with & lot of
opium", P,W.1ll said "No, a little bit only, beside
it was not mine®., Accused then said "The gquestion
whether it is large amount or a small amount docs
not matter- I know your case i1s coming up on the
29th for hearing, do you want me to help you?" She
continued saying, indicating with her hand on her
chest, "Do you know who I am? I am the 4th Magis—
trate's wife. A lot of people know me and I lHave
helped a. lot of people"., On hearing this P,7.11
and I smiled., Accused continued saying "Do you
believe me or not? If you do net believe me I can
show you something". The accused rose and walked
to the room at the back. She came out bringing
with her a photo.

Accused showed the "photo to P,W,11. I also
had a look.at it., I saw the 4th Magistrate,who I
know, in the photo, he had his right arm around
the body of the accused. The magistratets left
hand held a wine glass. It was not a group photo,
it was photo of only the two of vhem. Photo showed
the upper part of thelr bodles down to their
thighs.

(Witness shown Exh. P3%2)

Exh., P32 shows picture of the 4th Magistrate
Mr. Devereux-Colebourn and the accused., Their pose
in Exh, P32 the same as the pose in the photowhich
was shown to us by the accused. The photo I was
shown was postcard size. The view on photo I was
shown is up to the line drawn on Exh. P32.

After showing the photo to P.W.ll accused said
"Do you believe?"' DP,W.1ll nodded his head. Accused
then said to P.W.1ll "Do you want me to help you?™
P,W.11 said “If you can help me to speak to the
Magistrate to favour me I shall be very thankful.
In case I am acquitted I will buy you a present".

Accused then said "No, you must spend a sun
of money g3500". DP,W,1l £01d accused that he had
engaged a lawyer and his case was a small case,why
should he spend so much money, and he could not
pay the $3500. Accused then told P.W.1l to go back
and consider the matter. By then 1t was about3.30
p.mn., P,W.1l1 said he would go home.
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As P.W.11 was about to leave accused said "I
will give you a telephone number and at 7 ring me

up". P.V7.11 asked me to take down the number which
I did.

P,7.11 and I left. Kok Min Yin remained be-
hind.

The conversction took place in the sitting
room. Only 4 of us were present, A young girl of
14 or 15 years brought us coffee but she left after
serving coffee.

At 7 p.m. that night P.W.11l looked me up and
asked me to telephone the accused. I rang up. I
asked if it was the accused, accused said it was
her, I handed the receiver to P.W,1l.

P, 7,11 told me that the accused said that comn
fidential matters should not be spoken over the
phone and it would be better to pay her another
visit the following day at noon,

The next day at 12 noon I took P,W,1l1l to
cused's flat,

P,W.11 asked accused what was the result after
she had spoken to the Magistrate for a favour. The
accused said that the Magistrate said +that the
amount of money should be $3500. P.W.ll kept on
gsking accused for help and finally he offered

500, '

Accused scid “"A few hundred dollars camnot do
anything to a Magistrate. Should be thousands".

P.W.11 after making several request for help
told accused that after the case was over, say
about a week, he would pay her 500 as coffee money.
P.V.11 also said that if the 500 which he was go-
ing to pay was insufficient he suggested +that the
accused could borrow or try to borrow a sum of
#500 for him to make the total sum of F1000.

The accused emphasised saying "The money is
not wanted by me but by the Magistrate".She added
saying that she had a lot of money, diamond rings.
diamond earrings, worth several thousands of
dollars. She also saidshe would produce a plan to
show she was going to build a petrol kiosk.

Accused wen!t to her room and produced o plan,
It was a big plan, she unrolled it for wus to see
and I saw her name at the bottom of the plan.

After rolling up the plan the accused said
she would telephone the 4th Magistrate. She went
to the telephone. After she had used the phone she
came back and told P,W.ll that the Magistrate was

ac-
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not free, he was holding Court. I heard three sen-
tences of ‘accused when she was using the phone.
She said "Is Mr, Colebourn there' +the second sen-
tence I heard was "Never mind" the 3rd sentence was
"T will contact him later".

P.W,11 said to accused "All right you speak
to him" and he was about to leave when accused tald
him to ring up at 7 or 8 p.m. the same doy. We
left,

When P.W,11l asked the accused to borrow money
for him the accused saidshe would pawn her Jjewell-
ery to help him,

At about 8 p.m. that day I met P,W,11 who ask-
ed me to ring up the accused. I rang up accused,
Over the phone accused spoke to me. She said thot
the Magistrate would not accept 1000. T handed
the receiver to P.W.1ll and told him to speck +to
accused himself,

The next day 28th February at 10 a.m. P.V.11
and I went to accused's flat., The accused said the
Magistrate would not .accept 1000, it was too smell
2 sum. After P.W.1ll begged her for help accused
finally said “SZSOO" . P.W.11l said he could not pay
the amount and, that he had engaged a lawyer for -
his case and perhaps he might be acquitted. P.V.11
kept on begging her for help. 11nally the accused

said "If you don't pay £2500 you might be fined
£3000 plus six months jail tomorrow". 47,11 told
accused that if she would not help him he could

not help it.

~ Accused asked P.W.1ll to go back and think it
over., P,W,11 retorted "I can't"do anythlng, there
is nothing for me to think over".

XXD. de Souza:

I. am not confused in my mind. I am sure.

I am married, seven‘children, the third child
is a girl. ©She was born in 1931, I can't remem-
ber the date, So many years ago.

I am a reporter. attached to . Nanyang Siang Pau.
I knew about the Trade Mission that went to China.
They left for China in August.
the date. I did not report on the'mission. I agree
it was & big mission. ‘The reéporter dealing with
the mission went with thé mission. h

P.W.11 was convicted of the opium charge. I
know he appealed. Whén the appeal was heard I went
to hear. It was the 6th June 1956.

I can't remenber.
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I have not heard of the Chinese proverb "When In th@ lst:
the fish opens its mouth it would be caught". Criminal
’ . District Court
I remember what took place so I can give the neld at -
dabcs and details, because a week before the date Singapore
of P,W,1l's tr¢<l he and I were negotiating about -
P.W,11l's case, ™.,W.l1l kept on asking me to accom- Prosecution
pany him. BEvidence,
P.V.11 showed me Exh, P35 on the 22nd February
1956, I did not say to P.W.1ll that it was a trivial No. 13.
matter. I said “his case had gone to Court and '
these people could not help. Liang San Han.
The 22nd February was not the first time that gi;iinatlon -
P.W,11 told me about the people who wanted to help. cont inued .

On 22nd Tebruary 1956 P.W.1l showed me Exh,P35 say-
ing that Kok Min Yin had looked him up twice on 3rd October
the 21st. ‘ 1956,

On the night of the 2lst P.W.1l told meé that
on the 20th February two persons had looked him up.
Te told me about 8 p.m. at the Air View Bar.

Ad journed to 10,15

Bail extended,

3d. P.A. CHUA.

237/56. MARY NG. | 3
- Thursday 4th October, 1956 4th October

6.
Hearing resumed. 195

P.W,12 LIANG SAY HAN, o.f.a. states (In Hokkien).

XXD: In Pebruary, 1956 my duties as reporter
were to get news from the Police, not from the
Courts., I used to go to the Police H. Q., I - went
twice a day. '

T have reported Court cases 5 or 6 years;ago.

When I went to Supreme Court to hear Hou's

appeal I went there as a spectator and a friend of
Hou.,

On night of 24th February I took P.W.11 to Kok
Min Yin's house. P.W.1ll gave me instructions if
Kok Min Yin was not in to leave & note to meet him
the following night., I carried out this instruc—
tion faithfully.
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I left a note "Tomorrow at 8 p.m.meet at Seng
Guan Bar" and I used P.W.ll's nomne,

As far as I remember the meeting was to be at
8 p.m., not 7.30 p.m,

T did not know Kok Min Yin before
nor did I know anything of him,

I did write address of Seng Guan Bar, I wrote
down "Telok Ayer Street", I said so yesterday.

I did not know Kok Min Yin. I must have writ-
ten address of the Bar,

We met at Seng Guan Bar, We sat down at a
table., P.W.1l1l asked Kok Min Yin why he visited
him two or three times. This was asked at the
first table. We moved to the 2nd table when Kok
Min Yin said that the place was noisy, he stated
this at the stage when Kok Min Yin said he wanted
to help P.W.11.

Kok Min Yin did say that the 4th Magistrate's
wife could help.

I am telling the truth.

Kok Min Yin told us about his own case when
he paid the accused $2500. He said this at the

this day

2nd table. I knew that for a consideration the
accused would use her influence iith the 4th Mag-
istrate.

From the Seng Guan Bar we went to the Air
View Bar. There Kok Min Yin related some of the
facts of his case,

On the 26th February we went to accused's
house. We sat down, There were 4 of us ~ P.V.11,
Kok Min Yin, accused and I,

When I arrived I did not see male persons in
the sitting room. I did anot see any male.

T did not see this man (Tan Kay Seng).

I did not see any boy coming into the sitting
room at any time. I did not see this boy (Loh Giap
Kiow).

Yes, accused said “The question whether the
amount of opium was large or small, is not the gues-
tion". I heard this.

I saw the photo and I recognised Mr.Colebourn.
I went up to have a look at the photo, I did
hold it. I went to see if really it was photo of
Mr. Colebourn., P,W.1ll asked me to see 1if it was

not
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really the photo of the 4th Magistrate, so I went

up to see. I do not know if P,W.11l knew how Mr.
Colebourn looked like, he did not tell me.
I think P,W.11 must have known as he had ap-

peared bvefore ilr, Colebourn on several occasions.
P.W.1l1l's eye sight is probably not so good so he
asked me to see,

I heard P.V,1ll say "When I am acquitted I will
buy you a presenth,

The accused did say "You must spend g3500"and
P.V.11 replied that he had engaged a lawyer, his
cese was small and why should he pay any money. I
don't know why P.W.1l1l did not say anything about
this.

When I was sitting down, P.W.ll was next to
me on nmy left and he was about 2 or 3 feet away
from my chair, ¥ok Min Yin was on my right. The
accused was next to P.W,1ll.

Photo was shown by accused to P,W,1l. Accused
was between P,V.1l1l and Kok Min Yin. Kok Min Yin
saw the accused handing the photo to P.W.ll. Kok
Min Yin did not take up the photo to look at it as
far as 1 remember.

P.W.11l was holding the photo. He asked me if
it was picture of 4th Magistrate and I went wup to
look at it. He did not pass it to me to look.

I only helped P.W.ll to ask accused to

help
P.\W.11 in his case.

P,7,11 did not whisper to me. I do not know
if Kok Min Yin in evidence said that P.W.11l and I
whispered, P.W.,11l and I were at some distance
from each other, how could we whisper?

At 7 p.m. tiat night I rang up the accused.
As soon as I got accused on the line I handed the
receiver to P.W.1ll.

P.Wo1ll told me that accused said that it would
be better to pay her another visit and +that con-
fidential matter should not be discussed over +the
telephone.

I did not homr +the conversation of P.W.1l1l and
accused on the telephone., I did not listen. I
can't remember what I did. When I handed over
telephone to P.,WV.11 I went aside.
tence only "Have you consulted the matter with the
Magistrate?® After I heard this I went aside,

I heard one sen-
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Ve went back to accused's flat on the 27th
February.

It is correct that accused said to P.V/.11 “How
much money can you pay?"

P.W.11 said that he would give
coffee money after his case.

It was P.W.1l1l who asked accused for a loan of
£500 and accused said she would pawn her ring. I
did not take part in the conversation. I was not
P.W.1l1l's adviser, I am his frierd, a good friend.
P.W.11 is older than I am and he has more experi-
ence and he is richer, why should he ask me for
advice., He did ask me for my opinion but I have
never given him advice.

After the arrangement of £1000 P.VW.1ll did not
discuss to me about the matter.

On 28th February at 10 a.m, we went back +to
accused's house. Accused asked for $250C and
P.W.11l said he had a lawyer and he would probably
be acquitted.

