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PROTECT AND SAFEGUARD SINGAPORE COMPANIES AGAINST SHORT-

SELLING COMPANIES LIKE HINDENBURG REPORT 

1 Mr Yip Hon Weng asked the Prime Minister (a) how are Singapore companies 

protected against short-selling companies like Hindenburg Report which earn money by 

betting on stocks falling especially when such reports may not be true; and (b) what 

safeguards do Singapore investment companies have against such short sellers 

undermining their assets. 

Mr Tharman Shanmugaratnam (for the Prime Minister): Transparency, in the 

form of accurate, clear, and timely communication, is the best defence for a listed 

company that is the subject of a short-seller report. The Singapore Exchange (SGX) has a 

set of published guidance on what listed companies should do when faced with adverse 

reports or rumours.1 Listed companies must provide, as soon as possible, a full response 

to such reports to enable stakeholders to make informed decisions. If more time is needed 

to issue a response, the company can request for a trading halt of its shares on the SGX. 

 The Monetary Authority of Singapore's (MAS) regulatory framework aims to protect 

the interests of investors and the integrity of our markets, rather than the fund 

management or investment companies. To this end, SGX RegCo and MAS will closely 

examine both the short-seller report and the company's response. 

(a) SGX RegCo may issue public queries to prompt the relevant company to provide

all material information to address the issues raised in the short-seller report. It may also 

order an independent review if there are areas of concern. Where there is evidence of 

potential breaches of SGX's Listing Rules by the company, SGX RegCo will launch an 

investigation and take the necessary disciplinary action. 

(b) The short-seller report will also be reviewed and share trading will be closely

monitored for signs of irregularities. MAS and the Commercial Affairs Department will 

step in to investigate if there are grounds to suspect that market misconduct has occurred. 
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 To protect the investments that are managed by fund managers, MAS expects the 

managers to have robust processes to manage portfolio investment risks. These processes 

include setting appropriate limits to manage the risks of their portfolios. They must also 

actively monitor their investment portfolios to enable them to respond expediently to 

adverse and sudden changes in market conditions. 

Note(s) to Question No(s) 1:

1 SGX Regulator's Column, Focus on clarity and transparency crucial for companies under siege, 20 August 

2015, accessible at: https://www.sgxgroup.com/media-centre/20150820-focus-clarity-and-transparency-crucial-

companies-under-siege.

Back to Contents 

ACCURACY OF E-BOOK'S REPRESENTATION OF THE SIGNING OF MR 

LEE KUAN YEW'S LAST WILL 

2 Mr Zhulkarnain Abdul Rahim asked the Senior Minister and Coordinating 

Minister for National Security whether an e-book, "The Battle Over Lee Kuan Yew's Last 

Will", accurately represents the circumstances surrounding the signing of Mr Lee Kuan 

Yew's last will, as found by the Disciplinary Tribunal and the Court of Three Judges in 

disciplinary proceedings against Mrs Lee Suet Fern, where she was found guilty of 

professional misconduct. 

Mr Teo Chee Hean: Many Singaporeans would prefer to put behind us questions 

about Mr Lee Kuan Yew's (Mr LKY) Last Will. 

 But there are continuing efforts to rewrite the facts. The e-book by Mr Sudhir 

Thomas Vadaketh (Mr Thomas), "The Battle Over Lee Kuan Yew's Last Will", published 

not long ago in July 2022, is one such example.1 

 Mr Thomas claims to have spent a year scrutinising the evidence to shine a light on 

the events. However, the book is not credible, as it totally ignores the facts and findings 

which had been established, after an objective and thorough examination of the case, by 
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the Court of Three Judges (C3J)2 in November 2020 and a Disciplinary Tribunal (DT) in 

February 2020.3 

The C3J and the DT found that Mr Lee Hsien Yang (Mr LHY) and Mrs Lee Suet 

Fern (Mrs LSF): 

(a) misled Mr LKY in the context of the Last Will's execution; and

(b) lied under oath.

 On the first point, the C3J and the DT concluded that Mrs LSF was guilty of 

misconduct. She "focused primarily on what her husband wanted done", and "worked 

together with Mr LHY, with a singular purpose, of getting [Mr LKY] to execute the Last 

Will quickly".4 Mr LKY "ended up signing a document which was in fact not that which 

he had indicated he wished to sign".5 The C3J suspended Mrs LSF from practising as a 

lawyer for 15 months. This is quite a serious penalty. 

 On the second point, the DT said that Mr LHY and Mrs LSF had presented "an 

elaborate edifice of lies … both on oath … and through their public and other statements, 

(which were referred to/relied upon during the Disciplinary Proceedings). The Affidavits 

were contrived to present a false picture. Several of the lies were quite blatant."6 The C3J 

also found that Mr LHY and Mrs LSF had lied under oath. 

 A summary of the relevant findings and quotes from the judgments, on both these 

points, are provided in Annex A. A timeline of the events relating to the execution of the 

Last Will is provided in Annex B. 

 Mr Thomas ignores these findings by the C3J and the DT, and the admissions made 

by Mr LHY and Mrs LSF. 

 He comes to the surprising conclusion that the judgments clear Mrs LSF and Mr 

LHY of "all suspicion of improper motives or manipulations".7 

 It is clear that the assertions in his book are calculated to mislead, as they are 

completely at odds with the findings and conclusions of the C3J and the DT. 
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 Some of the inaccurate statements in the book are set out in Annex C and contrasted 

with the facts. 

 As mentioned above, the C3J and the DT found that Mrs LSF and Mr LHY had lied 

under oath. This is a serious matter. 

 I understand that the Police have commenced investigations into Mrs LSF and Mr 

LHY for potential offences of giving false evidence in judicial proceedings. 

 As part of the investigations, the Police requested an interview with Mrs LSF and Mr 

LHY. They initially agreed to attend the police interview. 

 However, Mrs LSF and Mr LHY later had a change of heart and refused to attend. 

Their refusal is disappointing. 

 (a) The Police have advised them to reconsider participating in investigations, but 

they have since left Singapore, and remain out of the country. 

 (b) The Police have also informed them that the necessary steps would be taken to 

complete the investigations in their absence. 

 Their refusal to participate raises questions. 

 (a) If they maintain their innocence, the investigation will give them the chance to 

vindicate themselves. 

 (b) They should participate, take the full opportunity to give their side of the story, 

and clear their names. 
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As the investigations are ongoing, I will not say more at this juncture. 

Note(s) to Question No(s) 2: 

1 Published on 29 July 2022. 

2 Law Society of Singapore v Lee Suet Fern (alias Lim Suet Fern) [2020] 5 SLR 1151. 

3 The Law Society of Singapore v Lee Suet Fern (Lim Suet Fern) [2020] SGDT 1 (“DT Report”). 

4 C3J at [153]; DT Report at [531]. 

5 C3J at [161]. 

6 DT Report at [617]. 

7 See pp 11 and 40 of the e-book. 

Back to Contents 

FRONTLINE POLICE OFFICERS TRAINED TO IDENTIFY AND HANDLE 

PERSONS WITH MENTAL HEALTH CHALLENGES 

 

3 Mr Leon Perera asked the Minister for Home Affairs (a) what is the number of 

frontline police officers trained to identify and handle persons with mental health 

challenges; (b) what are the indicators used to measure the effectiveness of such training; 

(c) whether refresher courses are regularly conducted; and (d) whether the internal 

Standard Operating Procedures guiding officers to deal with such persons are based on 

internationally recognised diagnostic guidelines such as the Diagnostic and Statistical 

Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM -5). 

Mr K Shanmugam: Frontline police officers are trained to manage different 

situations, including how to identify and handle persons with mental health conditions. 

More than 3,000 of them have also benefited from the mental health awareness course 

offered by the Agency for Integrated Care. They undergo assessments and/or discussions 

to evaluate their competencies. 

 The Police's internal Standard Operating Procedures do not contain diagnostic 

guidelines. Frontline police officers are not trained nor expected to make any formal 

diagnosis of mental health conditions. Instead, they look out for signs of mental health 
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conditions, and may then consult or refer individuals with suicidal tendencies to the 

Institute of Mental Health's crisis response team for professional assessment. 

Back to Contents 

CAUSE OF HARDWARE FAILURE LEADING TO BREAKDOWN OF STATE 

COURTS' ONLINE CASE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

 

4 Mr Zhulkarnain Abdul Rahim asked the Minister for Law what is the cause 

behind the hardware failure which led to the breakdown of the State Courts' online case 

management system for more than two days and what are the steps taken to ensure that 

such issues do not recur again. 

Mr K Shanmugam: Based on the information provided by the State Courts, which 

manages the State Courts' Integrated Case Management System (ICMS), the disruption to 

the ICMS in February 2023 was caused by a hardware failure at the centralised hosting 

centre for ICMS servers, which resulted in database errors. The database was eventually 

fully recovered, with no data loss. 

 The State Courts are still investigating the incident. Once investigations have been 

completed, the State Courts will take steps to address the root causes. The State Courts 

are also pursuing various improvements to minimise the risk of future disruptions. 

Back to Contents 

PERCENTAGE OF NEW ADMISSIONS TO REMAND HOMES AND PLACES 

OF DETENTION WHO LIVE IN PUBLIC RENTAL FLATS 

 

5 Mr Louis Ng Kok Kwang asked the Minister for Social and Family Development 

for each year in the past five years, of the new admissions to (i) remand homes and (ii) 

places of detention (a) what percentage of these children live in public rental flats; and 

(b) whether the Ministry intends to collect this data if such data is unavailable. 

Mr Masagos Zulkifli B M M: MSF Youth Homes (Singapore Boys' Home and 

Singapore Girls' Home) serve as a remand home and a place of detention for children and 
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young persons (CYPs). On average, about 28% of the newly admitted CYPs between 

2018 and 2022 lived in public rental flats. 

Back to Contents 

DATA ON PROBATION PERIOD IMPOSED ON CHILDREN AND YOUNG 

PERSONS WHO COMMIT OFFENCES 

6 Mr Louis Ng Kok Kwang asked the Minister for Social and Family Development 

for each of the past five years (a) what is the average and median length of probation 

imposed on children and young persons (CYPs) who commit offences; (b) what is the 

number and percentage of CYPs who reoffend while on probation; and (c) what are the 

top three offences for which probation is imposed on CYPs. 

Mr Masagos Zulkifli B M M: Probation is a community rehabilitation order that 

requires an offender below 16 years old to be supervised by a Probation Officer for a 

period of between six months and three years. 

 From 2018 to 2022, the median length of probation orders was 21 months, and the 

top three offences were theft, voluntarily causing hurt, and housebreaking. 

 Over the same period, around 9.5% (or seven) of youth probationers reoffended 

while on probation and had their orders revoked. 

Back to Contents 

ENHANCE PENALTIES FOR SUPPLIERS OF E-CIGARETTES TO BETTER 

DETER SALE OF SUCH ITEMS 

7 Mr Yip Hon Weng asked the Minister for Health whether the Ministry will 

consider enhancing the penalties for suppliers of e-cigarettes to better deter the sales of 

such items in Singapore. 

Mr Ong Ye Kung: Under the Tobacco (Control of Advertisements and Sale) Act, 

any person who is convicted of selling, offering for sale, possessing for sale, importing or 

distributing e-vaporisers, is liable to a fine not exceeding $10,000 or to imprisonment for 
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up to six months or to both for the first offence, and to a fine not exceeding $20,000 or to 

imprisonment for up to 12 months or to both, for the second or subsequent offence. 