P.7.11 did say that he had no money
could not help it.

Naturally I was not pleased when P,V.11  was
fined $3000. I was present in Court. It did re-
call to my mind that accused hac said that P.VW.1l1
would be fined Z3000 and jailed six months. I did
think that accused must have influenced the Magis~
trate to impose Z3000 fine.

I do not know a woman named Kwong Kim Han.
I don't know this woman (Kwong Kim Han).

I have been once to the Sin Seng Huet Bar,
Koempong Bahru Road. It was this year sometime in
June or July. Yes I was in company of Mr. Ho. I
did see this man there (ILim Ah Yew§. I did speak
to him, Ve had drinks together, During the con-~
versation the name of Mary Ng was nentioned. It
was mentioned by Lim Ah Yew. I did not talk about
P,W.11's matter, the appeal had been heard zlready
and dismissed.

I deny that I mentioned P.W.1ll's case., Mr. Ho
knew about P.W.1ll's case, It was Ho who introduced
me to Lim Ah Yew.

I don't know if Ho is out of the country. I
have not seen him for sone tine.

I adnit that I went to the Bar with Ho with
the express purpose of seeing Lim Ah Yew. Prior

accused £500

and he
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to going to the Bar I did not go to Lim Ah Yew's
house but Jo did. Ho and I went to the Bar to have
a drink and to wait for Lim Ah Yew., I deny that
the purposec was to mention P.W.ll's case. It was
not my business.

I deny that I asked Lim Ah Yew whether he
would be prepared to do harm to the accused for a
consideration., I did not know Lim Ah Yew before
that date, He told me that night that ILim Ah Yew
was reputed to be a gangster and member of secret
society.

Kok Min Yin told us that it was accused who
asked him to take us to accused's house.

I did say that Kok Min Yin told P.W.l1l that he
wanted to help P,W.11.

I deny that on the first visit +to accused's
flat one of us asked accused to use her influence
with the Magistrate.

The accused did not say that she had no influ-

ence with the 4th Magistrate. The accused did not
say that we had no right to go there and ask her
to do such a thing. The accused did not say that
she hoped P.¥,11 would be convicted and heavily
punished.

Not true that we visited the
only once. We went 3 times.

accused's fiat

We rang up accused twice.

The accused did ring up the 4th

She did so once,

Magistrate.

Two weeks I did night work, two weeks I did
day work. On 26th, 27th and 28th February I was
on night duty. T am sure of this. If I was on day
duty I had to go to Police H.Q. at 9.30 a.m. each
day.

I admit that as a good friend of P.W.11 I
wanted to help P.W.1ll but not at any cost.

BXD: I went to look for Lim Ah Yew in connection
with a friend's uncle's case. Ho told me he knew
Lim Ah Yew and that Lim Ah Yew knew the accused. He
said that Lim Ah Tew could speak to the accused.

I met Lim Ah Yew at the Bar. ‘T spoke to Lim
Ah Yew about my friend's uncle's case. I wanted
Lim Ah Yew to speak to accused to help my friend's
uncle., Lim Ah Yew agreed. Lim Ah Yew told me that
my friend's uncle had been to see him 3 times and
had offered him £1000. (Court stops prosecution
from asking any further question about Lim Ah Yew).
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In the 1lst Friend's uncle's case was in the 4th Magis-
Criminal trate's Court. It was to be tried sometime but I
District Court can't remember the date.
held at
Singapore I did not write down in the chit +the number

in Telok Ayer Street where Seng Guan Bar was. It
Prosecution is easy to find the Bar, Only two in that street.
Evidence.

No. 15 Sd, F.A. CHUA
Liang San Han.
Re—~examination -
continued.

4th October 1956

No. 14. No. 14,
Lim Teck Ann ]
Examination. EVIDENCE OF LIM TECK ANN

4th October 1956,
P.W.13 LIM TECK ANN, a/s (in English): 10

Usher attached to 3rd District Court.

In Pebruary, and March, 1976 I was attached
to the 4th Magistrate's Court.

I have the Charge Book of the 4th Magis-
trate's Court.

How Suai Lian was charged with possession of
prepared opium and smoking utensils in the 4th
Magistrate's Court Case No.1571/55 on 27th July,

1955 and the case was heard on the 29th PFebruary
1956. The accused was convicted and fined g£3000 30
in default 6 months imprisonment,

Tan Hoon Chin was an accused in 4th Magis-
trate's Court Case 124/56. Charge possession of

opium.

Tan Bang Kau was an accused in 4th Magis-
trate's Court Case 286/56 -~ Charge possession of
morphine,

Goh Leng Kang was an accused in 4th Magis—
trate's Court Case No. 297/56 - Charge possession
of prepared opium and snoking utensils. 40

Teng Boon Kiam was an accused 1n 4th Magis—~
trate's Court Case No., 28/56 - Charge possession
of prepared opium.
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Lee Tiong Chua was an accused in 4th Magis-—
trate's Court Ca e No.3%87/56 - Charge (1) posses—
sion of raw opiuwm, (2) possession of prepared opium,
(3) possession of smoking utensils.

Lim Iian (f) was accused in 4th Magistrate's
Court Case No.425/56 - Charge permitting premises
to be used for smoking opium, alt: possession of
prepared opium and smoking utensils.

Tan Bee Eng was an accused in 4th Magis-
trate's Court Cace No.1756/55 — Charge possession
of prepared opium. Heard on 29th March 1956,

Chea Chan Tai (f) was an accused in 4th Magis-
trate's Court Case No.2109/55 - the possession of
prepared opium and smoking utensils. Heard on 2lst
June; 1956,

Tan Seng Shew was an accused in 4th Magis~
trate's Court Case No. 74/56 - Charge possession
of prepared opiwi,.

Lim Cheng San was an accused in 4th Magis-
trate's Court Case No. 75/56 - Charge possession
of smoking utensils. Cases 74/56 and 75/56 +tried
together.

Tan Ee Seng was an accused in 4th Magis~
trate's Court Case No. 477/56 - Charge with appeal
clerk, Case on appeal.

Tan Kiat Seong was an accused in 4th Magis~
trate's Court Case No. 507/56 - Charge assisting
in carrying on of a public lottery +to wit Chap Ji
Kee.

Loau A Chiau was an accused 1in 4th Magis-
trate's Court Case No0,1103/56 ~ Charge possession
of prepared opium and smoking utensils.

I can't tracs the case of Tay Whatt Swee un-
less T am given the Case No.

Ho Ah Khay was an accused in 4th Magistrate's
Court Case No. 935/56 - Charge possession of pre-
pared opiuwm and smoking utensils,

XXDs: de Souza:

Case 286/56 Tan Bang Kau - he was first pro-
duced in Court on lst March 1956.

Case 297/56 Goh Leng Kong - he was first pro-
duced on the 2nd March 1956.

Case 387 Lee Tiong Chua - he was first pro-
duced on the 19th March 1956,

In the 1lst
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.,

Prosecution
Evidence.,

No. 14.

Lim Teck Ann.
Examination -
continued.

4th October
1956,

Cross~
examination.



In the 1lst
Criminal
District Court
held at
Singapore.

Prosecution
Evidence,

No. 14.

Lim Teck Ann.
Cross-
examination -~
continued.

4th October
1956,

Re-~examination

No. 15.

Court
Proceedings.
4th October
1956,

50.

Case 425/56 Lim Lian (f) — she was first pro-
duced on 26th March 1956,

Case 477/56 Tan Ee Seng -~
duced on 3rd April 1956,

Case 507/56 Tan Kiat Seong - he was first pro-
duced on 5th April 1956.

My duty is to call out the Case No., name of
accused and to read the Charge. I do this clearly
and audibly.

he was first pro-

I do not call out the addresses of the ac-~
I read out the Charge and it is interprected

RXD:
cused,
to the accused.

Witness released.
Sd. F.A, CHUA.

Bail extended.
Sd, P.:i. CHUL

Ad journed to 2.30.

Hearing resumed.
Case for the prosecution.

No. 15.
COURT PROCEED INGS.

de Souza addresses the Court:
S.172 (f) Cc.P.C.

Alt, Charge: No offence has been disclosed
under 5s5.420 & 511. Under this section it is
necessary for prosecution to prove (1) that
there has been deceit and (2) that damage was
done to Hou. No damage done to Hou, As re-
gards deceit - essential witness not called,
Mr. Devereux—-Colebourn he was subpoenaed. He
could say how well he knew the accused. He
could say if there was any attempt on accusedbs
part to influence him. Was Hou deceived? Vhat
is the position if Devereux-Colebourn is

I read it from the Usher's table.
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51.

called and says that accused can influence
him. Whe e is the cheating? Deceit has not
becen proved,

Remarks will apply also to the alt. Charge.
S.114 C.P.C. A report has been put in by
the defence (Ex. D1). No report put in
vitlh regard to this case, Exh.D1 refers to
offence of taking illegal gratification.
Inspector Wong not the complainant in this
case, Ho: i1s the complainant. His report
has not been put in. Non production of re-
port of IHou or first information is fatal.
Chin Khing Siong v. R. 1952 M.L.J. p.74. Is
Hou an accomplice? No doubt whatsoever that
HJou was an accomplice, TLaw on accomplice is
clear, Is there corroboration of Hou's evi-
dence? Kok Min Yin and Liang corroborates
Hou to certain extent.

Kok ¥Min Yin is an accomplice. Liang is an
accomplice,

Evidence of one accomplice cannot be cor-
roborated by the evidence of another accom-
plice.

R. v. Tan Yook Swee 1954 M.L.J. p.1l16.

Court after warning can accept the uncor-
roborated evidence of an accomplice if in
exceptional circumstances.

There are material discrepancies in the evi-
dence of these accomplices,

Suspicious case - 1938 M.L.J. 117 P.P. v.
Lee Yee Heng - not sufficient to call on the
defence,

addresses the Court:

Koh:

Arrest S.31(a) C.P.C, I agree that Kok and
Hou are accomplices. Is Liang an accomplice ?
Ho is not an accomplice,

Charge under $.420 — Hou and ILiang not
accomplices.

This is case of attempted cheating no damage
has been done yet.

Defence called on the alternative
charge.

Acguitted on the main charge.
I ask for adjournment to consult client.

Adjourned to 5th October 11 a.m. for
mention,

Bgil extended.
Ssd. F.LAL CHUOA
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52.

237/56, MARY NG.

Pridgy 5th October, 1956,

Ramakrishnan for prosecution,

de Souza for defence.

Adjourned to 8th and 9th October.

Bail extended.

Sd. F.A, CHUA.

2%7/56., MARY NG.

Thursday 8th October, 1956

Caution given to accused. 10

Accused handed in a written stgtement -
Exh, D3.

Exh. D3 read by de Souza.

Ramakrishnan: I apply for a short ad journment
to study Exh. D3. '

Ad journed 15 minutes.

Sd. F.A. CHUA.
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Hearing resumed.

No., 16,
WVIDENCE OF CHEW TEE CLEYE.

D,.1. CIWW TEE CIUYE, a/s (in English):

XD: de Souza:
Living at 55A Joo Chiat Place. Unit Manager
of Wing On Life Assurance Co. Ltd.

I know the accused. I first met her in early
part of tnis year at her house. I can't definitely
recall the month. It was probably after the Chin-
ese New Year as it was after the New Year that I
appointed her Agent of the Asia Life Insurance Co.
which at that tim» I was the District Manager.

Chinese New Year fell on the 1l1lth February
1956 or 12th February 1956. I went to see accused
towards the end of February 1956,

I was in her flat teaching her how to sell
Life Insurance., Her flat was at 111B Tiong Bahru
Road.

As I had ancther appointment, the accused and
I left the flat together and walked towards the car
park, On the way I met Kok Min Yin (points to
P,W.10).

Kok ilin Yin and I were school mates. I had
not met him before after leaving school. This was
the first occasion. We had a chat. I told him I
was working in Asia ILife Insurance. I introduced
accused to Kok Min Yin as the agent of my Co. I

thought Kok llin Y.n and the accused were strangers,

that was why I introduced themn.