 The Ministry of Health is closely monitoring the trends of e-vaporiser use and 

holistically reviewing the strategy against vaping, including legislated penalties, 

enforcement, deterrent and education measures, to reduce both demand and supply of e-

vaporisers. We will continue to work with our partner agencies to curb and prevent e-

vaporiser use. 

Back to Contents 

NUMBER OF ORDERS ISSUED AGAINST OFFENDERS IN ANIMAL 

CRUELTY CASES TO DISQUALIFY THEM FROM OWNING ANY ANIMALS 
 

8 Mr Louis Ng Kok Kwang asked the Minister for National Development in each 

year for the past five years (a) how many orders have been issued against offenders in 

animal cruelty cases disqualifying them from owning any animal; and (b) what is the 

average and median length of the disqualification orders issued. 

Mr Desmond Lee: The number of disqualification orders issued against animal 

cruelty offenders from 2018 to 2022 and the breakdown of the disqualification period are 

shown in Table 1. 
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EXPERIENCES OF RESIDENTS LIVING IN INTEGRATED BLOCKS WITH 

BOTH RENTAL AND SOLD UNITS AND EFFORTS TO PROMOTE 

INTEGRATION BETWEEN THESE RESIDENTS 

9 Mr Louis Ng Kok Kwang asked the Minister for National Development (a) what 

are the lessons learnt from the experiences of residents currently living in integrated 

blocks with both rental and sold units in promoting integration; (b) what steps have been 

or will be taken to promote integration between residents of purchased and rental flats 

living in the same blocks; and (c) what are the Ministry's plans in respect of existing 

blocks of exclusively rental flats. 

Mr Desmond Lee: The Ministry of National Development (MND) has 

commissioned a study on the lived experience of residents in blocks which have both 

BTO flats and rental flats on the same floor. The study is still ongoing, but the early 

findings are that: 
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 (a) Residents are more likely to form ties with neighbours living on the same floor 

than with others living further away, and building sold and rental flats on the same floors 

has brought about interactions and ties between owners and tenants; 

 (b) Block designs that minimised visible differences between sold and rental flats 

better facilitated interactions and ties; 

 (c) Shared amenities such as playgrounds are important for social interactions; and 

 (d) Social activities organised by the community are also important, and a critical 

factor is to treat everyone as equal participants and not differentiate between tenants and 

owners. 

 The findings thus far are encouraging and reaffirm that mixed blocks are important 

for inclusive public housing. We have launched a total of 20 mixed blocks, of which 

three are completed and 17 are under construction. 

 The findings will also inform the design of future mixed blocks. For example, we 

plan to continue building mixed blocks with sold and rental flats on the same floor, and 

minimise differences in the external appearance of units. That said, blocks with only 

rental flats still have a place in our housing estates, as they facilitate social service 

delivery to rental households. 

Back to Contents 

EFFORTS TO DOCUMENT GOLDEN MILE COMPLEX GIVEN ITS 

HISTORIC ROLE AS HIGH-RISE APARTMENT LIVING AND TRANSIT 

POINT FOR BUS TO MALAYSIA 

10 Mr Leon Perera asked the Minister for National Development regarding the 

conservation of Golden Mile Complex, whether action will be taken to document its 

intangible heritage given its historic role as an early example of high-rise apartment 

living and as a transit point for bus links to Malaysia. 

Mr Desmond Lee: Golden Mile Complex has been the subject of various heritage 

documentation efforts. For example, the National University of Singapore, supported by 
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the National Heritage Board, had completed a research study in 2021 on post-

independence buildings in Singapore, which included interviews with Golden Mile 

Complex's tenants, visitors and residents on its intangible heritage. In addition, several 

members of public have documented their experiences at Golden Mile Complex on their 

own initiative, capturing the building's history through books, videos, blogs, and media 

articles. 

Back to Contents 

PROPORTION OF RESALE HDB FLAT BUYERS WHO ARE UPGRADERS 

AND DOWNGRADERS FROM LARGER HDB FLATS 

11 Ms Mariam Jaafar asked the Minister for National Development what proportion 

of resale HDB flat buyers are (i) upgraders and (ii) downgraders from larger HDB flats 

respectively. 

Mr Desmond Lee: From 2020 to 2022, about 19% of resale flat buyers bought a 

larger flat, and about 15% of resale flat buyers bought a smaller flat, within three years of 

disposing of their previous flat. 

Back to Contents 

APPEALS FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL VOUCHERS AND 

STEPS TO ENSURE APPEALS ARE GENUINE 

12 Mr Zhulkarnain Abdul Rahim asked the Minister for Culture, Community and 

Youth how are appeals for eligibility of Community Development Council vouchers 

processed and what are the steps to ensure that the reasons for such appeals are genuine, 

particularly those whose residential premises are leased out. 

Mr Edwin Tong Chun Fai: Every Singaporean household can claim $300 CDC 

Vouchers in 2023. This is part of the enhanced support under the Assurance Package to 

help cushion the impact of additional Goods & Services Tax (GST) for Singaporean 

households and the $1.5 billion Support Package announced in October 2022. 
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 Some Singaporean households might be unable to claim their CDC vouchers for a 

variety of reasons. This could happen for example, when more than one Singaporean 

household resides in the same address. In such cases, the relevant household that has yet 

to claim their vouchers may make an appeal at any community centre/club. 

 Households making appeals will have to provide supporting documents to show 

proof of household for assessment, for example tenancy agreement, marriage certificate, 

and key collection letters from the Housing & Development Board. In general, appeals 

will be approved as long as the applicant is from a different household and has not 

claimed the CDC vouchers 2023 before. 

Back to Contents 

REPORTS ON FORGERY OF IN-PRINCIPLE APPROVAL LETTERS FOR 

EMPLOYMENT PURPOSES IN PAST FIVE YEARS 

13 Mr Louis Ng Kok Kwang asked the Minister for Manpower for each year in the 

past five years, how many employers have been (i) investigated (ii) convicted and (iii) 

issued stern warnings for forging in-principle approval letters for employment purposes. 

Dr Tan See Leng: From 2018 to 2022, the Ministry of Manpower (MOM) received a 

total of 70 reports on forgery of in-principle approval (IPA) letters. 

 The perpetrators of these forged IPA letters are typically overseas agents who are 

beyond our enforcement reach. The employers in Singapore and local employment 

agencies were able to show that they had sent the original IPA letter overseas. However, 

the overseas agent would amend key employment terms, e.g., salary, before handing the 

forged IPA letter over to the migrant worker. Over this period, one employer was 

convicted for forging the IPA letter. 

Back to Contents 

Office of the Clerk of Parliament 

Singapore, 2 March 2023 
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(1) Mrs LSF and Mr LHY misled Mr LKY in the context of the Last Will’s 
execution 

1. On the first point, that Mrs LSF and Mr LHY misled Mr LKY in the context of the
Last Will’s execution, this is what the C3J and the DT found.

a. Four days before signing his Last Will, Mr LKY had discussed and agreed
with his long-time lawyer, Ms Kwa Kim Li (“Ms KKL”), that he only wanted
to make two changes to his penultimate will (the Sixth Will), via a codicil.
Mr LKY did not discuss reinstating the Demolition Clause,1 which he had
removed from his Fifth and Sixth Wills.

i. The C3J said “there had been no discussions about replacing the
Sixth Will with another will, nor about reinstating either the First Will
as a whole or the Demolition Clause in particular”.2

b. Ms KKL was later removed from discussions with Mr LKY on the Last Will
by Mr LHY and Mrs LSF.

i. The DT said that Ms KKL was “cut out of the discussions” by Mr LHY
and Mrs LSF, and they “persuaded [Mr LKY] to sign the draft Last
Will, without Ms KKL”.3

ii. The C3J found this “disturbing” and “troubling”.4 It rejected Mr LHY’s
explanation that Ms KKL was uncontactable, and Mrs LSF’s
evidence that Mr LKY was anxious to sign the Last Will.5

c. Having removed Ms KKL from the picture, Mr LHY and Mrs LSF worked
together to procure the execution of the Last Will with “unseemly haste”6 –
in just 16 hours, over one night, they got Mr LKY to sign it.7 A timeline of
events is in Annex B.

d. At the time, Mr LKY was 90 years old, very frail and in poor health, having
recently been hospitalised for several weeks with serious medical
conditions.8

1 C3J at [11]; DT Report at [605(c)].  
2 C3J at [11].  
3 DT Report at [605(f)].  
4 C3J at [110] and [111].  
5 C3J at [111].  
6 C3J at [150]. 
7 DT Report at [365] and [605(e)].  
8 C3J at [7]; DT Report at [607] and [609]. 

ANNEX A:  
SUMMARY OF RELEVANT FINDINGS  

AND QUOTES FROM THE JUDGMENTS 

Annex A to Q2
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e. Mr LHY – 
 

i. Stood to gain an increased share under the Last Will. 
 

ii. The C3J found that he was “evidently keen to rush” its execution.9 
 

f. Mrs LSF –   
 
i. Knew that her husband was a significant beneficiary under the 

Last Will, but did not intervene and stop him.  
 

• The C3J said that, as a solicitor, this would have been “the only 
proper course” for her to take.10 There was “simply no other 
reasonable way to see the situation”.11 

 
ii. However, Mrs LSF “simply focused on doing what Mr LHY wanted 

her to do without considering [Mr LKY’s] interest at all”.12 The C3J 
described this as “a grave failure on her part even in the absence of 
an implied retainer”.13 
 

iii. Mrs LSF’s explanation was that she was following her husband’s 
instructions as an “obedient wife”. 14 

 

• However, as the DT said, this explanation “show[ed] her mindset” 
at the time – she was “focused primarily on what her husband 
wanted done”.15  
 

• The C3J agreed, and also echoed the DT that Mrs LSF had 
“worked together with Mr LHY, with a singular purpose, of getting 
[Mr LKY] to execute the Last Will quickly”.16  

 

iv. Mrs LSF did not tell Mr LKY that “the Demolition Clause (which had 
been removed in the Penultimate Will) had been reinserted in the 
draft Last Will that she sent to [him]”.17 
 

• As the DT found, Mrs LSF “did not advise [Mr LKY] on the 
differences between the draft Last Will that she gave him, and [Mr 
LKY’s] Sixth (or Penultimate) Will. He was not advised that the 
draft Last Will … [i]nserted a Demolition Clause (which was not in 
the Penultimate Will) – even though three days earlier, [Mr LKY] 

 
9 C3J at [149(h)].  
10 C3J at [143].  
11 C3J at [143].  
12 C3J at [153].  
13 C3J at [153].  
14 DT Report at [531].  
15 DT Report at [531].  
16 C3J at [153].  
17 DT Report at [538].  
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was not going to have such a clause … [Mrs LSF] did not alert 
[Mr LKY] to any of these changes”. 18 
 

v. In fact, the C3J found that Mrs LSF falsely represented to Mr LKY 
that the draft Last Will which she sent to him was the same as his 
First Will.19  
 

• As the C3J made clear, “she was in no position to make any 
representation to the effect that the Draft Last Will was the same 
as the actual version of the First Will, given that the executed 
version of the First Will was never in her hands. Despite this, she 
did make such a representation, which was in fact false”.20 
 

• Mrs LSF did not dispute that this was false.21  
 

vi. This is serious. Mrs LSF misled her own father-in-law, an old man. 
Her counsel attempted to downplay this, by suggesting that Mr LKY 
could recall the contents of his previous wills from memory.22 
However: 

 

• Mr LKY was 90 years old at the time. He had recently been 
hospitalised for several weeks, with serious medical conditions. 