After the introduction I can't remember if
Kok Min Yin or accused said that they knew each
other.

XXD: I joined Wing On in September 1956,

The first time I met accused was towards the
end of February. I can't say how many days after
the Chinesc New Year.

Several days after meeting the accused for the
first time I met Kok Min Yin. The nmeeting with Kok
Min Yin was also in February. It can't be in
March,
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I do not keep a diary. I don't work on
schedule.

I went to accused's flat to interview her =2nd
to appoint her as Agent,

I came to know accused soumetime din December
1955, I met her at a party. I can't remember
which party. I went to many parties. I only met
her at one party and she impressed me as a pros-
pective agent.

When I saw accused at her fiat in TFebruary
that was the 2nd time I met her.

When I first met accused in December I did
not speak to accused about insurance.

When I went to see accused in her flat T
thought that she might be interested in insurance.
She readily agreed to become an agent and I
straightaway started teaching he: the business, I
taught her all the main points., I don't think she
read the pamphlets, She can't read properly to
understand.

I was a hospital assistant in K.L. before do-
ing Insurance,

There was another appointment for me to call
at her flat to teach her. I »~an't remember how
many days after that.

After my second visit to accused's flat, I
left with her and that was the day I met Kok MNMin
Yin. JAccused had different appointment. We were
going to our respective appointment, I was not go-
ing to give her a 1ift. ' ‘

.. I had my car, parked behind the block where
accused's flat was.

I can't remember exactly where I met Kok Min
Yin, It may be downstairs or in between the
floors. It was not on the road. I am quite defin-~
ite,

When I met Kok Min Yin he was walking. I think
he was walking up the stairs.

I don't know if there was a back stairs.
I don't know where Kok Min Yin was going to.

Accused's flat was on the 2nd floor. It may
be in between the floors that I met Kok Ilin Yin.

I greeted Kok Min Yin first. I did not ask
him where he was going. I straightaway introduc-~
ed accused to Kok Min Yin as agent of ny Co.
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After meetine we talked a little before I did
the introduction.

Not my business to ask Kok Min Yin where he
was going. I did not ask Kok lfin Yin what he was
doing but I told him I was in the insurance busi-
ness.

T don't think I told Kok Min Yin that if he
hed any insurance lie should go and see the accused.
I don't think I g:we him my card.

T was not inlerested in Kok iin Yin as an In~
surance Agent.

- I had not seen Kok Min Yin for 3 or 4 years,
more than that, Since leaving school I had met
him once in a way.

I had not met him in Singapore before that

day. I came to Singapore about 3 years ago.

At the first meeting in December accused gave
ne her address verbally - 111B Tiong Bahru Road. I
have very good memory and I can remember the ad-
dress. I can't remember at which party I met
accused.
RXD: Nil.

Witness released.

sd., TF.,A, CHUA.
D.W.1l. recalled at request of prosecution.

CHEW TEE CHYE on former affirmation:

XXD: The accused had a radiogrem in her flat., I
don't know what wake. There was nothing on the top
of the radiogran. :
RXD: Wil.

Witness released,

sd. F,A. CHUA.
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No., 17.
EVIDENCE OF TAN KAY SEaG-

D.W.2. TLN KAY SENG, a/s (in Hokkien).
XD. de Souza:
Living at 26 Ganges Avenue, rubber planter:

2 rubver estates in Mersing. ZFstates -~ one in my
wife's name and the other in narme of my mother and
younger brother, ™

AN

I know the accused. Known her 3 or 4 yecars.

In Pebruary 1956 I went to accused's flat in
Tiong Bahru to ask her to assist me in sclling my
estate., While I was with accused one man called
Peck, an egg seller, came to visit her.

A little later 3 others ceume, I can identify
those 3 (points to P.W.10, P,W.11 and P.V.12),

The accused sat down and those 3 persons also
sat down. The accused introduced me to that man
(points to Kok Min Yin P.W.10).

Kok Min Yin told the accused there was some
important matter he wanted to discuss with her. On
hearing this I walked aside together with Pecck. We
went to the verandah.

T did not hear the conversation between accus-
ed and Kok Min Yin,

After the accused shouted out I went in, Ac-
cused shouted "I cannot do it, don't +talk about
it", That was all I heard. Those 3 people left.

I went back to the sitting room. I saw the
accuscd was angry and I did not ask her anything.
I left.

XXD: I do not have a residence at No. 11 Kim
Cheng S+t.

I am rubber planter. I used to pay visits to
my estate in Mersing.

I have known accused for 3 or 4 years.

I had been to accused's flat before., I can't
remember how many visits I had made. I think be-
tween 10 and 20 visits over the 3 or 4 yeors, All
these visits not in connection witii sale of my
estate., They were social visits. ohe was also a
car broker. Only once I asked her to help me buy
a car,
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I also asked her to help me sell my estate. In @h@ 1st

She was not succ zsful. . %r}m%ngl .
ur

I went to see her to ask her to sell my estate Dlshgig ato
between 2 and 3 p.m. I do brokering work as well Singapore.
in cars,

On previoug visits sometimes I did meet people Defence
in her flat. Evidence.

I was there 15 minutes when Peck arrived. I
wvas seated with :.ccused when Peck arrived. We did No .17
not sit around & round table, It was a rectangular b
table. The chairs werc around this table. Tan Kay Seng.

Cross~

The chairs were at the four corners of the
table., T sat at one corner and the accused at
another corner on my right.

examination -

continued.

. 8th October
When Peck came in he sat at the corner oppos- jgs6,

ite me.

Peck asked uccused about insurance, he wanted
to take out a Policy. He did not mention for how
much. The accused produced booklets., I think they
were in Chinese but I did not pay much notice. As
soon as accused took out the booklets those 3 peo-
ple came. The accused took out the booklets from
a room. Accused got up and went to the room and
brought them out.

Those 3 people came in shortly after, most 5
to 10 mins., Peck had arrived.

Peck is a dealer in eggs. The accused intro-
duced Peck as egg seller,

Those 3 people came in. Kok Min Yin intro-
duced the other two persons.to accused. Then accus-—
ed introduced me to Kok Min Yin,

Kok Min Yin introduced P.W.1ll to accused. I
did not hear clearly what Kok Min Yin introduced
PW.11 as. I did not pay attention. I do not know
what Kok Min Yin introduced P.¥.1l2 as.

We all sat down.

Kok Min Yin sat at the corner next to me on
iy left,

There was a settee befwéen Kok Min Yin and ne
and P.,7.11. and P,W.12 sat on the settee. The ac-—
cused sct at the same seat on my right.

The accused offered cigarettes which were on
the table in & tin = 555 - to0 Bll of ud

& ook a tigarette, the others alse did ex
¢ept P4W,11 who sdid he smoked American cigarettes.

"
*
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The accused asked her brother <o Dbring American
cigarettes from her room and ofiered them toP.W.1l1l.
The brother was in the bedroomn. Accused called
out to her brother who brought out the American
cigarettes.

The American cigarettes were in a packet -
Lucky Strike.

Kok Min Yin told accused +that he wanted to
talk to her aboul some important matter. On hear-
ing this I went to the verandah followed by Peck,

There was a door to the verandah, I did not
close the door. No one closed the door. The door
was ajar. I was about 15 ft. away from accusedand
the others. I did not pay attention +to their con-
versation., When their tone was low I can't hear
anything., If I cared to look I could see them
but I 4id not.

I only heard "I cannot do it" because the ac-
cused shouted those words. I was on verandal 5
minutes when I heard accused shouting. I looked
in and I saw they all had stood up and the 3 per-
sons were about to leave., I did not pay attention
what position they were standing.

The 3% persons trouped out. I did not hear
anyone asking accused for assisitance, I cameinto
the hall,.

The accused was angry. She did not say any-
thing. Seeing that she was angry I left after a
short while,

I did not hear accused saying "I hope you
will be convicted and heavily punished."

After accused had said "I cannot do it" I
looked into the Hall,

The % persons left. No one was called back.

After they left the door was closed. Shortly
after that I left. I don't know who closed the
door,

I did not meet the 3 people on my way down.
I left after 2 or 3 minutes. Peck stayed on,

RXD: Nil.

(Note: Interpreter is !lr. Tan See llee)

Sdl F.J’L. C}IU:A-.
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No., 18. In the lst
Criminal
EVIDENCE OF PECK BOON LIAN District Court
held at
Singapore.
D.W.3, PECK BOONW LIAN, a/s (in Hokkien). Defence
XD: de Souza: ILiving at 157 Havelock Road, egg Evidence.
scller. Stall 39 New Market., I am partner in
coffeec shop also. I own a house. No. 18.
I know the accused. ZXnown her for 4 or 5 Peck Boon Tian.
years. Examination.

Sometime in February, 1956 I went to accused's 8th October
flat. Tt was the 15th day of the 1lst Moon which 1856.0 obe
was a festival day. When I arrived, beside accused
there were a friend and the younger brother of ac-
cused.

I can recognise the friend (points to D.W.2).

About 10 minutes later 3 persons came. I can
identify them (points to P.W.10, P.W.11 & P.W.12).

T was present when accused spoke to P,W.l0,
P.W.11, and P.V.12.

Firstly, I was introduced by accused to that
man (points to Kok Min Yin P.W.10).

Kok Min Yin spoke to accused saying he had
something important to speak to her. Accused said
"Never mind, you can speak it out". When I heard
the word "Important" mentioned by Kok Min Yin T
went to the verandah.

I could not hear what was said between them.
Then the accused raised her voice and said "I am not
interfering in this matter." She repeated the
same words "I am not interfering in this matter".
The actual words used by accused were "This matter

I cannot interfere'", She also said “Don't come
and see me again, I am not interfering in this
matter." That was all she said. Then the 3 men

went away.

I came back to the sitting room. Sat down.
Accused was angry. When I asked her she said she
vas not goirg to interfere in the matter, I don't
know what matter. She did not tell me.

XXD: Accused said "Don't come and see me again" Cross=~

This was also said in a loud tone. When those words examination.
were spoken I looked into the sitting room. Those

veople were sitting there.

When accused repeated the words they got up
and went awgy .
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I did not hear accused saying anything else.

I did look at accused fror the verandah when
she raised her voice. I kept on looking din +till
the 3 persons got up and went away.

I did not hear accused saying "T hope you
will be convicted and heavily fined".

Accused was very angry.

When I first arrived, accused, D.W.2 and ac-
cused's brother were sitting down talking.

The accused invited me to =sit down. She in--
troduced me to D.W.2.

The table was a square table: I was seated at
a corner of the table on the right of accused.
D.W.3 was opposite to accused. Accused's brother
was sitting on my side of the table to my right.

We were not at the corners of the table,

(Witness asked to draw the table, and to in-
sert his position by figure 1, accused's
position by 2, D.W.3's position by 3, accus-
ed's brother's position by 4 - Exh. D4).

(Note: Interpreter is Mr, Lim Choon Ann).

Ad journed to 2.30
Bail extended.
Hearing resumed.

D.W.3. PECK BOON LIAN, o.f.a. states (in Hokkien).

XXD: The four of us were not sitting at the centre
of the table, but nearer to the corner.

The accused's brother was also seated there.

I went there because she was a regular cus~
tomer and it was a festival day Ybesides she had
been an insurance agent and she had asked me prev-
iously whether I would take insurance and on this
visit I intended to ask her about insurance.

I did ask her about the insurance.
She said she would show me the prospectus.

It was the 15th day of the lst Moon (Interp:
It was the 26th February) I renember it quite
definitely it was the 15th day of the 1lst Moon. I
did not go to accused's house the day before.

I have known the accused 4 or 5 years. I deliver
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eggs to her, I visited her once a week to deliver

eges.

I remember visiting her for the first time, it
was some years ago. 1 don't remember anything
extraordinery happening but I remember Iwent there
to sell eggs.

Other visits, I went there to deliver eggs;
after delivery I would leave, If I was free I
would sit down and chat to accused. I have met
people at her pl-ce. If I can recognise the visi-
tors I will say so. I can remember and identify
2ll the persons that I have met there.

RXD: ¥il.
Sd. F.,A, CHUA
No. 19.
EVIDENCE OF LOH GIAP KEOW.
D.W.4. ILOH GIAP KEOW, a/s (in Teochew).

XD: de Souza:

Living at 111-B Tiong Bahru Road, Clerk at No.
5 BSub-depot B.0.D. Telok Blangah.

The 26th February, 1956 was a Sunday.
not go to work.

I did
I was at home in the afternoon.

Between 2 and 3 p.m, one Tan(points to D.W.2)
came, After a chort while another person came
points to D.W.Z). ILater another 3 persons came
points to P.W,10, P.,W.11l and P,W.12),

When these 3 came I opened the door. I was in

the sitting room, When they came in I went into
my room,
My sister, the accused, called me to bring

her American Cigarettes.

I went back to my room. I did not hear the
conversation in the sitting room. I heard someons
raising her voice, the accused did. I did not hear
clearly.

I heard the voice of my sister and I came out
and I saw P,W.10, P,W.11l and P.W.1l2 leaving. After
atzhort while D.W.2, and D,W.3. left, one after the
other.
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XXD: I am married with 2 children.

XXD I and my fami-
ly occupied one room.

I was sitting in the sitting room with D,W.2,
D.W.3 and the accused. I was in the sitting rocm
when D.W.2., and D.W.3 came and I heard the conver-
sation between them and the accused.

D.W.3 said he wanted to take out an insurance
policy. He did not mention for how much,

The accused called out for American Cigarettes.

I brought them out - Lucky Strike. That was the
brand I smoke. I have American Cigarettes with me
(produced an open packet of Lucky Strike).

I brought the Lucky Strike and gave it to the
accused. I did not offer the cigarettes +to the
people wvresent. The accused offered +the ILucky
Strike to P.W.1l1l who accepted it.

I did not see accused offering a cigarette to
P.W,12.

I heard accused raise her voice. I did not
hear her words clearly., It appeared as if she was
scclding someone, I did come out of my room, I
sew the 3 persons leaving and D.W.2 and D.W.3about
to come into the sitting room from the verandah.

Shortly after accused rais..d her voice I came
out of my room., My bedroom doo:' was closed.

RXD: Nil.
Sd. PF,A, CHUA
No. 20,
EVIDENCE OF LIM AH YEW.
D.W.5. LIM AH YEW, a/s (in Hokkien)

XD: de Souza:

Partner in coffee shop, living at 46 Blair
Road.

I know the Air View Bar, it is downstairs., I
am in habit of patronising this Bar.

I know a man called Hou Say Lian (points to
P.W.10). I have met him at the Air View Bar.

I know the accused, I know her name,
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I remember P.W.1l0 asked me if I knew the ac-
cused. He asked 1e in the Air View Bar. We met in
the Bar. Ie was there when I arrived. We were not
drinking tegether.

P.'7.10 mentioned accused's name. I replied I
Inow Mary Ng,

I remcwber P,W.10 saying that he had a case,l
think ar opium case, in the 4th Magistrate's Court
and he wos very reavily fined and he blamed Mary
Ng for having cavsed him to be fined heavily.
P.W.10 said he was very dissatisfied and he said
if he had the opportunity he would take a revenge.

When P,W.10 was speaking to me he appeared to
be drunk,

Nothing else happencd.

This took place at 7 p.m. one evening towards
the end of May, 1956.

I tried to forget about it, I did not speak to
any one about it.

I know this man (P.W.12).

I remember I was introduced to Lim by one Mr.
Ho. About 2 weeks after P.W.1l0 had spoken +to me
about money 1 was introduced to P.W.12 by Mr.Ho in
Sin Seng Huat Ba:r, Kampong Bahru Road.

One night when I returned home my wife told
me that Mr., Ho and a2 friend had come to the house
to look for me when I was not in, They left a mes-
sage with my wife to inform me to meet them at Sin
Seng Huat Bar., I went immediately to the said Bar
the same night.

I saw Mr. Ho in the Bar. He introduced me to
P.W.12 who I did not know before.

P.W.l2 spoke to me. He said Hou Say Lian was
his good friend and he was sent by Hou Say Lian to
speak to me and he had something to speak to me.
P,W.12 said it was in connection with Hou Say Lian's
case and that Hou Say Lian had been fined very
heavily. He also said Hou Say Lian was fined so
heavily because Mary had put him in trouble. He
then asked me to assist him by getting someone to
assault Mary and that Hou Say Lian was going to pay
the expenses of getting the assailant.

I said I could not accept that offer, I would
not do it, to get someone to assault a woman.

P.W.12 then said he would use another method
and he would consult me about it. He said he had
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a relative who had been charged in connection with
opium in the 4th Magistrate's Court. He told me
to speak to Mary and asked her to help. Then ve
would pay money to Mary and at the same time in-
form the anti-corruption dept. to arrest her. I
said I would not assist,.

XXD: I am a canvasser for American International
Assurance Co,

I have known the aeccused 4 or 5 years. Not
very friendly with accused.

in Singapore
You must ask

I don't know why of all people
P.W.12 should seek me to .assist him.
him that.

I think it might be because of my reputation,
I am well known amongst the bad people.

I am connected with secret societies, In the
past you could say that I was a leader as whatever
I said those people would support me.

I have a prison record, starting from 1946,
1951 was my last conviction.

I was sentenced to 5 years for robbery but I
was acquitted on appeal; that was in 1948,

P.W.12 asked me if I knew the accused and I
told him that I did. He suggested 1laying a trap
for accused through me., P.W.1l2 approached me be-
cause he knew I was a bad character and he thought
he could buy me with money to help him,

P, W.12 did not make it clear to me whether he
would give me the :money and I in turn would give

the money to Mary before the anti-corruption was

informed.,

P.W.12's object was to get me to act as an
introducer. He told me he had a relative who had
been arrested in connection with opium. Therefore
he asked my assistance to speak to Mary and to ask
her to help. I can't say why he came to me %o
assist him, '

P.W.12 would not know i1f I was on good terms
with the accused.

If he knew I was on good terms with accused
P.W.12 would not ask me if I knew the accused.

P.W.12 did not know, that was why he asked me.
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P.W7.12 told me that he was asked by Hou to
come and see me., If Hou had told P.W.1l2 that I
knew lMary, P.W.12 would know,

I deny that I am paid by the accused to cone
and give evidence,

When P.W.11 btold me that the accused had done
him harm he was angry and he appeared he was going
to take rcvenge and ne said so.

RXD: I was served with a subpoena. It is true that
T was reluctant to give evidence and I told the
lawyer's clerk.

I know Mr. Koh the Counsel. I am not friendly
with him.

Ssd. F.A. CHUA

Mr. Koh: We have another 2 witnesses,

Ad journed to 10,15. Bail extended.

Defence witnesses 2, 3, 4 and 5
released.,

Sda. F.,A, CHUA

No. 21.
COURT PROCEEDINGS.

237/56. MARY NG. Tuesday 9th October, 1956.

Hearing resumed.

Koh: The accused wishes to put in an ex-
planatory statement. There is one point
in the first statement which is not clear
and this will clarify it. This is like
giving further evidence.-
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Krishnan: This is unusual.
Court allows the explanutory statement to
be filed.
Accused puts in explanatory statement -~
Exh. D5.

Koh reads- Exh, D5.

Koh: We are not calling any more witnesses.

This is the defence case,

Case for Defence concluded.

Koh addresses the Court:

5.415 P.C, "By deceiving any person"
Ratanlal 18th Ed. P.1052. S5.416 P.C, does not
apply. S.417 - 1 year imprisonment. S,418 does
not apply. S.419 punishment S. for S5.416.
S.420 punishment section. 7P.1077 Ratanlal
"Difference between S.417 & S.420." P,1052
Ratanlal "The authors of the code say ........
as rightful". S5.420 to be used only if proper-
ty has passed ~ there can be no attempt under
S5.420, Look at the Charge tz2fore the Court.The
Charge as framed cannot staud.

"Deception is of the essence of the offence
of Cheating. In this case what was the repre-
sentation that constitutes the Cheating? Every
essential element of the Charge must be set out
in the Charge. The evidence of Mr, Devereux-
Colebourn is vital to this case. The deception
Charge has not. been proved. It has not been
proved to Court that Mr. Devereux-Colebourn is
the 4th Magistrate. Mr Mr. Devereux-Colebourn
has been proved to be the 4th Magistrate there
may be a presumption that he acted in a proper
manner, but this presumption has been rebutted
by the evidence of the prosecution of the tele-
phone call by accused to the 4th Court, the
photo of Mr. Devereux-Colebourn and accused.

Defence say Hou Say Lian wanted his re-~
venge., : -

Principles to be applied -~ Rajoo v.R.1949
M.L.J. p.250 — reasonable explanation.

No evidence to show how the police cane
upon the information which led them to Mr,Park's
studio, but we have given a clue.,~ during one
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of Kok's visits photo disappeared. Reasonable con-
clusion is that K.k showed the photo to the police.

Kok, Hou and Liang contradicted one another,
There are many ccntradictions - dates.

Kok is a person of undesirable character., D.W.1l.,
Chew, 1s reputable person, Kok's evidence as to
dates was different from that given in the 3rd Dis-
trict Court.

Kok's and Lian<'s evidence regarding visit by
Liang to Kok's house different - Kok did not men-
tion a chit. Kok never mentioned that accused said
she was the wife of 4th Magistrate., Hou and Liang
conspired and breught Kok in.

Lim Ah Yew, D.W.5., was cross-examined but was
unshaken, Clear evidence that Hou sought revenge
and Liang was the prime mover.

Kok said he sav photo in accused's flat and he
gave minute details. Liang said Kok did not see
the photo,

Liang said he heard Hou said "When I am acquit-
ted I will buy you a present". Hou said he only
thought about giving a present. Liang and Hou no
doubt are conspirators against the accused. ILiang
said he never whispered to Hou., Kok said they did.

Hou knows how to use a telephone, why did Liang
ring up for Hou? This is only to bolster their
case,

Hou said accused offered $500. Liang said Hou
asked accused for 500, Hou said Liang said matter
was trivial, TLiang said he told Hou that matter
had gone to Court and nothing could be done in the
matter.-

Hou said he nc,/er consulted Liang about the mat-
ter. Can he be believed? Liang accompanied Hou
on every occasion. Hou cannot be believed.

Hou never at any time made a voluntary report.

P.W.8, son of Hou, is a liar - his mother con-
tradicted him. Both are liars.

Therec was a motive for fabrication of evidence
by the prosecuticn witness - Hou.

Under C,P.C. no investigation can be carried
out by the Police in a seizable offence unless
such investigation originated under an information
laid under S.,114 C.P.C.
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Ramakrishnan addresses the Court:

Difference between S.417 & S5.420.No where in
the Code does it say that an attempt of Cheat-
ing is punishable under S.417. Ratanlal p.1073,
p.1081 "The vital difference seevveeee C.P.CY

S.114 C,P.C, does not say information must be
received before Police can investigate -~
S.31(1) (a).

Defence suggested whole tling was concocted
by the prosecution witnesses. No report was 10
made by Hou, he had no intention of doing so.
Liang could have helped him to make a report.

Kok did not say that no chit was left. He
was not asked about it.

There is a suggestion that Kok pinched the
photo. It is a difficult feat, If Kok had
taken the photo he could have produced it to
the police., Police had to search for a copy
of it.

There is a difference in weight between a 20
gstatement made from the dock and a statement
made on oath, If a person is not afraid to
tell the truth why does she not give her evi-
dence on oath. I ask Court to give its duec
weight.

D.W.1. Chew - He said he had a very good
memory but he can't say for certain on many
points. He was not clear on certain points
when it suited him.