 

• He was sent a draft of the Last Will by Mrs LSF, who had told him 
it was identical to his First Will. As the C3J said, Mrs LSF was 
“effectively assuring” Mr LKY that “the requisite due diligence 
checks” had been done.23  

 

• When Mr LKY signed the Last Will, he did not have before him 
the First Will,24 which was made more than two years ago.  

 

• In these circumstances, does one expect Mr LKY to trust his 
daughter-in-law or, as her counsel suggested, recall from memory 
the contents of his First Will?  

 

• Ultimately, Mrs LSF’s counsel’s suggestion was firmly rejected by 
the C3J, which admonished counsel for making suggestions that 
were “simply fanciful”.25  

 

• As the C3J said: 
 

 
18 DT Report at [605(j)] and [605(k)].  
19 C3J at [103]; DT Report at [605(i)].  
20 C3J at [103].  
21 DT Report at [605(i)].  
22 C3J at [117].  
23 C3J at [114].  
24 C3J at [116].  
25 C3J at [117].  
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“[I]t is idle, if not misleading, to suggest that [Mr LKY] would have 
known whether or not [the Draft Last Will] was a true and faithful 
reproduction of the First Will. In truth, he was not in a position to 
compare it with the First Will to check whether there were any 
differences between them, and if there were, to consider whether 
any of the differences were material to him. … [Mr LKY] could not 
possibly have been expected to recall from memory the contents 
of the First Will.” 26 

• The DT was also firm on this point, saying that:

“[I]t is no answer to say that [Mr LKY] read through the Last Will. 
He was given a document and given false assurances about it. 
He trusted [Mrs LSF]. He read it, and signed it. But was he aware 
that this Will was very different from what he had discussed with 
Ms KKL just four days earlier? Did he remember, for example, 
that four days earlier, he had not wanted to include the Demolition 
Clause? Did he, for example, remember that the Penultimate Will 
did not have the Demolition Clause?”27 

• These are clear statements by the C3J and the DT. Yet, the
somewhat surprising suggestion by Mrs LSF’s counsel continues
to be repeated by some.

vii. And after the Last Will was signed, the C3J said it was “objectionable”
that Mrs LSF “did not apprise [Ms KKL] fully and frankly of all that had
transpired”.28 The C3J found that Mrs LSF had simply sent Ms KKL
an “innocuous” quick note, which “did not include any of the e-mails
from which [Ms KKL] had been excluded”, and “removed any sign for
any cause for concern on [Ms KKL’s] part”.29

g. In the end, as the C3J said, Mr LKY “ended up signing a document which
was in fact not that which he had indicated he wished to sign”.30 He signed
the Last Will “without being aware that it was in fact not the First Will which
he had evidently expressed a wish to re-execute”.31

2. Pulling the threads together, this is how the judgments summed up Mr LHY and
Mrs LSF’s conduct in the preparation and execution of the Last Will.

a. The C3J said that:

“In this case, [Mrs LSF] not only failed to act with prudence, but in fact acted 
with complete disregard for the interests of [Mr LKY], and failed at all stages 
to alert him to the fact that the representations which she had made about 

26 C3J at [116]–[117].  
27 DT Report at [561]. 
28 C3J at [149(g)].  
29 C3J at [124], [126(e)] and [147]. 
30 C3J at [161].  
31 C3J at [154]. 
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the Draft Last Will and which he was relying on were unverified. In those 
circumstances, [Mrs LSF’s] failure to put a stop to her husband’s efforts to 
procure the execution of the Last Will with unseemly haste can only be 
described as improper and unacceptable. To put it at its highest for 
[Mrs LSF], she blindly followed the directions of her husband, a significant 
beneficiary under the very will whose execution she helped to rush 
through.”32 

b. As for the DT, it said:

“The facts expose an unsavoury tale. [Mrs LSF] and Mr LHY … persuaded 
their aged father-in-law/father, [Mr LKY] (then a 90-year-old man in poor 
health, who had recently been hospitalised for several weeks, with serious 
medical conditions), to sign a new Will without his usual lawyer (Ms KKL), 
to advise him. They cut off that lawyer (Ms KKL) from communications with 
[Mr LKY] on the Last Will, and rushed through the execution of the Last Will, 
in her absence. … The Will that [Mr LKY] signed was very different from 
both the Penultimate Will, and the proposed Codicil (that Mr Lee had 
discussed and agreed with Ms KKL … four days before he signed the Last 
Will prepared by [Mrs LSF]). [Mrs LSF] gave the briefest of advice to 
[Mr LKY], and did not alert [Mr LKY] to all the differences between what 
[Mr LKY] had earlier wanted and what the Last Will actually provided for.”33 

“[Mr LKY], who was very frail and in poor health, was misled by the very 
people whom he trusted: his son, Mr LHY, and daughter-in-law, 
[Mrs LSF].”34 

3. Ultimately, the C3J and the DT concluded that Mrs LSF was guilty of
misconduct. The C3J suspended her from practising as a lawyer for 15 months.
This is quite a serious penalty.

4. Table 1 below reproduces relevant quotes from the judgments, on the findings
made in relation to the first point, viz, that Mrs LSF and Mr LHY misled Mr LKY
in the context of the Last Will’s execution.

32 C3J at [150].  
33 DT Report at [607]. 
34 DT Report at [609]. 
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Table 1: Quotes from the Judgments on Mrs LSF and Mr LHY misleading Mr LKY in the context of the Last Will’s execution 

C3J Judgment DT Report 

• They cut Ms KKL out of discussions with Mr LKY on the Last Will

[110]:   What happened next is disturbing and critically 
important. At 7.31pm on 16 December 2013, Mr LHY sent the 
Testator an email which was copied to the Respondent and Ms 
Wong, but which simultaneously removed Ms Kwa from the list 
of addressees …  

[111]:   We find several aspects of this email troubling. First, Mr 
LHY could not have known at that stage that the Testator would agree 
to the exclusion of Ms Kwa … Second, Mr LHY said that he “[didn’t] 
think it [was] wise to wait till [Ms Kwa was] back” before executing the 
Last Will. However, it does not appear that Mr LHY had checked with 
anyone when Ms Kwa would be contactable or when she would be 
back. In fact, the evidence shows that Ms Kwa was very much 
contactable … Third, it is unclear why Mr LHY thought it was unwise 
for the Testator to wait for Ms Kwa to be back before he executed the 
Last Will. As to this, the Respondent testified that the Testator was in 
a rush to execute the Last Will because he “had a strong sense of his 
own mortality … and … was anxious to put his affairs in order”. But, 
this is contradicted by the objective evidence, which shows that the 
Testator had been perfectly content to engage in discussions with Ms 

[414]:   The Respondent and Mr LHY excluded Ms KKL from all the 
correspondence . They gave no coherent explanation as to why they 
excluded Ms KKL, if they had genuinely regarded her as Mr Lee's 
lawyer. 

[416]:   Mr LHY excluded Ms KKL's involvement and proceeded 
quickly with the execution of the Last Will, without giving Ms KKL a 
reasonable opportunity to respond. The Respondent and Mr LHY 
knew that Ms KKL might be out of Singapore, and proceeded on that 
basis.  

[605(f)]: … The Respondent and Mr LHY knew that Ms KKL was 
away. Mr LHY told Mr Lee that he should not wait for Ms KKL to 
settle the new Will. The Respondent was on that email. They 
persuaded Mr Lee to sign the draft Last Will, without Ms KKL. 
Mr LHY told Mr Lee that the Respondent's firm, Stanford [sic] Law, 
could handle the matter. Mr LHY removed Ms KKL from the email 
correspondence (after the Respondent's initial email of 7.08pm), 
even before Mr Lee agreed to use another lawyer for the Last Will. 
Ms KKL was then cut out of the discussions. 
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Kwa between 30 November 2013 and 13 December 2013 about 
changing some aspects of his Sixth Will. In all of those discussions, 
there was no intimation that the Testator had been in any particular 
rush to execute a codicil to his Sixth Will to effect the changes which 
he had in mind.  
 
[142(a)]: … [The Respondent] acquiesced in Ms Kwa being 
excluded from the arrangements pertaining to the preparation and 
execution of the Last Will … 
 
[144]: … At no point did the Respondent even seem to pause to 
reconsider the position after her husband sent the 7.31pm email. On 
the contrary, before the Testator had even responded to Mr LHY’s 
suggestion in that email to proceed with the execution of the Last 
Will without waiting for Ms Kwa to be back, the Respondent had 
already gone ahead to act on Mr LHY’s wish that the Last Will be 
executed expeditiously by making arrangements for Mr Lui to attend 
to the execution process.  
 
[145]:   The Respondent’s conduct was especially unsatisfactory 
because there was in fact no reasonable basis for concluding 
that Ms Kwa would remain uncontactable. … 
 

 
[607]:   The facts expose an unsavoury tale. The Respondent and 
Mr LHY, on 16 December 2013, persuaded their aged father-in-
law/father, Mr Lee (then a 90-year-old man in poor health, who 
had recently been hospitalised for several weeks, with serious 
medical conditions), to sign a new Will without his usual lawyer 
(Ms KKL), to advise him. They cut off that lawyer (Ms KKL) from 
communications with Mr Lee on the Last Will, and rushed 
through the execution of the Last Will, in her absence. … 

 

• They worked together to rush through the Last Will 
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[143]: … In our judgment, there is no doubt at all that the only proper 
course for the Respondent, as a solicitor, was to intervene and 
tell her husband that the execution of the Last Will could not be 
rushed through as he evidently wished. … 
 
[148]:   The Respondent also facilitated the execution of the Last 
Will in an unseemly rush, even though the Testator had not 
previously intimated that there was any particular urgency in the 
matter. Indeed, from the 7.31pm email that Mr LHY sent the Testator 
on 16 December 2013 (see [17] above), the Respondent ought to 
have been alive to the real danger that it was her husband – 
rather than the Testator – who was in a rush to have the Last Will 
executed. …  
 
[149(h)]: … [S]he was loyal to her husband, who was a significant 
beneficiary under the Last Will, and who was evidently keen to 
rush its execution. … 
 
[150]: … [T]he Respondent’s failure to put a stop to her 
husband’s efforts to procure the execution of the Last Will with 
unseemly haste can only be described as improper and 
unacceptable. … 
 
[158(b)]: … [T]here was considerable involvement on the 
Respondent’s part in seeing to the numerous details to ensure the 
expeditious execution of the Last Will.  
 

[351]:   The way the Last Will was executed is quite different from 
the way Mr Lee had handled the First Will and the way he handled 
discussions on making changes to the Penultimate Will. … The Last 
Will … was … executed very quickly. The evidence shows that 
it was the Respondent and Mr LHY who were anxious for the 
Last Will to be executed quickly and rushed it. 
 
[365]:   Based on the evidence, it was the Respondent and Mr 
LHY who proceeded with the execution of the Last Will quickly, 
while knowing that Mr Lee would not be advised by any lawyer 
except the Respondent. The Respondent worked with Mr LHY 
to expedite the signing of the Last Will, with extreme haste, 
without any other lawyer advising Mr Lee. The Last Will was signed 
within 16 hours of the Respondent's first email to Mr Lee enclosing 
the draft Last Will. 
 