D.W.2, and D.W,3., contradicted each other - 30
positions where they sat - outburst of the
accused,

D.W.4. biased witness.

P.W.8. not a liar.

Defence story not true.

Lim Ah Yew's evidence cannot be believed,

Kok in his evidence here did not dispute that
he made a different statement in the 3rd Dis-
trict Court and he gave an explanation for the
mistakes he had made when giving evidence in 40
the 3rd District Court.

Finding ~ guilty, convicted.
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Ramakrishnan: Nothing known., This is an extra-

Koh:

Koh:
10

In t

foll
20

¢ dinary case,

Nothing to say.

SENTENCE: 3 months imprisonment
end fine $5000 in de-
fault a further 3
months imprisonment.,

I have been instructed to lodge an

appeal. She was on bail of 25000
and 2 sureties.

Bail 8,000 and 2 sureties pending
anpeal.

Sentence stayed.

Exhibits to Police.

Sd. F.A, CHUA,

No, 22.

GROUNDS OF DECISION.

his case one Mary Ng was charged with the
owing charges:

"You MARY NG are charged that you, between 26th
February and 28th February 1956 at Singapore,
attempted to obtain from one HOU SUAI LIAN
for yourself a gratification of Two thousand
five hundred dollars as a reward for inducing
by the exercise of personal influence, a Pub-
lic Servent, to wit Mr.J.M.Devereux-Colebourn
4th Magistrate, Singapore, in the exercise of
his official functions as 4th Magistrate, to
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show favour to the said HCU SUAI in connect-

ion with 4th Magistrate Court Case No. 1571/
55, and thereby committed an offence punish-
ab1§ under Section 163 of the Penal Code (Cap.,
119

Alternatively

"You MARY NG are charged that you, between 26th
February and 28th February 1956, at Singapore,
did attempt to cheat one HOU SUAI LIAN by
representing to him that you were able +to
induce Mr,d.M.Devereux-Colebourn, 4th HMagis-
trate Singapore, to show favour to him in con-
nection with 4th Magistrate Court Case No.
1571/55, and thereby dishonestly attempted to
induce the said HOU SUAI LIAN to deliver to
you the sum of Two thousand five hundred dol-
lars, and you thereby committed an offence
punishable under Sections 420 and 511 of the
Penal Code (Cap.l19).

The Prosecution evidence can be sunmarised as
follows:=

On the 26th July 1955 one Hou Say Lian (P.W.11)
was arrested by the police and he was charged in
the 4th Magistrate's Court on the 27th July, 1955
with being in possession of pr.pared opium and
smoking utensils, The case was mentioned several
times and was eventually fixed for hearing on the
29th February, 1956.

On the 25th February, 1956, Hou Say Lian met
one Kok Min Yin (P.W.10) in a Bar by arrangement.
Hou Say Lian was accompanied by a friend Liang San
Han (P.W.12). Kok Min Yin informed Hou San Lian
that he was sent by the accused, who was the 4th
Magistrate's wife, to speak to him about the opium
charge which was pending against him, and that the
accused for a consideration could help him by get-
ting the case thrown out by the Court. Kok Min Yin
then made arrangements to take Hou Say Lian to see
the accused.

On the 26th February 1956 at 2.30 p.o. Kok Min
Yin took Hou Say Lian and Liang San Han to the ac-
cused flat at No.l1l11-B, Tiong Bahru Road. The
accused was in and she introduced herself +to the
visitors as the wife of the 4th Magistrate and
showed them a photo of Mr. Devereux-Colebourn, who
was then the Magistrate in the 4th Magistrate's
Court, with his armaround the accused's body, and
said that she could get an acquittal for Hou Say
Iian for the sum of %3,500/-. Hou Say ILian said
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that he could not pay £3,500/- but he however ask- In the 1st
ed the accused tc help. Criminal

District Court

On the 27th February 1956 ot the request of held at
the accused, Hou Say Lian, accompanied by Liang
San Han, again visited the accused. The accused
asked Hou Say Lism how much he could pay and the
latter said "g500". The accused said that Z500 No.22
was too little, ©She further said that it was the T
Magistrate who wanted the money and at least £1000 Grounds of
should be paid., The accused then suggested that
Hou Say Lian should borrow 2500 from her and with
nis $500 he could pay the £1,000. To this Hou Say
Lian agreed. That same evening the accused inform-
ed Hou Say Lian that Sl,OOO was not enough.

Singapore.

Decision =~
continued,

At the request of the accused Hou Say Iian
again visited the accused with Liang San Han on
the 28th Februvary 1956. The accused informed Hou
Jay Lian that the Magistrate wanted more than
#1,000 and said ithat at least 2,500 should be
paid, Hou Say Lian replied that he could not pay
ﬂ2,500 whereupon the accused warned him that if
the 2,500 was not paid he would be fined 3,000
by the Court and would be sent to jail for six
months.,

The next day, the 29th Pebruary 1956, Hou Say
Lian was tried in the 4th Magistrate's Court and
convicted and was fined £3,000 in default six
nonths imprisonment.,

On the 13th August 1956 the accusedt!s flat
was searched by the police, The accused was not
in when the police arrived but she returned during
the search. Amongst the articles found and seized
by the police were the following (1) a file con-
taining newspaper cuttings headed "Petition to Re-
tain Expat Magistrate" with a photo of Mr.Devereux—
Colebourn (Ex.P17). (2) change of address card of
Mr. Devereux-Colebourn dated lst Sept. 1955  (Ex.
P19), (3) a letter from the Opium Addicts Treatment
Association dated 30th July 1956 (Ex.P20)about one
Chua Tiong Swee who was undergoing anti-opium
treatment, (4) Three slips of paper with names and
addresses (Ex.P21-P23), (5) Visitors permit to
General Hospital to visit Mr. Devereux-Colebourn
dated 22.%,54 (Ex.P27), (6) a change of address
card ox ilr., Devereux-Colebourn dated 1l4th ‘ugust
1954 (BEx.P28), (7) Invitation to a party given by
Mr. Devereux~Colebourn on 10th June 1954 (Ex.P29).

A1l the above-mentioned exhibits were found
in the accused's bedroom, some were found on a
table, some including Exhibits P21-P23, were found
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in a drawer of her dressing table, and some in a
drawer of a bedside table.

The police also searched the house of Kok Iin
Yin on the same day and a pocket book, (Ex. P30)
containing a number of names, was seized.

It was established by the prosecution that
the slips of paper Ex.P21 and P23 found din the
drawer of accused's dressing table had the names
of two persons who were charged with opium offences
in the 4th Magistrate's Court ia 1956.

It was also established by the prosecution
that the pocket book, Ex.P50, contained the names
of 12 persons who were charged in the 4th  Magis-~
trate's Court in 1956 with opium offences. Kok Min
Yin in evidence said that these names were given to
him by the accused and he was asked by the accused
to contact these persons.

At the close of the case for the prosecution
Defence Counsel submitted that the three main
prosecution witnesses - Kok Min Yin (P.W,10), Hou
Say Lian (P.W.1l) and Liang San Han (P.W.12), were
accomplices. I entirely agree that as far as the
main charge was concerned these three witnesses
were accomplices but as regards the alternative
charge, Hou Say Lian and Liang San Han were not
acconmplices although Kok Min Yra was.

It was also submitted by the defence that as
regards the alternative charge the prosecution had
failed to prove (1) that there had been deceit and
(2) that damage had been done to Hou Say Lian. As
regards the second point it need only be said that
the alternative charge was not of cheating but of
an attempt to cheat.

As regards the first point that there was no
proof that there had been deceit, the defence con-
tended that the Magistrate, Mr.Devereux-Colebourn,
should have been called by the prosecution as he
was the only person who could say whether he could
be influenced by the accused, In my view I don't
think it was necessary for the prosecution to call
Mr. Devereux-Colebourn as a witness to say that he
could not be influenced by the accused before the
Court could be satisfied that there was deceit.
Whether the accused could or could not induce Mr.
Devereux~Colebourn to show favour to Hou Say Lian
was a fact which was especially within the know-
ledge of the accused and I was of the opinion that
under Sec.1l07 of the Evidence Ordinance (Cap.4) it
was not necessary for the prosecution to prove de-
ceit by calling Mr. Devereux-Colebourn to say that
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the accused could not influence him. The onus was
on the accused tr prove that she could induce Mr.
Devereux-Colebourn, to show favour to Hou Say Lian.

As the prosecution case on the main charge de-
pended entirely on the uncorroborated evidence of
accomplices I thought it proper to call on the de-
fence on She alternative charge.

Whenr called upon to 2nter uvon her defence the
accused elected to put in a written statement (Ex.
D3). After the d=fence witnesses had given evi-
dence the accused put in a further written state-
ment which was described as an "explanatory state-
ment" (Ix,D5).

In her written statement Ex.D3 the accused
said that she was on terms of familiarity with both
Mr, and Mrs. Devereux-Colebourn. She denied the
allegation of the prosecution that she +tried to
extract money from Hou Say Lian by representing to
him that she could influence the Magistrate, Mr.
Devereux-Colebourn, to acquit him on the charge
against him.

The accused said that she was introduced to
Kok Min Yin by one Chew Tee Chye (D.W.1l) as his
Insurance Agent and after that Kok Min Yin had
been to her flat on a few occasions to talk about
prospective insurance cases.

The accused alleged that it was Kok Min Yin
who brought Hou Say Lian and Liang San Han +to her
flat and asked her to assist, by contacting Mr.
Devereux-Colebourn, to obtain the acquittal of Hou
Say Lian, which she refused to do. She said she
was very angry about it and told Hou Say Lian that
she hoped he would be convicted and heavily punish-
ed.,

The accused said in her second written state-
ment (Ex,D5) as follows: "on the point of
"INFLUENCE", I believe I could induce lr.Colebourn
to show favour to the Complainant, Hou Say Lian,
but there was never any question of my so inducing
him in this or in any otner case,"

The defence called five witnesses. Chew Tee
Chye (D.W.1l) said in evidence that one day towards
the end of February 1956 he introduced the accused
to Kok Min Yin as his Insurance Agent and he
thought that Kok Min Yin and the accused were
strangers to each other.

Tan Kay Seng (D.W.2) said in evidence that
one day in February 1956 he was in the accused's
flat when Kok Min Yin, Hou Say Lian and Liang San
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Han called., He walked away to the verandah and
did not hear the conversation between accused and
the three visitors. He only heard the accused
saying "I cannot do it, don't talk about it"., He
further said that the accused was angry so he did
not ask her what the matter was.

Peck Boon Lian, (D.W.3) said in evidence that
he was present in the flat of the accused when Kok
Min Yin, Hou Say Lian and Liang San Han called on
the 15th day of the 1lst moon 1956 (corresponding
to 26th February 1956). He also went to the
verandah and did not hear the conversation between
the accused and the three visitors. He only heard
the accused saying in a raised voice "This matter
I cannot interfere" and "Don't come and see again,
I am not interfering in this matter.®

Loh Giap Keow (D.W.4) brother of the accused,
said in evidence that on the 26th Pebruary 1956
D.W.2, and D.W.3. visited the accused in the flat
and later Kok Min Yin, Hou Say Lian and Liang San
Han came. He did not hear any conversation between
accused and the visitors as he was in his room.

Tim Ah Yew (D.W.5) said in evidence that one
night towards the end of May 1956 he met Hou Say
Lian in the Air View Bar and Hou Say Lian, who ap-
peared to be drunk, said that the accused had
caused him to be fined heavily and if he had +the
opportunity he would take his revenge. This wit-
ness further said in evidence that one night, two
weeks after meeting Hou Say Lian in the Air View
Bar, he met a Mr, Ho in the Sin Seng Huat Bar and
Mr, Ho introduced him to Liang San Han who asked
him to get a person to assault the accused and
when he refused, suggested that he should help +to
frame the accused.

I considered the evidence before me very care-
fully, I had no doubt that Hou Say Lian (P.W.11l)
and Liang San Han (P.W.12) were truthful witnesses.
I did not believe the evidence of D,W.2., D.W.3
and D.W.4.