[605(e)]:   The Respondent sent the draft of the Last Will to Mr Lee 
(via her email of 7.08pm on 16 December 2013). She and Mr LHY 
arranged for Mr Lee to sign the Last Will urgently, 16 hours 
later, before lunch the next day. 
 
[605(g)]:   Mr LHY and the Respondent made all the 
arrangements for the execution of the Last Will. They took steps 
to have lawyers from the Respondent's law firm, Stamford Law, 
engross and witness the Last Will for Mr Lee, hurriedly. 
 

 

• Mrs LSF followed Mr LHY’s instructions blindly,  
o in complete disregard of Mr LKY’s interests,  
o and despite knowing that Mr LHY was a significant beneficiary under the Last Will 
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[143]:   … In our judgment, there is no doubt at all that the only 
proper course for the Respondent, as a solicitor, was to 
intervene and tell her husband that the execution of the Last Will 
could not be rushed through as he evidently wished. It was also 
incumbent on the Respondent to inform her husband that if he was 
unwilling to await Ms Kwa’s response to her earlier 7.08pm e-mail, 
then she simply could not continue to be involved in the preparation 
and execution of the Last Will. She should, in any case, also have 
made it clear to the Testator that she could not be sure whether the 
Draft Last Will that she had sent him was the same as the executed 
version of the First Will which he wished to reinstate, and that because 
she could not act as his solicitor, he needed to either await Ms Kwa’s 
return or get independent advice from some other solicitor. There is 
simply no other reasonable way to see the situation … 
 
[149(c)]:   The Respondent’s actions were compounded by the fact 
that her husband was, to her knowledge, a significant beneficiary 
under the Last Will. 
 
[150]: … In this case, the Respondent not only failed to act with 
prudence, but in fact acted with complete disregard for the 
interests of the Testator, and failed at all stages to alert him to the 
fact that the representations which she had made about the Draft Last 
Will and which he was relying on were unverified. … To put it at its 
highest for the Respondent, she blindly followed the directions of 
her husband, a significant beneficiary under the very will whose 
execution she helped to rush through.  
 
[153]:   … As the DT observed at [531] of its GD, the Respondent 
“focused primarily on what her husband wanted done”, and 
“worked together with Mr LHY, with a singular purpose, of 
getting [the Testator] to execute the Last Will quickly”. In the 

[531]:   The evidence shows that the Respondent … abused her 
position to further Mr LHY's wishes that the Last Will be 
executed hurriedly … The Respondent's conduct in taking 
instructions from Mr LHY on the arrangements relating to and arising 
from the execution of the Last Will is, in the Tribunal's view, an 
aggravating factor which increases the egregiousness of her 
conduct. … The Respondent testified that she followed Mr LHY's 
directions as she was an "obedient wife". But her statement, that 
she was an "obedient wife" shows her mindset on 16 and 17 
December 2013: that she focused primarily on what her 
husband wanted done, though her duties were owed to Mr Lee. 
She worked together with Mr LHY, with a singular purpose, of 
getting Mr Lee to execute the Last Will quickly. 
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result, the checks required to ensure that the Testator achieved his 
wish of re-executing his First Will were simply not carried out. The 
Respondent’s lack of due diligence is demonstrated most clearly by 
her sending the Draft Last Will to the Testator without even checking 
whether it was the final draft of the First Will that she had in her 
possession (that draft being the Version 3 Draft) … .  In essence, the 
Respondent simply focused on doing what Mr LHY wanted her 
to do without considering the Testator’s interest at all. This is 
reinforced by the fact that after the Last Will was executed, the 
Respondent asked Mr LHY, rather than the Testator, what she should 
do with the two original copies of it. The Respondent’s failure to 
have due regard to the Testator’s interest is a grave failure on 
her part even in the absence of an implied retainer. 
 

 

• Mrs LSF did not tell Mr LKY that the Last Will reinstated the Demolition Clause 
 

[113]:   Despite the exclusion of Ms Kwa, the Respondent, a 
senior solicitor with a wealth of experience, aligned herself with 
her husband’s position that all that remained to be done was for 
the Testator to sign the Last Will before two witnesses. This was 
despite the fact that the Respondent must have known or appreciated, 
or, at the very least, must be taken to have known or appreciated, that 
had Ms Kwa been involved as the Testator had originally intended, 
there were a number of things that Ms Kwa would have had to do as 
the Testator’s solicitor … The most basic of these was verifying 
that the Testator was being presented with the document that he 
actually wished to sign, something that the Respondent must 
have known she could not be sure of, especially since she had not 
even checked whether the Draft Last Will was the final draft of the 
First Will that she had in her possession. At this stage, and in these 

[537]:   … In the Fifth and Sixth (or Penultimate) Wills, the Demolition 
Clause was removed completely. Thus, the Respondent should 
have checked with Mr Lee: did he want the Demolition Clause 
reinserted, when he had removed them from his immediately 
preceding two Wills? 
 
[538]:   The Respondent did not do this. She did not tell Mr Lee 
that the Demolition Clause (which had been removed in the 
Penultimate Will) had been reinserted in the draft Last Will that 
she sent to Mr Lee. … 
 
[605(j) and (k)]:   The Respondent did not advise Mr Lee on the 
differences between the draft Last Will that she gave him, and Mr 
Lee's Sixth (or Penultimate) Will. He was not advised that the draft 
Last Will … [i]nserted a Demolition Clause (which was not in 
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circumstances, it is simply untenable that the need for caution, 
restraint and circumspection did not strike the Respondent. … 
 

the Penultimate Will) – even though three days earlier, Mr Lee 
was not going to have such a clause; … 
 
The Respondent did not alert Mr Lee to any of these changes. … 
 

 

• Mrs LSF made false representations to Mr LKY about the Last Will 
 

[103]:   We … find that she was in no position to make any 
representation to the effect that the Draft Last Will was the same 
as the actual version of the First Will, given that the executed 
version of the First Will was never in her hands. Despite this, she 
did make such a representation, which was in fact false.  
 

[605(i)]:   The Respondent misled Mr Lee on the terms of the 
Last Will. She told him that the draft Last Will was the same as the 
First Will executed by Mr Lee in 2011. That was untrue. This is not 
in dispute. Such misleading is in breach of a solicitor's duties. 

 

• Mrs LSF did not fully and frankly update Ms KKL on what had transpired 
  

[124]:   At 1.16pm on 17 December 2013, the Respondent notified Ms 
Kwa that the Last Will had been signed (see [29] above). Notably, in 
her email to Ms Kwa, the Respondent did not include any of the 
emails from which Ms Kwa had been excluded, beginning with Mr 
LHY’s 7.31pm email the previous day, in which he said that (among 
other things) he thought it was unwise to wait for Ms Kwa to be back 
before proceeding with the execution of the Last Will. Therefore, Ms 
Kwa would not have known of the circumstances surrounding 
the execution process …  
 
[126(e)]: …[T]he Respondent … subsequently presented the fact of 
the execution of the Last Will to Ms Kwa without alerting her at all 
to the circumstances under which it had been executed. As a 
result, any cause for concern pertaining to, for example, the 
accuracy of the Respondent’s representations about the Draft Last 
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Will would not have been evident to Ms Kwa. Instead, the 
Respondent merely wrote Ms Kwa an innocuous “quick note to 
say that [the signing of the Last Will] has been dealt with 
already”, unmistakeably leaving Ms Kwa with the impression 
that there was nothing left for her to do.  

[147]:   The Respondent also did not alert Ms Kwa to the true 
circumstances surrounding the preparation and execution of the 
Last Will, and in effect, whether intentionally or otherwise, removed 
any sign for any cause for concern on Ms Kwa’s part. … As a 
result, from Ms Kwa’s perspective, there was no reason to suspect 
that anything was amiss with respect to the execution of the Last Will. 

[149(g)]:   In our judgment, the essence of what is objectionable 
about the Respondent’s actions and why they constitute misconduct 
unbefitting an advocate and solicitor despite the absence of an 
implied retainer may be summarised as follows: … (g) After the Last 
Will was executed, the Respondent did not apprise Ms Kwa fully 
and frankly of all that had transpired. … 

• Mr LKY was misled by the people whom he trusted

[130]:   It is clear from this short exchange that the Testator’s shift 
in position was initiated by Mr LHY, and not by the Respondent or 
the Testator himself. … [T]he Testator had been encouraged by Mr 
LHY to sign the Last Will without waiting for Ms Kwa to be back, 
and he did so believing the Respondent’s representation that the 
Draft Last Will was identical to the First Will, such that all that 
remained to be done was for him to sign the engrossed version of the 
draft before two witnesses. The Testator could have come to this view 
either because he did not imagine that the Respondent, as his 

[607]:   The facts expose an unsavoury tale. The Respondent 
and Mr LHY, on 16 December 2013, persuaded their aged father-
in-law/father, Mr Lee (then a 90-year-old man in poor health, 
who had recently been hospitalised for several weeks, with 
serious medical conditions), to sign a new Will without his 
usual lawyer (Ms KKL), to advise him. They cut off that lawyer 
(Ms KKL) from communications with Mr Lee on the Last Will, 
and rushed through the execution of the Last Will, in her 
absence. The Respondent took over as the lawyer to prepare 
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daughter-in-law, would have misrepresented the position to him, 
or because he considered that she had made the representation in 
her capacity as his lawyer for the preparation and execution of the 
Last Will. On balance, we prefer the former view. … Second, it seems 
to us that the Testator proceeded as he did essentially because 
Mr LHY had assured him that he could proceed in that way, and 
that the Respondent would assist with only the administrative task of 
finding witnesses for the execution of the Last Will. …  
 
[150]:   In this case, the Respondent not only failed to act with 
prudence, but in fact acted with complete disregard for the 
interests of the Testator, and failed at all stages to alert him to 
the fact that the representations which she had made about the 
Draft Last Will and which he was relying on were unverified. In 
those circumstances, the Respondent’s failure to put a stop to her 
husband’s efforts to procure the execution of the Last Will with 
unseemly haste can only be described as improper and 
unacceptable. To put it at its highest for the Respondent, she blindly 
followed the directions of her husband, a significant beneficiary 
under the very will whose execution she helped to rush through.  
 
[159(a)]:   … [T]he Testator was ultimately led by Mr LHY, with 
the Respondent’s knowledge, to rely solely on the Respondent’s 
crucial representations that the Draft Last Will was the First Will and 
could be used for execution, which representations turned out to 
be untrue.  

the Last Will and advise Mr Lee, and misled Mr Lee on the terms 
of the Last Will that he was going to sign. Mr Lee was persuaded 
into signing the Last Will within 16 hours – the Respondent sent 
a draft of the Last Will at 7.08pm on 16 December 2013 and it was 
signed at 11.10am on 17 December 2013. The Will that Mr Lee 
signed was very different from both the Penultimate Will, and the 
proposed Codicil (that Mr Lee had discussed and agreed with Ms 
KKL, on 13 December 2013, four days before he signed the Last Will 
prepared by the Respondent). The Respondent gave the briefest 
of advice to Mr Lee, and did not alert Mr Lee to all the 
differences between what Mr Lee had earlier wanted and what 
the Last Will actually provided for. 
 
[609]:   Mr Lee, who was very frail and in poor health, was misled 
by the very people whom he trusted: his son, Mr LHY, and 
daughter-in-law, the Respondent. 
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(2) Mrs LSF and Mr LHY lied under oath 
 
1. On the second point, that Mrs LSF and Mr LHY lied under oath, this is what the 

judgments found. 
 

The C3J’s conclusions 
 
2. The C3J said that:  

 
a. Mrs LSF “did act with a degree of dishonesty in the disciplinary 

proceedings”. She had sought to downplay her participation in the 
preparation and execution of the Last Will “by giving a contrived and 
ultimately untrue account of her role”.35   
 

b. The C3J also affirmed the DT’s finding that Mr LHY had made untrue 
statements under oath before the DT.36 

 
The DT’s conclusions 
 
3. The DT also made strong observations about Mrs LSF and Mr LHY’s lies and 

deceitful conduct.    
 

a. Mrs LSF –  
 

i. Was described as “a deceitful witness, who tailored her evidence to 
portray herself as an innocent victim who had been maligned”.37  
 

ii. The DT said “[t]his was a façade. She lied to the AGC and she lied 
to [the DT]. Before [the DT], she lied or became evasive whenever 
she thought that it was to her benefit to lie or evade.” 38 

 
b. Mr LHY –  

 
i. Was described as “equally deceitful”.39  

 
ii. The DT said that “[h]e lied to the public, he lied to the [Ministerial 

Committee (“MC”)], and he lied to [the DT]. He tried to hide how he 
and his wife had misled his own father, [Mr LKY], on the Last Will. He 
had no qualms about making up evidence as he went along”.40 The 
DT found him to be “cynical about telling the truth”.41 

 

 
35 C3J at [159(b)]. 
36 C3J at [101]. 
37 DT Report at [618].  
38 DT Report at [618]. 
39 DT Report at [619].  
40 DT Report at [619]. 
41 DT Report at [619].  
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iii. He sought to brush off his lies to the public, by saying that “his public
statements could be inaccurate because they are not sworn
statements, and thus he may not look at them carefully”.42

• These public statements included Facebook posts which gave the
false impression that Ms KKL had prepared the Last Will for
Mr LKY, and that Mrs LSF had no involvement in it.43

• As the DT said, these assertions were “untrue” and “dishonest”.44

Mr LHY “knew the true facts” and “admitted that some of his
statements were inaccurate”.45

• The DT dismissed his explanations, saying they were “not
credible”.46

c. The DT said that both Mr LHY and Mrs LSF –

i. “[D]emonstrated a calculated attempt to … [h]ide their wrongdoing”.47

• They had “fabricated a series of lies and inaccuracies, to
perpetuate the falsehood that Ms KKL had been involved in the
Last Will, and hide their own role in getting Mr Lee to sign the Last
Will and their wrongdoings”.48

ii. They gave explanations that “ranged from the improbable, to the
patently contrived, to the downright dishonest”.49

• Mr LHY and Mrs LSF attempted to brush off Mr LHY’s lies to the
MC, by saying that “different standards of care and precision
apply” to statements made to the MC on the one hand, and
statements made to the Court and the Stock Exchange on the
other hand. According to them, “the former are merely in the
nature of ‘optional explanations’”.50

• The DT found this explanation “surprising”, and not credible – it
had the plain effect of saying that “Mr LHY may make untrue
statements, in public and in private, whenever there is no legal
penalty for telling untruths”.51

42 DT Report at [612(b)].  
43 DT Report at [488]–[496]. 
44 DT Report at [491]. 
45 DT Report at [496]. 
46 DT Report at [496]. 
47 DT Report at [588]. 
48 DT Report at [592]. 
49 DT Report at [610]. 
50 DT Report at [233]. 
51 DT Report at [233] and [234]. 
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iii. Ultimately, the DT said that Mr LHY and Mrs LSF had presented “an 
elaborate edifice of lies … both on oath … and through their public 
and other statements, (which were referred to/relied upon during the 
Disciplinary Proceedings). The Affidavits were contrived to present a 
false picture. Several of the lies were quite blatant.”52 

 
4. Table 2 below reproduces relevant quotes from the judgments, on the findings 

made in relation to the second point, viz, that Mrs LSF and Mr LHY lied under 
oath.   

 
  

 
52 DT Report at [617]. 
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Table 2: Quotes from the Judgments on Mrs LSF and Mr LHY lying under oath 

C3J Judgment DT Report 

• Mrs LSF lied under oath

[101]: …[W]e agree with and affirm the DT’s finding that Mr LHY was 
not telling the truth when he said that he was the one who had 
forwarded the Draft Last Will to the Respondent. For the same 
reasons, we also agree with and affirm the DT’s finding that the 
Respondent’s evidence on this issue, which echoed Mr LHY’s, 
was similarly untrue and to be rejected.  

[103]:   The Respondent also claimed in her AEIC that after she 
received the Draft Last Will from Mr LHY (an assertion which we 
have just found to be untrue (see [101]–[102] above)), she did not 
even open it before forwarding it to the Testator. This was rejected 
by the DT … [W]e agree with the DT that it is implausible and 
ultimately incredible that the Respondent did not even open the 
Draft Last Will before forwarding it to the Testator … 

[151]: … [W]e note that after the disciplinary proceedings were 
initiated, the Respondent adopted the position, which the DT 
rejected and which we too have rejected as false, that it was her 
husband who had forwarded the Draft Last Will to her … 

[159(b)]: … [T]he Respondent did act with a degree of 
dishonesty in the disciplinary proceedings, in that she sought 
to downplay her participation in the preparation and execution 
of the Last Will by giving a contrived and ultimately untrue 

[233]–[234]:   They both drew distinctions between statements to 
the MC on the one hand, and court documents on the other and in 
the case of Mr LHY, he went further and made a further distinction 
with IPO documents. They said that different standards of care and 
precision apply between the two, because the former are merely in 
the nature of “optional explanations”. This was said by reference to 
both public and private statements made by Mr LHY. In plain 
language, the effect of what they said is this: Mr LHY may make 
untrue statements, in public and in private, whenever there is 
no legal penalty for telling untruths; his public and private 
statements cannot be relied upon to be accurate. This is a 
surprising statement. 

We do not find their explanations credible. 

[588]:   Considered in totality, the Respondent’s conduct was quite 
dishonest. Mr LHY’s and her conduct, demonstrated a 
calculated attempt to: 

(a)   Ensure that Mr Lee executed the Last Will as quickly as 
possible, without due regard for Mr Lee’s wishes, and 

(b)   Hide their wrongdoing in having done so. 
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account of her role, in particular, as regards the circumstances 
which led her to send the 7.08pm email on 16 December 2013 and 
how she obtained the Draft Last Will attached to that email. … 

[592]:   Having procured the Last Will through these improper 
means, she and Mr LHY then fabricated a series of lies and 
inaccuracies, to perpetuate the falsehood that Ms KKL had 
been involved in the Last Will, and hide their own role in getting 
Mr Lee to sign the Last Will and their wrongdoings … 

[610]:   Mr LHY and the Respondent tried to explain away their 
conduct, the contemporaneous documentary evidence and other 
surrounding evidence, and even their own previous statements. 
Their explanations ranged from the improbable, to the patently 
contrived, to the downright dishonest. 

[617]:   In essence, an elaborate edifice of lies was presented, 
both on oath (through Mr LHY and the Respondent's Affidavits, and 
on the witness stand), and through their public and other statements, 
(which were referred to/relied upon during the Disciplinary 
Proceedings). The Affidavits were contrived to present a false 
picture. Several of the lies were quite blatant. 

[618]:   The Respondent was a deceitful witness, who tailored 
her evidence to portray herself as an innocent victim who had 
been maligned. This was a façade. She lied to the AGC and she 
lied to us. Before us, she lied or became evasive whenever she 
thought that it was to her benefit to lie or evade. 

• Mr LHY lied under oath

[101]:  … [W]e agree with and affirm the DT’s finding that Mr LHY 
was not telling the truth when he said that he was the one who 
had forwarded the Draft Last Will to the Respondent.  

[233]–[234]:   They both drew distinctions between statements to 
the MC on the one hand, and court documents on the other and in 
the case of Mr LHY, he went further and made a further distinction 
with IPO documents. They said that different standards of care and 
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precision apply between the two, because the former are merely in 
the nature of “optional explanations”. This was said by reference to 
both public and private statements made by Mr LHY. In plain 
language, the effect of what they said is this: Mr LHY may make 
untrue statements, in public and in private, whenever there is 
no legal penalty for telling untruths; his public and private 
statements cannot be relied upon to be accurate. This is a 
surprising statement. 

We do not find their explanations credible. 

[491]:   Mr LHY admitted in cross-examination that aspects of 
these posts “could be misleading” and “inaccurate”. These 
assertions are in fact untrue, and dishonest, for the reasons set 
out earlier … 

[496]:   Mr LHY’s explanations for the untruths in his posts were 
not credible. He gave the same reason that he had cited in the 
context of his correspondence with the MC … – namely, that he had 
not written these posts “with the level of care which a legal affidavit 
requires”. But in fact, this was not a case of carelessness. Mr LHY 
knew the true facts. He admitted that some of his statements 
were inaccurate. 

[588]:   Considered in totality, the Respondent’s conduct was quite 
dishonest. Mr LHY’s and her conduct, demonstrated a 
calculated attempt to: 

(a)   Ensure that Mr Lee executed the Last Will as quickly as 
possible, without due regard for Mr Lee’s wishes, and 

(b)   Hide their wrongdoing in having done so. 
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[592]:   Having procured the Last Will through these improper 
means, she and Mr LHY then fabricated a series of lies and 
inaccuracies, to perpetuate the falsehood that Ms KKL had 
been involved in the Last Will, and hide their own role in getting 
Mr Lee to sign the Last Will and their wrongdoings … 

[612(b)]:   Mr LHY lied to the public about how the Last Will was 
drafted. He admitted to us that some of his statements were 
inaccurate. He said his public statements could be inaccurate 
because they are not sworn statements, and thus he may not 
look at them carefully. … 

[610]:   Mr LHY and the Respondent tried to explain away their 
conduct, the contemporaneous documentary evidence and other 
surrounding evidence, and even their own previous statements. 
Their explanations ranged from the improbable, to the patently 
contrived, to the downright dishonest. 

[617]:   In essence, an elaborate edifice of lies was presented, 
both on oath (through Mr LHY and the Respondent's Affidavits, and 
on the witness stand), and through their public and other statements, 
(which were referred to/relied upon during the Disciplinary 
Proceedings). The Affidavits were contrived to present a false 
picture. Several of the lies were quite blatant. 