I reject the allegation of the defence that
Hou Bay Lian and Liang San Han framed the accused.
The defence witness Lim Ah Yew (D.W.5) could not
be believed without corroboration as he was a per-
son of bad character. There was no corroboration.

Prosecution witness Kok Min Yin (P.W.10) no
doubt was an accomplice but his evidence was
corroborated by Hou Say Lian and Liang San Han and
I accepted it.
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Exhibits P20, P21 and P23 were seized from
the flat of the .ccused. What was she doing with
the names and addresses of two persons who were
charged in the 4th Magistrate's Court and a report
about an opium addict? She had not given any
explanation., I believed the story of Kok Min Yin
that the name of Hou Say Lian was given to him by
the accused who asked him to contact Hou Say ILian.

As T have stated earlier I was of opinion that
the onus was on che accused to satisfy +the Court
that she could induce Mr., Devereux~Colebourn %o
show favour to Hou Say Lian. This she had failed
to do. I had no doubt that the accused triéd +to
cheat Hou Say Lian by trying to get money from him
by falsely holding out that she could induce the
Magistrate, Mr. Devereux~Colebourn, to acquit him.

I found the accused guilty and sentenced her
to 3 months impr.sonment and fined her £5000 in
default a further 3 months imprisonment.

I found, after passing sentence, that I had
exceeded my jurisdiction by imposing a fine of

#5000, Under Sec.12(3) of the C.P.C. (Cap. 132),

the maximum fine that a District Court can impose
is #3000. I ask that the High Court exercise its
powers of revision and set aside the fine of 5000
and impose a fine of 3000 in default three months
imprisonment.

Sd. F.A, CHUA

KEA. .. DISTRICT JUDGE

(SEATL)
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No. 23.
NOTICE OF APPEAL

IN THE HIGH COURT OF THE COLONY OF SINGAPORE
ISLAND OF SINGAPORE

1st Criminal District Court Case No. 237/56

Magistrate's Appeal No. 220 of 1956

MARY NG accused
Appellant
vS.
REGINA Respondent

Tos
The Honourable,
The Judges of the High Court,
Singapore.

NOTICE OF APPEAL

The abovenamed Mary Ng hereby gives Notice of
Appeal against the whole of the Judgment and sen-
tence of the 1lst District Judge in the above case
on the 9th day of October, 1956.

Dated this 9th day of October, 1956.

3d. Mary Ng
APPELLATNT

The address for service is c¢/o Messrs, de
Souza & de Souza, Bank of China Building, 10th
Floor, Battery Road, Singapore.
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PUTITION OF APTFEAL,

To
The Honourable,
The Judges of tiue High Court
of the Colony of Singapore.

The Petitiown of Mary Ng, the Appellant herein,
respectfully sheweth:-

1. Your Appellant was charged on the 1lst October
1956 before the First Criminal District Judge as
follows:-

"You MARY NG are charged that you, between
26th Februcry and 28th February 1956 at
Singapore, attempted to obtain from one HOU
SUAT LIAN for yourself a gratification of
two thousand five hundred dollars as a re-
ward for inducing by the exercise of personal
influence, a Public Servant, to wit Mr, J.M.
Devercux-Colebourn 4th Magistrate,Singapore,.
in the exercise of his official functions as
4th Magistrate, to show favour to the said
HOU SUAI LIAN in connection with 4th Magis-
trate Court Case No.1571/55, and thereby com-
mitted an offence punishable under Section
163 of the Penal Code (Cap.l1l9)".

ALTERNAT IVELY

"You MARY NG are charged +that you, between
26th Fevruary and 28th February 1956 at
Singapore, did attempt to cheas one HOU SUAT
LIAN by reyresenting to him that you were
able to induce Mr., J.M. Devereux-Colebourn,
4th Magistrate Singapore, to show favour to
him in connection with 4th Magistrate Court
Case No.1571/55, and thereby dishonestly at-
tempted to induce the said HOU SUAI LIAN +to
deliver to you the sum of Two thousand five
hundred dollars, and you thereby committed
an offence punishable under Sections 420 and
511 of the Penal Code (Cap. 119)",

2. On the 4th October 1956 at the close of the
case for the Prosecution, the learned District
Judge acquitted your Appellant on the main charge
but called upon your Appellant for her Defence on
the alternative charge of attempted cheating.
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b On the 9th October 1956 at the close of the
case for the Defence your Appel’ant was convicted
on the alternative charge and was sentenced +to 3
months imprisonment and fined 55,000.00 in default
a further 3 months imprisonment,

4, Your Appellant is dissatisfied with the con-
viction and sentence on the following grounds:-

(1)(a). The learned District Judge was wrong
in law in holding (page 44 of the Grounds
of Decision para: 6) that "the onus was on
the accused to prove that she could in-
duce Mr., Devereux-Colebourn to show favour
to Hou Say Lian".

(b) The learned District Judge was wrong
in law when he stated in his Grounds of
Decision (page 72 of the Record para:6):-

"Whether the accused could or could not
induce Mr, Devereux-Colebourn +to show
favour to Hou Say ILian was a fact which
was especially within the knowledge of
the accused and I was of the opinion
that under Section 107 of the Evidence
Ordinance (Cap.4) it was not. necessary
for the Prosecution to prove deceit by
calling Mr. Devereux-Colebourn to say
that the accused could not influence
him"

(¢) The omission of the Prosecution to cdll
Mr. Devereux-Colebourn (who was available)
resulted in the Prosecution failing to
prove its case since it had not proved
"deception" an essential ingredient of
the charge of cheating. Purthermore the
learned District Judge should also have
held that as Mr. Devereux-Colebourn was
not called by the Prosecution it must be
assumed that the evidence which could
have been given would have been favour-
able to your Appellant.

The three main Prosecution witnesses,
viz., P.W,10, P.W.,11 and P,W,12 were ac-
complices and your Appellant was convict-
ed on their uncorroborated evidence.

(v) The learned District Judge was wrong
in law in not treating them as accomplices
and in particular when he stated in his
Grounds of Decision (page 72 of the
Record para: 4):-—

(ii)(a)
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"T entirely agree that as far as the
main charge was concerned these three
witncsses were accomplices but as re-
gards the alternative charge, Hou OSay
Lian and Liang San Han were not accom-
plices although Kok Min Yin was",

The learned District dJudge acquitted
your Appellant on the main charge at the
close of the Prosecution case because he
10 found that the Prosecution case on this
charge depended entirely on the uncorro-
borated evidence of accomplices. For the
same reasons he should have acquitted your
Appellant on the alternative charge.

The Prosecution failed to prove that Mr.
Devereux-Colebourn was at all material times
the 4th Magistrate.

(c)

(iidi)

The Prosecuting Officer in his address
to the Court (page 68 of the Record) stated:—

20 "There is a difference in weight be~
tween a statement made from the dock.
and a statement made on oath. If a
person i not afraid to tell the truth
why does she not give her evidence on
oath., I ask the Court to give its due
weight".

This statement was wholly illegal and gravely
prejudiced your Appellant's case.

(v) The charge on which your Appellant was
30 convicted was bad in that there is in law no
offence of attempting to cheat under Section

420 of the Penal Code.

(iv)

The learned District Judge misdirected
himself when he stated in his Grounds of De-
cision (page 74 of the Record para: 6):-

(vi)

"Prosecution witness Kok Min Yin (P.W.10)

no doubt was an accomplice but his
evidence was corroborated by Hou Say
Lian and Liang San Han and I accepted
40 it",
In fact these witnesses contradicted one
another on material points and there were a
number of discrepancies in their evidence.

The verdict was unreasonable or cannot
be supported having regard to the evidence.

(vii)
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(viii) The sentence was illegal and excessive,
5. Your Appellant therefore prays that such
conviction and sentence may be cuashed or that

such order may be made thereon as justice may re-

quire.

And as in duty bound your Appellant will

ever pray.

Dated this 19th day of February 1957,

MARY NG
APPELLANT

MARY NG

The address for service of the abovenamed Appell-
ant is ¢/o L. Rayner, Advocate & Solicitor,
Singapore.

No. 25.
STATEMENT OF CASE,

IN THE MATTER of the QUEEN on the PROSECUTION of
MARY NG Appellant
versus
REGINA Respondent

e - e

APPEAL under the provisions of Chapter XXVIIT
of the Criminal Procedure Code.

At a Pirst Criminal District Court held at Singapore
before F,A, Chua Esquire, a District Judge for the
Colony of Singapore, the above-named appellant was
charged as follows:-

She Mary Ng was charged that she, between 26th
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February and 28th February 1956 at Singapore,
attempted to obtein from one HOU SUAI LIAN for
yourself a gratification of two thousand five hun-
dred dollars as a reward for inducing, by the exer-
cise of personal influence, a Public Servant, to
wit Mr., J.ii., DEVERREUX-COLEBOURN, 4th Magistrate,
Singapore, in the exercise of his official funct-
ions as 4th Magistrate, to show favour to the said
HOU SUAI LIAN in connection with 4th Magistrate
Court Case No. 1571/55, and thereby committed an
offence punishabl< under Section 163 of the Penal
Code (Cap. 119).

Alternatively

She Mary Ng was charged that she,between 26th
Pebruary and 28th February 1956 at Singapore, d4did
attempt to cheat one HOU SUAI LIAN by representing
to him that she was able to induce Mr.J.M.DEVEREUX-
COLEBOURN, 4th Magistrate, Singapore, to show favour
to him in connection with 4th Magistrate Court Case
No. 1571/55, and thereby dishonestly attempted to
induce the said HOU SUAI LIAN to deliver to youthe
sum of two thousand five hundred dollars, and she
thereby committed an offence punishable under Sec-
tions 420 and 511 of the Penal Code (Cap.119).

D.S.P. Ramakrishnan conducted the prosecution.

Messrs, P, d¢ Souza with C.H., Koh appeared for
the defence,

The case was called on for hearing on the
15/9/56, 11/9/56, 29/9/56, 1/10/56, 2/10/56,
3/10/56, 4/10/56, 5/10/56, 8/10/56 and 9/10/56.

and the said appellant was convicted and sentenced
as follows:—

3 months imprisonment and fine 5,000 in
default a further 3 months imprisonment.

Notice of appeal was lodged on the O9th day of
October, 1956.

A copy of the record of the case was supplied to
Mr. L. Rayner on the 4th day of February, 1957.

A signed copy of the grounds of decision in the
case was served upon Mr, L. Rayner on the 4th day
of February, 1957. Petition of Appeal was lodged
on the 19th day of February 1957.

The said appellant has paid the fee of 5 for
a copy of the record.

The Appellant has given security for costs in
the sum of 275,00 and has been released on bail in
the sum of £8,000 and 2 sureties.
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The annexed copies of the record of the pro-
ceedings in the case, of the Ncitice of Appeal and
of the Petition of Appeal are therefore transmitted
to the Supreme Court in accordance with the pro-
visions of Section 292 of the Criminal Procedure
Code.

Dated this 21st day of February, 1957.

FIRST CRIMINAL (Sgd.) J.W.D., AMBROSE
DISTRICT COURT
S INGAPORE District Judge.
No, 26.

JUDGMENT OF MR. JUSTICE KNIGHT,

The appellant in this appeal was charged under
Section 163 of the Penal Code with attempting to
obtain a gratification for inducing Mr. Devereux~
Colebourn a Magistrate, to show favour to one Hou
Suai Lian in connection with a criminal case pend-
ing in the Magistrates Court. Alternatively she
was charged with attempting to cheat under Section
420 of the Penal Code as read with Section 511, The
appellant was acoquitted on the first charge but
convicted on the alternative and sentenced to three
(3) months imprisonment. She was further ordered
to pay a fine of #5,000 or undergo an additional
period of three (3) months imprisonment in default.