[619]:   Mr LHY's conduct was equally deceitful. He lied to the 
public, he lied to the MC, and he lied to us. He tried to hide how he 
and his wife had misled his own father, Mr Lee, on the Last Will. 
He had no qualms about making up evidence as he went along. We 
found him to be cynical about telling the truth. 
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• On 16 December 2013 at 7.08pm, Mrs LSF sent Mr LKY an email enclosing a draft
will.1

o Mr LKY was given a two-line email advice and assurance on the will.2

o Mrs LSF made a false representation to Mr LKY about the contents of the
document she sent to Mr LKY.3 She did not dispute that what she told Mr
LKY was untrue.4

o This document became the Last Will signed the next day.5

• In his email at 7.31pm, Mr LHY removed Ms KKL from the email correspondence,
and suggested that there was no need for Mr LKY to wait for Ms KKL.6

• Before Mr LKY even replied to Mr LHY’s suggestion, Mrs LSF made arrangements
to execute the Last Will, organised lawyers from her firm, and told them to get
everything done very quickly.7

o One of these emails was sent at 8.12pm that night, where Mrs LSF
introduced one of her lawyers to her husband. In her sworn statement, she
claimed that after this she had “no further involvement” with the Last Will.8

o However, Mrs LSF continued to send several emails and co-ordinate
matters after that.9 She sent a total of more than 15 emails to her colleagues
in her law firm to organise the execution of the Last Will.10

o In these emails, Mrs LSF repeatedly urged her colleagues to be ready at
short notice, and to be “Ready to go” as it was “Impt that we get this done
asap please”.11

• Sometime between 11.05am and 11.20am on 17 December 2013, Mr LKY signed
the Last Will.12

1 C3J at [12]; DT Report at [30]. 
2 C3J at [12]; DT Report at [32]. 
3 C3J at [103]; DT Report at [35] and [605(i)]. 
4 C3J at [16]; DT Report at [605(i)]. 
5 C3J at [14]; DT Report at [36]. 
6 C3J at [110]–[111]; DT Report at [39]. 
7 C3J at [18] and [153]; DT Report at [47]–[48], [370], [373], and [605(m)]. 
8 C3J at [97]; DT Report at [367]. 
9 C3J at [22]; DT Report at [42]–[56], [369]–[370], and [375]. 
10 DT Report at [375]. 
11 C3J at [24]; DT Report at [47]–[48]. 
12 C3J at [26]–[27]; DT Report at [52]. 

ANNEX B:  
TIMELINE OF EVENTS RELATING TO 
THE EXECUTION OF THE LAST WILL 

Annex B to Q2
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o This was just 16 hours after Mrs LSF’s first email to Mr LKY enclosing the 
draft will.13 It was done with extreme, unseemly, haste.14  

 
o When her colleagues updated Mrs LSF that it was signed, Mrs LSF 

responded with gratitude and relief.15 
 

• After the Last Will was executed, Mrs LSF coordinated the follow-up.16  
 

o She coordinated matters with her colleagues at her law firm, Mr LHY, and 
Mr LKY’s office.17  

 

• However, in her sworn statement to the DT, Mrs LSF claimed:  
 

o She had “no further involvement” with the Last Will, after she introduced one 
of her lawyers to her husband on 16 December 2013 at 8.12pm.18  
 

o “Papa never intended or expected that I would be involved in making 
arrangements for the execution of [the Last Will].”19  
 

• This was shown to be false:20  
 

o Mrs LSF had prepared the draft will.  
 

o She had sent several emails after that time, checking, and managing the 
entire process.  

 
o She knew that Mr LKY had asked twice about who drafted the Last Will, and 

that a partner in her firm had told Mr LKY both times that she (Mrs LSF) had 
done it.21 

 

• The DT found that Mrs LSF had “managed every aspect of the process”, from 
sending the draft Last Will to Mr LKY, and advising him on it, to its execution by 
Mr LKY.22 She also organised lawyers from her firm to engross the Last Will, told 
them to get everything done quickly, and made arrangements for the execution of 
the Last Will.23 All of this was in documentary evidence. 

 

DT Report at [605(m)] 
 

 
13 DT Report at [365]. 
14 C3J at [150]; DT Report at [365]. 
15 DT Report at [53]. 
16 C3J at [28] and [125]; DT Report at [374]. 
17C3J at [28]–[31] and [125]; DT Report at [374]. 
18 C3J at [97]; DT Report at [367]. 
19 DT Report at [214]. 
20 DT Report at [215] and [373]. 
21 C3J at [122]; DT Report at [208]–[209]. 
22 DT Report at [605(m)]. 
23 DT Report at [605(m)]. 
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The Respondent managed every aspect of the process, from sending the draft Last 
Will to Mr Lee at 7.08pm, on 16 December 2013, and advising him on it, to its execution 
by Mr Lee at 11.10am, on 17 December 2013. She organised lawyers from her firm to 
engross the Last Will (which was in the same terms as the draft), told them to get 
everything done quickly, and made the arrangements for the execution of the Last Will 
by Mr Lee. Mr LHY was also actively involved in the process. …  

 

• The C3J agreed that Mrs LSF had facilitated the execution of the Last Will – she 
had made arrangements for it to be executed before her colleagues while 
“personally monitoring the arrangements closely” and had seen to the safekeeping 
of the original copy of the Last Will.24  
 

• However, Mrs LSF did not disclose the evidence which showed the true nature and 
extent of her involvement.25 The evidence only came to light after a witness was 
subpoenaed to give evidence, a few days before the DT hearing.26 
 

o Mrs LSF had also refused to answer the Ministerial Committee’s 
questions,27 and the AGC’s questions.28 
 

o The DT found Mrs LSF to be a “deceitful witness”. 
 

DT Report at [618] 
 
The Respondent was a deceitful witness, who tailored her evidence to portray 
herself as an innocent victim who had been maligned. This was a façade. She lied 
to the AGC and she lied to us. Before us, she lied or became evasive whenever 
she thought that it was to her benefit to lie or evade. 

  

• The C3J concurred that Mrs LSF had acted with “a degree of dishonesty in the 
disciplinary proceedings”.29 
 

C3J at [159(b)] 
 
the Respondent did act with a degree of dishonesty in the disciplinary 
proceedings, in that she sought to downplay her participation in the preparation and 
execution of the Last Will by giving a contrived and ultimately untrue account of 
her role … 

 

• Mr LHY has publicly said that Mrs LSF did not prepare the Last Will, and it was 
done instead by Ms KKL.30 

 
24 C3J at [126]–[127]. 
25 C3J at [151] and [159(b)]; DT Report at [614]. 
26 C3J at [151]; DT Report at [83]–[84]. 
27 DT Report at [453]–[455]. 
28 C3J at [77]; DT Report at [472] and [484]. 
29 C3J at [159(b)]. 
30 DT Report at [488]–[490]. 



 

B4 
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o The DT found Mr LHY’s Facebook posts to be “untrue, and dishonest”,31

and found him to be “deceitful”.32

o Mr LHY admitted under cross-examination that his posts “could be
misleading” and “inaccurate”.33

o When asked to explain these untruths, Mr LHY said that his public
statements (including his Facebook posts) could be inaccurate, because
they were not sworn statements.34

31 DT Report at [491]. 
32 DT Report at [619]. 
33 DT Report at [491]. 
34 DT Report at [233] and [496]. 
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DT Report at [233] 

… They said that different standards of care and precision apply … by reference to
both public and private statements made by Mr LHY. In plain language, the effect of 
what they said is this: Mr LHY may make untrue statements, in public and in 
private, whenever there is no legal penalty for telling untruths; his public and 
private statements cannot be relied upon to be accurate. This is a surprising 
statement. 

DT Report at [488]–[491] and [496] 

488. These posts gave the impression that Ms KKL had prepared the Last Will 
for Mr Lee, and that the Respondent had played no role in it. 

489. None of these posts mentioned the Respondent’s involvement in the Last 
Will. There was no reference, inter alia, to the Respondent having sent Mr 
Lee the draft Last Will, of her role in briefing Mr BL, of her retaining the 
original of the executed Last Will, of Ms KKL being overseas, or of Ms KKL 
having been excluded from the preparation of the Last Will.  

490. Instead, Mr LHY said, in the Facebook posts, that Ms KKL was the lawyer 
of the Last Will. The assertions that he made included the following: 

(a) “The will was drafted by Kwa Kim Li of Lee & Lee.” 

(b) “[Ms KKL] has been lying” because she “denied involvement in the 
events that led to [the Last Will]”. 

(c) “The final will was subsequently given to Lee Kuan Yew’s lawyer, 
Kwa Kim Li, for safe-keeping.” 

(d) “Lee Kuan Yew’s final will was simply Lee Kuan Yew’s first will of 
20 August 2011 re-executed on his instructions.” 

(e) “The will my father signed on Tuesday 17 December 2013 reflected 
[his] prior discussions with his lawyer KKL.” 

(f) “It was exactly what he wanted.” 

491. Mr LHY admitted in cross-examination that aspects of these posts 
“could be misleading” and “inaccurate”. These assertions are in fact 
untrue and dishonest …  

496. Mr LHY’s explanations for the untruths in his posts were not credible. 
He gave the same reason that he had cited in the context of his 
correspondence with the MC (see paragraph 232 – 233 above) – namely, 
that he had not written these posts “with the level of care which a legal 
affidavit requires”. But in fact, this was not a case of carelessness. Mr 
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LHY knew the true facts. He admitted that some of his statements were 
inaccurate.  
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(1) Mrs LSF and Mr LHY have not been cleared of all impropriety 

Mr Thomas claims that Mrs LSF and Mr LHY have been “cleared of all suspicion of improper motives or manipulations vis-à-vis Lee 
Kuan Yew and his will”.  

The C3J and the DT however said otherwise. Mrs LSF and Mr LHY had lied under oath and acted dishonestly. 

Mr Thomas’ statements C3J and DT Report 

• Mrs LSF lied under oath and acted dishonestly

pp 11, 40 
Lee Suet Fern … has been cleared of 
all suspicion of improper motives or 
manipulations vis-à-vis Lee Kuan Yew 
and his will. 

p 40 
The mainstream media has 
unsurprisingly focussed on LSF’s charge 
and 15-month suspension, thereby, 
consciously or not, distracting members 
of the public from the fact that she has 
been cleared of all ill intent. 

C3J at [101] 
we also agree with and affirm the DT’s finding that the Respondent’s evidence on this 
issue, which echoed Mr LHY’s, was similarly untrue and to be rejected.  

C3J at [103] 
The Respondent also claimed in her AEIC that after she received the Draft Last Will 
from Mr LHY (an assertion which we have just found to be untrue (see [101]–[102] 
above)), she did not even open it before forwarding it to the Testator. … [W]e agree with 
the DT that it is implausible and ultimately incredible that the Respondent did not 
even open the Draft Last Will before forwarding it to the Testator … 

C3J at [151] 
after the disciplinary proceedings were initiated, the Respondent adopted the position, 
which the DT rejected and which we too have rejected as false, that it was her husband 
who had forwarded the Draft Last Will to her  

ANNEX C: 
EXAMPLES OF INACCURATE STATEMENTS FROM THE BOOK 

Annex C to Q2
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C3J at [159(b)] 
… [T]he Respondent did act with a degree of dishonesty in the disciplinary 
proceedings, in that she sought to downplay her participation in the preparation 
and execution of the Last Will by giving a contrived and ultimately untrue account 
of her role, in particular, as regards the circumstances which led her to send the 7.08pm 
email on 16 December 2013 and how she obtained the Draft Last Will attached to that 
email. …  
 
DT Report at [618] 
The Respondent was a deceitful witness, who tailored her evidence to portray herself 
as an innocent victim who had been maligned. This was a façade. She lied to the AGC 
and she lied to us. Before us, she lied or became evasive whenever she thought 
that it was to her benefit to lie or evade. 
 

 

• Mr LHY lied under oath and acted dishonestly 
 

pp 11, 40 
Lee Hsien Yang … has been cleared of 
all suspicion of improper motives or 
manipulations vis-à-vis Lee Kuan Yew 
and his will. 
 