Eight grounds of appeal have been argued on
her behalf - one of which (and I shall consider
this first) has some substance. In the Court be~
low it was the case for the prosecution (on the
alternative charge) that the appellant had falsely
represented to Hou Suai Lian that if he gave her a
sum of money she was in a position to influence
the Magistrate to acquit him in a case in which he

wag accused in the Magistrates Court. For the
prosecution it was implicit that this representa-
tion was false and that the appellant when making
it was guilty of deceit - an essential ingredient

of the offence of cheating.
Mr, Devereux-~Colebourn, the Mogistrate involved,
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was present at the trial but for some reason was
not called by the prosecution. I might add that
this was a very serious case involving as it did,
inter alia, the integrity of the Magisterial Bench
and I am astonished that the prosecution was not
conducted by an experienced Crown Counsel from the
Attorney-General's chambers rather than a Police
officer who could not be expected to deal adequate~
ly with so important and complicated a case, As
the Magistrete was not called in the Court below,
however,; it is now maintained that the prosecution
failed to prove its case since, for all anyone can
know, he might have admitted, had he been called,
that he was subject to the influence of the appel-
lant and that if this was so, although the appel-
lant (and no doubt the Magistrate himself) might
well have been guilty of an offence - it was not
that of cheating; as her representation would have
been true and she would thus have practised no de-
ceit.

At first sight this argument seems attractive
because it is, of course, the duty of the prosecu-
tion to prove every essential element of the
charge; but a presumption arises under Section
115 of the Evidence Ordinance that judiecial and
official acts have been regularly performed and it
is a ridiculous proposition that all those holding
judicial office {including, presumably, those hold-
ing the highest offices) should be required by law
to deny in the witness box any fraudulent allega-
tion that they were subject to influence in the
exercise of their official duties. It is perfectly
obvious that had he been called the Magistrate
would have denied this allegation and if the appel-
lant wished to establish it, he was available in
Court had she wished to call him., On the contrary,
however, she stated in her first unsworn statement
that when approached by Hou and Liang to assist
the former with Mr., Devereux~Colebourn she replied
that "she was in no position to do so". Admittedly
she varied this in her second statement (manifest-
1y acting on advice) when she said she believed
she could induce the Magistrate to show favour to
Hou yet this contrasts very oddly with what she
said previously, namely that she was only on terms
of familiarity with him. In my opinion, therefore,
although it might have been advisable to call Mr.
Deverecux-Colebourn in the Court below, the fact
Ehat he was not called is not fatal to the convic-

ion,

The remaining grounds of appeal can be dis-
posed of very shortly. I agree with the learned
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District Judge that Hou and Liang were not accom-
plices of the appellant as regerds the alternative
count, though even if they were, there was amplie
evidence to corroborate what they said and they
were believed by the District Judge.

The third ground was not relied upon by the
appellant and although the prosecuting officer cer-
tainly should not have commented upon the failure
of the appellant to give evidence in the Court be-
low - nor, incidentally, should the District Judge
have permitted such comment - this is not a case
where there was a jury and I do not accept the
allegation that the appellant was prejudiced by it.
The District Judge is highly experienced and clear-
1y was not swayed by an unfortunate remark made by
a Police officer who, though no doubt doing his
best, was not trained to prosecute in 8o complex
a case as this., As I have already said, he should
never have been called upon to prosecute.

As to the remaining grounds of appeal, under
Section 299 of the Criminal Procedure Code I alter
the conviction to one unuer Sections 417 and 511
of the Penal Code; there are discrepancies in
many a true story told by different persons and
the verdict was in no way against the weight of the
evidence,

I cannot conclude without commenting that T
am in full agreement with the learned District
Judge that the guilt of the appellant was conclus-
ively proved by the fact that the Police found in
her dressing table, amongst other documents,a list
giving the names and addresses of two other persons
who had been charged in the 4th Magistrate Court,
No attempt whatsoever was made by the appellant to
explain this utterly damning piece of evidence and
although, of course, she is fully entitled to do
so, the appellant has merely relied in this appeal
on legal and technical quibbles not one of which
has even an iota of merit.

The appeal is dismissed, the sentence of three
(3) months imprisonment will be maintained. At the
request of the learned District Judge, who inadver-
tently imposed a fine in excess of his jurisdiction,
the fine is reduced to #3%,000 with three (3) months
imprisonment in default.

(Sd.) CLIFFORD KNIGHT
JUDGE,

Singapore, 17th June 1957,
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No. 27.
CERTIFICATE OF RESULT OF APPEAL.
MAGISTRATE'S APPEAL NO. 220 of 1956
T TH® HIGH COURT OF THE COLONY OF SINGAPORE
ISTAND OF SINGAPORE

In The Matter of First District Court Arrest Case
No, 237 of 1956
I.P. No. 1496/56 'A' Div,
MARY NG Appellant
and
REGINA Respondent

In accordance with the provisions of Section
302 (1) of the Criminal Procedure Code I hereby
certify that the appeal of Mary Ng against the con-
viction of F,A, Chua Esquire District Judge called
on for hearing on the 12th & 17th days of June
1957 before the Honourable Mr, Justice C.XKnight
and after recading the case stated by the said Magis-
trate the transcript of the evidence the adjudica-
tion and conviction and after hearing Mr.L.Rayner
Counsel for the Appellant and Mr. A. V. Winslow
Counsel for the Crown

It was ordered that the appeal be dismissed,
the sentence of three months imprisonment
will be main,ained. The fine is reduced to
#3,000.00 with three months imprisonment in
default.

Given under my hand and the Seal of the Supreme
Court this 17th day of June 1957

Sgd. Tan Boon Teik

Dy. Registrar,

In the
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86.

No. 28.

ORDER IN COUNCIL GRANTING
SPECIAL LEAVE TO APPEAL

AT THE COURT AT GOODWOOD HOUSE
The 31st day of July, 1957
PRESENT
THE QUFEN'S MOST EXCELLENT MAJESTY

LORD PRESIDENT MR. MAUDLING
SIR MICHAEL ADEANE SIR HARRY HYLTON-FOSTER

WHEREAS there was this day read at the Board

a Report from the Judicial Committee of the Privy
Council dated the 23rd day of July 1957 in the
words following, viz :—

"WHEREAS by virtue of His late Majesty King
Edward the Seventh's Order in Council of +the
18th day of October 1909 there was referred
unto this Committee & humble Petition of Mary
Ng in the matter of an Appeal from +the High
Court of the Colony of Singapore in the
Supreme Court of Singapore between the
Petitioner and Your Majesty Respondent setting
forth (amongst other matters): that on the
9th October 1956 in the lst Criminal District
Court held at Singapore +the Petitioner was
convicted on a charge that she did attempt to
cheat one Hou Suai Lian by representing to him
that she was able to induce Mr.J.M. Devereux-
Colebourne 4th Magistrate in the Colony of
Singapore to show favour to him in connection
with 4th Magistrate Court Case No0.1571/55 and
thereby dishonestly attempted to induce the
said Hou Suai Lian to deliver to her +the sum
of 2,500 and thereby committed an offence
punishable under Sections 420 and 511 of the
Penal Code of the Colony of Singapore and
sentenced to three months imprisonment amnd
fined $5,000 or in default a further three
months imprisonment: that the Petitioner
appealed to the High Court of +the Colony of
oingapore which Court on the 17th dJune 1957
dismissed the Appeal but altered the convic-
tion to one under Sections 417 and 511 of the
Penal Code and reduced the fine to £3,000
with three months imprisonment in default be~
cause the said District Court had so requested
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since that Court had inadvertently dimposed a In the Privy
fine in exce=s of jurisdiction: And humbly Council
praying Your Majesty in Council to grant her

special leave to appeal against +the Judgment No. 28.

of the High Court of the Colony of Singapore
in the Supreme Court of Singapore dated the
17th June 1957 or for such further or other
Order as may seem fit:

Order in
Council grant-
ing Special

NTIE TORDS OF THE COMMITTEE in obedience %‘ig;’eriyAfggf‘,l '

to His late Hajesty's said Order 1in Council
have taken the hwnble Petition into considera-
tion and having heard Counsel in support there-
of and in opposition thereto Their Lordships
do this day agree humbly to report to Your
Majesty as their opinion that leave ought to
be grented to the Petitioner to enter and
prosecute her Appeal against the dJudgment of
the High Court of the Colony of Singapore in
the Supreme Court of Singapore dated the 17th
day of June 1957:

-~ continued.

"AND THEIR LORDSHIPS do further report to
Your Majesty that the proper officer of the
said High Court ought to be directed to trans-
mit to the Registrar of the Privy Council
without delay an authenticated copy under seal
of the Record proper to be laid bhefore Your
Majesty on the hearing of the Appeal upon pay-
ment by the Petitioner of the usual fees for
the same,"

HER MAJESTY having taken the said Report into

consideration was pleased by and with the advice of
Her Privy Council to approve thereof and to order
as it is hereby ordered that the same be punctually
observed obeyed gnd carried into execution.

Whereof the Governor or Officer administering

the Govermment of the Colony of Singapore for the
time being and all other persons whom it may con-
cern are to take notice and govern themselves ac-
cordingly.

W.G. LAGNEW,
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EXHIBITS

P.1. - CHARGE

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE (CHAPTER 21), SECTION 151(1)

CHARGE.

You MARY NG are charged that you, on or about
the 27th day of February 1956 at Singapore,attempt-
ed to obtain from one HOU SUAI LIAN for yourself a
gratification of two thousand five hundred dollars
as a reward of inducing, by the exercise of person-
al influence, a Public Servant, to wit Mr., J. M.
DEVEREUX-COLEBOURN, 4th Magistrate, Singapore, in
the exercise of his official functions as 4th
Magistrate, to show favour to the said HOU SUAI
LTAN in connection with 4th Magistrate Court Case
No.1571/55, and thereby committed an offence
pun%shable under Section 163 of the Penal Code (Cap.
119 .

ATTERNAT IVELY

You Mary Ng are charged that you, on or about
the 27th day of February 1956 at Singapore, did
attempt to cheat one HOU SUAI LIAN by represent-
ing to him that you were able to induce Mr. J. M.
DEVEREUX-COLEBOURN, 4th Magistrate, Singapore, to
show favour to him in connection with 4th Magis-
trate Court Case No.1571/55, and thereby dishonest-
ly attempted to induce the said HOU SUAI LILN to
deliver to you the sum of two thousand five hundred
dollars, and you thereby committed an offence
punishable under Sections 420 and 511 of the Penal
Code (Cap.l119).

Sd. Y.B, WONG.
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P,2, - AMENDED CHARGE.

CRIMINAL PROCEDURE CODE (CHAP.21),SECTIONI51(1).

CHARGE,

You MARY NG are charged that you, between 26th
February and 28th Pebruary 1956 at Singapore, at-
tempted to obtain from one HOU SUAI LIAN for your-
self a gratification of two thousand five hundred
dollars as a reward for inducing, by the exercise
of personal influence, a Public Servant, to wit,
Mr, J.M. DEVEREUX-COLEBOURN, 4th Magistrate,Singa-
pore, in the exercise of his official functions as
4th Magistrate, to show favour to the said HOU SUAT
LIAN in connecticn with 4th Magistrate Court Case
No.1571/55, and thereby committed an offence pun-
ish?ble under Section 163 of the Penal Code Cap.
119).

Alternatively.

You MARY NG are charged that you,between 26th
Pebruary and 28th February 1956 at Singapore, did
attempt to cheat one HOU SUAI LIAN by representing
to him that you were able to induce Mr.J.M.,DEVEREUX-
COLEBOURN, 4th Magistrate,Singapore to show favour
to him in comnnection with 4th Magistrate Court Case
No.1571/55, and thereby dishonestly attempted to
induce the said HOU SUAT LIAN to deliver to you
the sun of two thousand five hundred dollars, e&and
you thereby committed an offence punishable under
Sections 420 and 511 of the Penal Code (Cap.l19).

(sd.) Y.B. WONG.
(Y.B., Wong)-

Exhibits

P.2‘

Amended
Charge.



Exhibits

P,20.

Letter from
Opium Addicts
Treatment
Association,

30th July 1956

90.