C3J at [101] 
… [W]e agree with and affirm the DT’s finding that Mr LHY was not telling the truth 
when he said that he was the one who had forwarded the Draft Last Will to the 
Respondent. 
 
DT Report at [491] and [496] 
Mr LHY admitted in cross-examination that aspects of these posts “could be 
misleading” and “inaccurate”. These assertions are in fact untrue, and dishonest, 
for the reasons set out earlier … 
 
Mr LHY’s explanations for the untruths in his posts were not credible. He gave the 
same reason that he had cited in the context of his correspondence with the MC … - 
namely, that he had not written these posts “with the level of care which a legal affidavit 
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requires”. But in fact, this was not a case of carelessness. Mr LHY knew the true 
facts. He admitted that some of his statements were inaccurate.  
 
DT Report at [619] 
Mr LHY's conduct was equally deceitful. He lied to the public, he lied to the MC, and 
he lied to us. He tried to hide how he and his wife had misled his own father, Mr 
Lee, on the Last Will. He had no qualms about making up evidence as he went along. 
We found him to be cynical about telling the truth. 
 

 

• They lied under oath and acted dishonestly 
 

pp 11, 40 
Lee Suet Fern … (and by association 
Lee Hsien Yang) has been cleared of 
all suspicion of improper motives or 
manipulations vis-à-vis Lee Kuan Yew 
and his will. 
 
 

DT Report at [233]–[234]  
They both drew distinctions between statements to the MC on the one hand, and court 
documents on the other and in the case of Mr LHY, he went further and made a further 
distinction with IPO documents. They said that different standards of care and precision 
apply between the two, because the former are merely in the nature of “optional 
explanations”. This was said by reference to both public and private statements made 
by Mr LHY. In plain language, the effect of what they said is this: Mr LHY may make 
untrue statements, in public and in private, whenever there is no legal penalty for 
telling untruths; his public and private statements cannot be relied upon to be 
accurate. This is a surprising statement.  
 
We do not find these explanations credible.  
 
DT Report at [588] 
Considered in totality, the Respondent’s conduct was quite dishonest. Mr LHY’s and 
her conduct demonstrated a calculated attempt to: 
(a) Ensure that Mr Lee executed the Last Will as quickly as possible, without due 
regard for Mr Lee’s wishes, and 
(b) Hide their wrongdoing in having done so.  
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DT Report at [592] 
Having procured the Last Will through these improper means, she and Mr LHY then 
fabricated a series of lies and inaccuracies, to perpetuate the falsehood that Ms 
KKL had been involved in the Last Will, and hide their own role in getting Mr Lee 
to sign the Last Will and their wrongdoings … 
 
DT Report at [610] 
Mr LHY and the Respondent tried to explain away their conduct, the contemporaneous 
documentary evidence and other surrounding evidence, and even their own previous 
statements. Their explanations ranged from the improbable, to the patently 
contrived, to the downright dishonest. 
 
DT Report at [612(b)] 
Mr LHY lied to the public about how the Last Will was drafted. He admitted to us 
that some of his statements were inaccurate. He said his public statements could be 
inaccurate because they are not sworn statements, and thus he may not look at them 
carefully. The Respondent adopted, in her Defence, what Mr LHY had said publicly 
(which was untrue). That was dishonest.  
 
DT Report at [617] 
In essence, an elaborate edifice of lies was presented, both on oath (through Mr LHY 
and the Respondent’s Affidavits, and on the witness stand), and through their public and 
other statements, (which were referred to/relied upon during the Disciplinary 
Proceedings). The Affidavits were contrived to present a false picture. Several of 
the lies were quite blatant. 
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(2) Mrs LSF acted with complete disregard for Mr LKY’s interests 
 

Mr Thomas claims that Mrs LSF made an “innocent mistake” in sending Mr LKY a different version of the will.  
 
However, the C3J and the DT found that Mrs LSF had acted with complete disregard for Mr LKY’s interests. This was improper, 
unacceptable, and grossly negligent – it was no innocent mistake.   
 

 
Mr Thomas’ statements 

 

 
C3J and DT Report 

pp 11, 37 
in following Lee Kuan Yew’s orders Lee 
Suet Fern was also found to have made 
one error, which reflects an oversight, 
not ill-intent 
 
p 29  
instead of sending LKY the final version of 
the first will, LSF mistakenly sent him 
another version that was missing several 
clauses that were in the final version. … 
LSF ostensibly believed that she had 
correctly followed LKY’s instructions 
because she “wouldn’t have dared” 
send him the e-mail otherwise. 
 
p 39 
It appears as if LSF made an innocent 
mistake, in not realising that the “original 
agreed will” she had was not the actual 
first will. 

C3J at [103] 
We also find that she was in no position to make any representation to the effect 
that the Draft Last Will was the same as the actual version of the First Will, given that 
the executed version of the First Will was never in her hands. Despite this, she did 
make such a representation, which was in fact false.  
 
C3J at [150] 
In this case, the Respondent not only failed to act with prudence, but in fact acted with 
complete disregard for the interests of the Testator, and failed at all stages to alert 
him to the fact that the representations which she had made about the Draft Last Will 
and which he was relying on were unverified. In those circumstances, the 
Respondent’s failure to put a stop to her husband’s efforts to procure the execution of 
the Last Will with unseemly haste can only be described as improper and 
unacceptable. To put it at its highest for the Respondent, she blindly followed the 
directions of her husband, a significant beneficiary under the very will whose 
execution she helped to rush through. 
 
C3J at [153] 
As the DT observed at [531] of its GD, the Respondent “focused primarily on what 
her husband wanted done”, and “worked together with Mr LHY, with a singular 
purpose, of getting [the Testator] to execute the Last Will quickly”. In the result, 
the checks required to ensure that the Testator achieved his wish of re-executing his 
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First Will were simply not carried out. The Respondent’s lack of due diligence is 
demonstrated most clearly by her sending the Draft Last Will to the Testator without 
even checking whether it was the final draft of the First Will that she had in her 
possession … In essence, the Respondent simply focused on doing what Mr LHY 
wanted her to do without considering the Testator’s interests at all. This is 
reinforced by the fact that after the Last Will was executed, the Respondent asked Mr 
LHY, rather than the Testator, what she should do with the two original copies of it. 
The Respondent’s failure to have due regard to the Testator’s interest is a grave 
failure on her part even in the absence of an implied retainer.  
 
C3J at [158(c)] 
The Respondent was, at the material time, a solicitor of more than 30 years’ standing. 
While this was the first blemish in the course of a long career, her significant 
experience rendered her conduct wholly unacceptable and inexcusable.    
 
C3J at [159(a)] 
… [T]he Testator was ultimately led by Mr LHY, with the Respondent’s 
knowledge, to rely solely on the Respondent’s crucial representations that the 
Draft Last Will was the First Will and could be used for execution, which 
representations turned out to be untrue.  
 
C3J at [159(b)] 
there is no doubt that it was clearly imprudent and grossly negligent for the 
Respondent to have held out the representations that she made about the Draft Last 
Will as true. 
 
DT Report at [531] 
The evidence shows that the Respondent … abused her position to further Mr 
LHY's wishes that the Last Will be executed hurriedly … The Respondent's 
conduct in taking instructions from Mr LHY on the arrangements relating to and arising 
from the execution of the Last Will is, in the Tribunal's view, an aggravating factor which 
increases the egregiousness of her conduct. … The Respondent testified that she 
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followed Mr LHY's directions as she was an "obedient wife". But her statement, that 
she was an "obedient wife" shows her mindset on 16 and 17 December 2013: 
that she focused primarily on what her husband wanted done, though her duties 
were owed to Mr Lee. She worked together with Mr LHY, with a singular purpose, 
of getting Mr Lee to execute the Last Will quickly. 
 
DT Report at [565] 
… The Respondent: (a) Did not have a proper discussion with Mr Lee to ascertain his 
wishes; (b) Did not take the required steps to herself ensure that Mr Lee’s wishes were 
properly reflected; and (c) Primarily focussed on ensuring that her husband’s and her 
desire to get a will executed by Mr Lee quickly – which contained terms which had not 
been discussed with Mr Lee, and on which he was not advised.  
 
DT Report at [607] 
The Respondent gave the briefest of advice to Mr Lee, and did not alert Mr Lee to 
all the differences between what Mr Lee had earlier wanted and what the Last Will 
actually provided for. 
 
DT Report at [609] 
Mr Lee, who was very frail and in poor health, was misled by the very people whom 
he trusted: his son, Mr LHY, and daughter-in-law, the Respondent. 
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(3) Mr LHY’s act of cutting out Ms KKL from communications with Mr LKY on the Last Will was disturbing and troubling 
 
Mr Thomas suggests that Mr LHY’s exclusion of Ms KKL from communications with Mr LKY on the Last Will was not “shady behaviour”.  
 
However, the C3J and the DT were disturbed by Mr LHY’s actions.  
 

• Mr LHY could not have known that Mr LKY would agree to exclude Ms KKL, as she was the solicitor who had attended to all 
Mr LKY’s previous wills, and Mr LKY evidently wanted her to be involved in the execution of the Last Will. 
 

• Further, the C3J noted that Mr LHY had procured the execution of Mr LKY’s Last Will in an “unseemly rush”, and had led 
Mr LKY to rely on Mrs LSF’s untrue representations. 
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Mr Thomas’ statements 

 

 
C3J and DT Report 

p 30 
Note: Much has been made about LHY’s 
decision to take Kwa Kim Li off the above 
e-mail thread, as if this reflects shady 
behaviour. I might have given more 
credence to that theory if he had also 
taken off Wong Lin Hoe. But he didn’t. 
LKY’s personal secretary, a neutral, non-
family member from the Prime Minister’s 
Office, was privy to all deliberations 
regarding the signing of the last will. 

C3J at [110]–[111] 
What happened next is disturbing and critically important. At 7.31pm on 16 December 
2013, Mr LHY sent the Testator an email which was copied to the Respondent 
and Ms Wong, but which simultaneously removed Ms Kwa from the list of 
addressees (see [17] above). In that 7.31pm email, Mr LHY informed the Testator that 
he could not contact Ms Kwa, and that he did not think it was wise for the Testator to 
wait until Ms Kwa was back before executing the Last Will. He also said that the 
Respondent could arrange for witnesses for the Testator’s execution of the Last Will, 
which was all that was left to be done.  
 
We find several aspects of this email troubling. First, Mr LHY could not have known 
at that stage that the Testator would agree to the exclusion of Ms Kwa, who, we 
reiterate, was the solicitor who had attended to all of his previous wills, and who 
he evidently wanted to be involved in the execution of the Last Will (see [89(b)] 
above). Yet, Mr LHY removed Ms Kwa from the list of addressees in this email. 
Second, Mr LHY said that he “[didn’t] think it [was] wise to wait till [Ms Kwa was] 
back”128 before executing the Last Will. However, it does not appear that Mr LHY 
had checked with anyone when Ms Kwa would be contactable or when she 
would be back. In fact, the evidence shows that Ms Kwa was very much 
contactable … 
 
C3J at [130] 
the Testator had been encouraged by Mr LHY to sign the Last Will without 
waiting for Ms Kwa to be back, and he did so believing the Respondent’s 
representation that the Draft Last Will was identical to the First Will, such that all that 
remained to be done was for him to sign the engrossed version of the draft before two 
witnesses. 
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C3J at [150] 
the Respondent’s failure to put a stop to her husband’s efforts to procure the execution 
of the Last Will with unseemly haste can only be described as improper and 
unacceptable 
 
C3J at [159(a)] 
… [T]he Testator was ultimately led by Mr LHY, with the Respondent’s 
knowledge, to rely solely on the Respondent’s crucial representations that the 
Draft Last Will was the First Will and could be used for execution, which 
representations turned out to be untrue.  
 