P.20 -~ LETTER FROM OPIUM ATDICTS TREATMENT
ASSOCIATION.

(Exempted from Registration under the Societies
Ordinance.)

No. 472, Changi Road, Singépore 14.

30th July, 1956.

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Mr, Chua Tiong Swee, Identity Card S82z3.01357
of 101 Amoy Street has been admitted as an inmate
of the Opium Curative Centre of the above Assoc-
iation as from 14th June 1956,

He is faithfully attending all prayers in the
Temple and is responding to the treatment to rid
himself of the opium habit, ard through faith has
made improvement. We are of the opinion that he
required a stay of another 30 days before we can
declare that he has completely renounced the evils
of opium.

Mr, Lim Poh Beng of 163 Telok Ayer OStreet
guarantees his attendance,fees and family expenses
whilst he is under treatment,.

sd: P,T, Chia
Hon, Secretary.

Sd: in Chinese
High Priest

od s ?
Officer-in-charge of
Patients.
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9l.

LAU AH CHAVW
256, Tanjong Rhu
25.8.56 I,

TAY WIATT SWEE
289, East Coast Road
or 189 East Coast Road.
F.H, 22.8,56

C.J.K.

—— Tt R A

HO AH KHAY

39, Malay Street
Singapore

Age 45

17.8.56

2 p.m, F.H,

Exhibits
Po 21 - 23-
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P,24 ~ TLETTER FROM ANNY WEV

Anny Wev.
No. 9 Klang Road,
Kuala TLumpur-

23rd October, 1953.

Miss Mary Ng,
No.111-B Tiong Bahru Road,
Singapore 3.

Dear Miss Mary,

How are you, I hope you are in good of health,
I am very well here, I hope you can recognise me if
not I am writing to you clearly, I am the one who
sent your brother to the station,I am the daughter
of Mr., J.P. Wee Hup Lang, and also we all went to
Batu Caves once to pray the God, I hope you can
recognise me now, the reason why I sent you the
telegram yesterday the 22nd instant is to see you
personally at Singapore regarding a case, to help
a Indian who is now in demand recently, we still
can fight for the case between next week, please
write or telegraph immediately weather I can come
and see you personally in Singapore regarding the
case., I sent you the above telegram for which I
also paid for 10 words for your reply, and also
waited for the reply yesterday but unfortunately
your reply only came to my hand to-day the 23rd
instant at 5.30 p.m., please do reply immediately.
I am also glad to tell you that I have bought a
house at No., 9 Klang Road, Kuala Lumpur, on which
I am staying now, I think that's all for the +time
being, will see you shortly on receipt of your
favourable reply, and also thanking you in advance.
Wishing you all my best wishes and Good Luck.

Yours Sincerely,

ANNY WEV, Kuala Lumpur,
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P.34 - GSTATEMENT OF HOW ENG HUAT

S~Police 49
SINGAPORE POLICE FORCE
Witness A A4

Page 1
Report 110,1%983-4,56 Division “AY
STATEMENT OF How Eng Huat Father's Name How Suai
Lian.

Age 15 yrs. Male. Employment. Schoolboy.
Nationality and dialect Hokkien TIdentity Card No

Address 8 Choon Guan Street.
Language spoken English Interpreted by -

Recorded by Wong Yuen Bong. Rank Inspt. Time 10.05
a.m,

Date 15.8.56

I administer the following warning to the wit-
nesss~—

"I am conducting a Police investigation into
an offence of .,..... .... alleged to have been com-
mitted ON..evveevenece 86 e in iiirenn, . You are
bound to answer truly all questions relating to
this case other than those whose answers would have
a tendency to expose you to a criminal charge pen-—
alty or forfeiture."

Signed Y,B, WONG,
Examining Officer.

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

Answer: I am the son of Mr, HOW SUAI LIAN (A2), I
am at present studying in Form 1ii of the Gan Eng
Seng English School.

2. Sometime in February, I cannot remember the
exact date, at about 10,00 a.m. in the morning,two
male Chinese came to my house in a Morris Minor car,
1 cannot remember the number. Of these two one of
them came up to the house anrd asked me for my

father. The other sat in the car. I told him that
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my father was out, and asked him what he wanted.
He asked me when my father would be back. I told
him that I did not know and he left. On tie same
evening I told my mother (A5) about this when she
returned home. I also told my father (A2)of these
two persons visit when he came back at night.

3. At about 2.30 p.m, on the next day, the two
same persons came to the house. They again asked
me for my father (A2) I again told them that he
was out, whereupon they said that they wanted +to
help my father (A2) in his Opium case. I there-~
fore told them to come at night as I believed that
my father (A2) would be back by then. After this
they left. At about 7.00 p.m. my mother (A5) re~
turned home and I told her of the visit by these
two same persons., At about 8,00 p.m. the two per-
sons again came to the house. This time my mother
was present, They spoke to my mother (A53. I do
not know what conversation toox place or what hap-
pened, because I left my mother (A5)with them and
went upstairs to play. At about 9,00 p.m. my
mother (A5) came upstairs, and I presume they must
have left by then. I did not ask my mother (A5)
what took place. I do not know anything further
than this. I can identify the two persons.

This is all I have to say.
By me,

This statement is to be signed, timed and dat-
ed by both the Recording Officer and the Interpret-
er. Resumed statements must also be signed, timed
and dated and the witness rewarned.

Sd: Y.B. Wong
(Y.B. WONG ).
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D.1. - COPY OF REPORT No.13983 CT.

POLICE STATION AT WHICH REPORTED: Central Police
Station.

BY WHOM RECORDED:  Self
DATE AND TIME REPORTED: 9,40 p.m. 13.8.56
BY WITO0M RWPORTID: Wong Yuen Bong

SEX: lale AGE: 25 yrs. NRIC. No: W/C

RACE: Cantonese LANGUAGE: English  OCCUPATION:
Police Inspt.

10  ADDuESS: C/o Corrupt. Pract. Inv. Bureau.
BRIEF DETATLS:~

I obtained information that Madam MARY
NG had taken a gratification, for the exercise
of personal influence with a Public Servant.
Acting on the instructions of D.P.P.I arrest-—
ed her at 111-B Tiong Bahru Road at about 0800
hrs, on 13th August 1956 under Section 163 of
the Penal Code.

Sgd. (Y.B. WONG)

Certified true copy of Report No.13983 (CT.
20 entered in a book kept under Sec.114(3)
of the Criminal Procedure Code,

od : Gurdial Singh
Officer~in~-Charge, “A" Division,
Central Police Station,
Singapore.

Checked by me:

Sd: Chua Cho Phong
(CHUL CHO PHONG)
Senior Crime Clerk,
50 "AM Division,
28th August 1956,
Copied by me:
Sd: Ng Hee Fee
(NG HEE FEE)
28th August 1956,
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D.2, -~ COPY OF REPORT NO. 13984 CT:

POLICE STATION AT WHICH REPORTED: Central Police

Station
BY WHOM RECORDED: Self
DATE AND TIME REPORTED: 9,45 p.m. 1%. 8,56
BY WHOM REPORTED: Fong Ying Loong
SEX: Male AGE: 27 yrs. NRIC. No. W/C.
RACE: ‘Cantonese TANGUAGE: ZEnglish
OCCUPATION:  Police
ADDRESS: c¢/o Corrupt. Pract. Inv. Bureau.
BRIEF DETAILS:-
In connection with Report No., "A" 13983,
my enquiries show that KOK MIN YIN abetted

the said Madam Mary Ng in an offence wunder
Sec.163 of the Penal Code.

I arrested the said KOX MIN YIN at 0815
hrg, on 13th August 1956 at No. 70-C, Boon
Tiong Rd.

Sgd: IN ENGLISH

Certified true copy of Report No.13984 CT:
entered in a book kept under Sec.1l14(3)
of the Criminal Procedure Code Ordinance
13/55.

8d: 2
f., 0fficer-in-Charge, "A" Division,
Central Police Station,
Singapore.

Copied by me: . Checked by me:
Sd: Wong Tieng Sang Sd: Chua Cho Phong
(WONG TIENG SANG) (CHUA CHO PHONG)
21st August 1956. Senior Crime Clerk,

"AY Division
21st August 1956.
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D.3., =~ STATEMENT OF MARY NG.

I first came to know Mr. and Mrs.Colebourn in
the Royal Singapore Flying Club in or about 1953.1
have been to a party at their home on one occasion
and have on severil occasions been in the same
group as themselves at the Flying Club.

The photograph of Mr, Colebourn with his arm
round me was a picture taken at the Flying Club
during a function there, On this occasion, Mrs.
Colebourn was also present.

I can say that I was on terms of familiarity
with both lr. and Mrs. Colebourn but it would not
be true to say that I was on terms of intimacy with
both or either of them,

The prosecution alleges that sometime around
the 26th of Tebruary of this year Mr. Kok Min Yin,
at my request earlier contacted Mr., Hou Say Lian
and brought him to my house together with Mr,Liang
San Han in order that I would be able to extract
money from Mr. Hou by representing to him that I
could influence the 4th Court Magistrate Mr,
Colebourn to acquit him on the charge that was pre-
ferred against him.

I deny this allegation entirely.

Sometime earlier than the 26th I happened to
be outside my flat in the company of Mr, Chew Tee
Chye when a person who I know now as lir. Kok MNin
Yin greeted Mr. Chew. They had a few words and
then Mr., Chew introduced me to Mr, Kok Min Yin as
his Insurance Agent.

After that date Mr., Kok Min Yin had been to
my flat on a few occasions on the pretext +that he
had 2 or 3 prospective insurance cases which he
would introduce to me. I arranged with him that he
would be entitled to half of any.commission that I
would receilve,

He had also after the first occasion attempt-
ed to borrow the sum of £500/- from me which I re-
fused.

On my radiogram in the hall there was a photo-
graph displayed of Mr. Colebourn with his arm a-
round me. Besides this picture, there were also
other photographs of me with other members of the
Flying Club.

This photograph disappeared after one of Mr.
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Kok's visit to my house., I can now surmise how it
comes to be an exhibit in this case,

T have never denied as was evidenced from my
Counsel's cross—examination of the prosecution
witnesses that Mr., Hou Say Lian together with Mr.
Kok Min Yin and Mr., Lidng came to see me at mny
house on a date towards the latter part of TIFebru-
ary 1956. I however do deny that they came on more
than one occasion.

At the time when they came, I was ‘talking to
2 persons, Messrs, Pek Boon Lian and Tan Kay Seng,
who had come to see me on business. I introduced
these 2 persons to Messrs, Kok, Hou and Liang.When
Mr. Kok told me that their business was of a pri-
vate and confidential nature, these 2 persons then
left the hall and went on to the verandah.

Their purpose in coming to see me was to ob-
tain my assistance that I would contact Mr.
Colebourn to oObtain the acquittal of Mr. Hou Say
Tian. When they arrived I was under the impress-
ion that these were 2 of the 3 prospects that MNr,
Kok had spoken to me about previously. Mr.Kok was
the first person to approach the subject and after
that both Messrs. Hou and Liang also asked me to
assist,

I replied that I was in no position +to do so

and that it was very wrong of them to have come to
see me on a matter of this nature.

Mr, Kok still endeavoured to persuade me and
Mr, Hou also added his entreaties supported by Mr.
Liang.

After sometime I became angry and insisted in
a loud voice that I could not do so and that I
hoped Mr. Hou would be convicted and heavily pun-
ished.

They then left and that was the last I heard
of Mr, Hou's case,

Sd: MARY NG.
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D.5. -~ GSUPPIEMENTARY STATEMENT OF MARY NG.

I wish to add an explanatory note to the first
part of ny written statement put.in by me on the
8th October, 1956,

On the point of "INFLUENCE",I believe I could
induce Mr. Colebceiirn to show favour to the Com-~
plainant, Hou Say Lian, but there was never any
question of my so inducing him in this or in any
other case,

Dated this 9th day of October, 1956.

S5d: MARY NG.
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