DT Report at [605(f)] 
… The Respondent and Mr LHY knew that Ms KKL was away. Mr LHY told Mr Lee 
that he should not wait for Ms KKL to settle the new Will. The Respondent was on that 
email. They persuaded Mr Lee to sign the draft Last Will, without Ms KKL. Mr LHY 
told Mr Lee that the Respondent's firm, Stanford [sic] Law, could handle the matter. Mr 
LHY removed Ms KKL from the email correspondence (after the Respondent's initial 
email of 7.08pm), even before Mr Lee agreed to use another lawyer for the Last Will. 
Ms KKL was then cut out of the discussions. 
 
DT Report at [607] 
The facts expose an unsavoury tale. The Respondent and Mr LHY, on 16 December 
2013, persuaded their aged father-in-law/father, Mr Lee (then a 90-year-old man in 
poor health, who had recently been hospitalised for several weeks, with serious 
medical conditions), to sign a new Will without his usual lawyer (Ms KKL), to advise 
him. They cut off that lawyer (Ms KKL) from communications with Mr Lee on the 
Last Will, and rushed through the execution of the Last Will, in her absence. … 
 
DT Report at [609] 
Mr Lee, who was very frail and in poor health, was misled by the very people 
whom he trusted: his son, Mr LHY, and daughter-in-law, the Respondent.  
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(4) Mr LKY did not sign the will that he wanted to sign 
 
Mr Thomas asserts that Mr LKY signed the will that he wanted to sign.  
 
However, the C3J and the DT found that, misled by Mr LHY and Mrs LSF, Mr LKY signed a will which was not what he had wished 
to sign. 

 

 
Mr Thomas’ statements 

 

 
C3J and DT Report 

pp 11, 34 
Lee Kuan Yew was of sound mind and 
signed the last will, line by line, that he 
wanted to sign 
 
p 33 
Still, did LKY get the draft will that he 
wanted? We know that he carefully read the 
draft that LSF had sent him, and signed it in 
the morning on 17 December 2013. 
Moreover, later that same evening, he re-
read the will. He then subsequently asked 
his personal secretary to forward it on to 
Kwa Kim Li as “the agreement between the 
siblings”. 

C3J at [116]–[118] 
… although he did read the Last Will before he signed it, it is idle, if not misleading, 
to suggest that he would have known whether or not it was a true and faithful 
reproduction of the First Will. In truth, he was not in a position to compare it with 
the First Will to check whether there were any differences between them, and if there 
were, to consider whether any of the differences were material to him.  
 
… the Testator could not possibly have been expected to recall from memory 
the contents of the First Will, and, thus, would not have been able to tell whether 
there were any differences between the terms of the Last Will and those of the First 
Will.  
 
In the absence of any evidence to show that the Testator even knew that there were 
differences between the First Will and the Last Will, there is no basis at all for 
concluding that he would have been content with signing a will that was merely 
broadly similar to the First Will if he had wanted specifically to revert to the 
First Will, and all the more so without having had the opportunity to discuss 
this with his regular solicitor, Ms Kwa. …  
 
C3J at [154]  
Because the Respondent simply followed her husband’s wishes without considering 
the Testator’s interest, the Testator ended up signing the Last Will without being 
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aware that it was in fact not the First Will which he had evidently expressed a 
wish to re-execute. The Respondent’s inaccurate representations about the Draft 
Last Will (as outlined at [104(d)] above) contributed to the Testator’s decision to 
proceed with its execution without waiting for Ms Kwa to be back, in the belief that in 
executing the Last Will, he was in effect re-executing the First Will.  
 
C3J at [161] 
 As for the harm caused in this case, the material harm was that the Testator ended 
up signing a document which was in fact not that which he had indicated he 
wished to sign. 
 
DT Report at [561] 
… [I]t is no answer to say that Mr Lee read through the Last Will. He was given 
a document and given false assurances about it. He trusted the Respondent. 
He read it, and signed it. But was he aware that this Will was very different from what 
he had discussed with Ms KKL just four days earlier? Did he remember, for 
example, that four days earlier, he had not wanted to include the Demolition 
Clause? Did he, for example, remember that the Penultimate Will did not have the 
Demolition Clause?  
 
DT Report at [605(g)–(k)] 
(g) Mr LHY and the Respondent made all the arrangements for the execution of 
the Last Will. They took steps to have lawyers from the Respondent’s law firm, 
Stamford Law, engross and witness the Last Will for Mr Lee, hurriedly. 
 
(h) Mr Lee was 90 at that time, very frail and in poor health. He had been hospitalised 
in the preceding weeks. Mr Lee agreed to sign the Last Will, because he trusted 
the Respondent (whom he had instructed), and whom he was told prepared the 
Last Will, and believed that what she told him was true. He was not advised by 
any other lawyer before he signed the Last Will. 
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(i) The Respondent misled Mr Lee on the terms of the Last Will. She told him that 
the draft Last Will was the same as the First Will executed by Mr Lee in 2011. That 
was untrue. This is not in dispute. Such misleading is in breach of a solicitor’s duties.  
 
(j) The Respondent did not advise Mr Lee on the differences between the draft Last 
Will that she gave him, and Mr Lee’s Sixth (or Penultimate) Will. He was not advised 
that the draft Last Will … [i]nserted a Demolition Clause (which was not in the 
Penultimate Will) – even though three days earlier, Mr Lee was not going to 
have such a clause … 
 
(k) The Respondent did not alert Mr Lee to any of these changes. Nor did she 
find out what Mr Lee had agreed with Ms KKL, or confirm with Mr Lee that he indeed 
wanted to make these changes to the Penultimate Will, or check if there were any 
other changes that he wanted to make. This is in direct contravention of the legal 
requirements on solicitors.  
 
DT Report at [607] 
The facts expose an unsavoury tale. The Respondent and Mr LHY, on 16 
December 2013, persuaded their aged father-in-law/father, Mr Lee (then a 90-
year-old man in poor health, who had recently been hospitalised for several 
weeks, with serious medical conditions), to sign a new Will without his usual 
lawyer (Ms KKL), to advise him. They cut off that lawyer (Ms KKL) from 
communications with Mr Lee on the Last Will, and rushed through the execution of 
the Last Will, in her absence. The Respondent took over as the lawyer to prepare 
the Last Will and advise Mr Lee, and misled Mr Lee on the terms of the Last Will 
that he was going to sign. Mr Lee was persuaded into signing the Last Will 
within 16 hours – the Respondent sent a draft of the Last Will at 7.08pm on 16 
December 2013 and it was signed at 11.10am on 17 December 2013. The Will that 
Mr Lee signed was very different from both the Penultimate Will, and the proposed 
Codicil (that Mr Lee had discussed and agreed with Ms KKL, on 13 December 2013, 
four days before he signed the Last Will prepared by the Respondent). The 
Respondent gave the briefest of advice to Mr Lee, and did not alert Mr Lee to 



C14 
 

all the differences between what Mr Lee had earlier wanted and what the Last 
Will actually provided for.  
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(5) Mr LKY did not have discussions with Ms KKL about reinserting the Demolition Clause into the Last Will, and was 
not advised by Mrs LSF that the Last Will reinserted the Demolition Clause  
 

Mr Thomas states that the Last Will was based on Mr LKY’s orders and suggests that Mr LKY had made a conscious decision to 
include the Demolition Clause in his Last Will.  
 
However, the C3J and the DT found that: 
 

• Up to three days before signing the Last Will, Mr LKY had not discussed with Ms KKL about replacing his Sixth Will with 
another will, nor about reinstating the Demolition Clause in particular; and  
 

• Mrs LSF did not tell Mr LKY that the Last Will reinserted the Demolition Clause.  
 

 
Mr Thomas’ statements 

 

 
C3J and DT Report 

pp 10, 16 
…he ultimately decided that he still wanted 
the house demolished, which is why he 
included a Demolition Clause in his first 
will, and, most importantly, in his seventh 
and last will. 
 
p 17  
LKY wanted to sign his seventh and last will, 
in which he re-inserted the Demolition 
Clause … Armed with the truth, he put [the 
Demolition Clause] back in. 
 

C3J at [11]  
As at 13 December 2013, which was three days before the Testator received from 
the Respondent a draft of what became his last will, the Testator’s professed intention 
that had been discussed over a two-week period with his solicitor, Ms Kwa, was to 
execute a codicil to his Sixth Will that would: (a) revert to leaving his estate to his 
three children in equal shares; and (b) make provision for two carpets to be 
bequeathed to Mr LHY. While there had been discussions about making provision for 
any escalation of the value of the Oxley House in the event that it was “de-gazetted”, 
there had been no discussions about replacing the Sixth Will with another will, 
nor about reinstating either the First Will as a whole or the Demolition Clause 
in particular.  
 
C3J at [95] 
We note that the Testator’s decision to revert to the First Will marked a change in the 
position which he had arrived at as at 13 December 2013 following his discussions 
with Ms Kwa about the changes that he wished to make to the Sixth Will. As we 
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mentioned at [11] above, although the Testator had decided by 13 December 2013 
to revert to leaving his estate to his three children in equal shares (among other 
things), his discussions with Ms Kwa had not extended to replacing the Sixth 
Will with another will, nor to reinstating either the First Will as a whole or the 
Demolition Clause in particular.  
 
C3J at [113] 
Despite the exclusion of Ms Kwa, the Respondent, a senior solicitor with a 
wealth of experience, aligned herself with her husband’s position that all that 
remained to be done was for the Testator to sign the Last Will before two 
witnesses. This was despite the fact that the Respondent must have known or 
appreciated, or, at the very least, must be taken to have known or appreciated, that 
had Ms Kwa been involved as the Testator had originally intended, there were a 
number of things that Ms Kwa would have had to do as the Testator’s solicitor … The 
most basic of these was verifying that the Testator was being presented with 
the document that he actually wished to sign, something that the Respondent 
must have known she could not be sure of, especially since she had not even 
checked whether the Draft Last Will was the final draft of the First Will that she had 
in her possession. At this stage, and in these circumstances, it is simply untenable 
that the need for caution, restraint and circumspection did not strike the 
Respondent. … 
 
DT Report at [537]–[538]  
… In the Fifth and Sixth (or Penultimate) Wills, the Demolition Clause was removed 
completely. Thus, the Respondent should have checked with Mr Lee: did he want 
the Demolition Clause reinserted, when he had removed them from his 
immediately preceding two Wills? 
 
The Respondent did not do this. She did not tell Mr Lee that the Demolition Clause 
(which had been removed in the Penultimate Will) had been reinserted in the 
draft Last Will that she sent to Mr Lee. … 
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DT Report at [605(j)] 
The Respondent did not advise Mr Lee on the differences between the draft Last Will 
that she gave him, and Mr Lee's Sixth (or Penultimate) Will. He was not advised 
that the draft Last Will … [i]nserted a Demolition Clause (which was not in the 
Penultimate Will) – even though three days earlier, Mr Lee was not going to 
have such a clause; … 
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