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                                                                      14th February 2022 
 
To: The Supreme Court of the Republic of Singapore.  

 
 

A.    DECLARATION BY EXPERT SUPPLYING AN OPINION 
 
             I, Professor David Lewis, submit this pro bono expert opinion in relation 
to alleged perjury committed by Professor Lily Kong in the Singapore High Court 
Suit 667/2012/W.  I have prepared this opinion for the purposes of OS 226 of 
2021, as requested by Ms Ten Leu-Jiun Jeanne-Marie (“Ms Ten”), who was the 
plaintiff in the aforementioned High Court Suit and who is the Applicant in OS 
226.   
            Ms Ten has briefed me about the requirements for expert opinions under 
Singapore law. I understand that, in giving this opinion, my duty is to the Court. 
I confirm that I have complied with that duty and will continue to do so. I also 
need to declare that the number of times that I have appeared as an expert witness 
in litigation proceedings generally and the number of occasions that I have 
appeared as an expert witness for the respective parties in High Court Suit 
667/2012/W specifically is zero.  
            The instructions given by Ms Ten when she asked me to examine the 
evidence of Professor Kong and write an expert opinion were that I should: (i) 
examine the copies of documents that she would provide to me (which are listed 
below), all of which were put before the High Court in Suit 667/2012/W; (ii) 
determine whether there are contradictions in the words used by Professor Kong  
in these documents; (iii) comment on whether any perceived contradictions 
suggest that the High Court in Suit 667/2012/W might have been seriously misled 
causing a miscarriage of justice to occur.   
            It is also necessary for me to state that the facts which I have assumed to 
be true, and which led to my opinion, are that the words written in the copies of 
the documents that Ms Ten provided, are those that were written or said (as the 
case may be), by the persons to whom these words are attributed in the documents 
themselves and that all of these documents were put before the Singapore High 
Court in the trial of High Court Suit 667/2012/W.   
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            As regards my personal standing, I have been a Professor of Employment 
Law at Middlesex University, London since 1999. I have an LLB (Hons) from 
the London School of Economics, an MA in Industrial Relations from the 
University of Warwick and have been a member of the Chartered Institute for 
Personnel and Development since 1972.  I am the founding Convener of the 
International Whistleblowing Research Network and Head of the Whistleblowing 
Research Unit at Middlesex. I have also worked as independent consultant on 
whistleblowing law and practice in both the public and private sectors in the UK 
and for several international institutions, including the OECD, Council of Europe 
and the UDODC. I believe that I am well -qualified to provide an expert opinion 
in a case in which it is alleged that a key witness, Professor  Kong, repeatedly 
committed perjury to avoid responsibility for her role in retaliating against Ms 
Ten following her whistleblowing. I understand that this retaliation has resulted 
in the present bankruptcy proceedings against Ms Ten.  
 
B.    CONTENT OF THE EXPERT OPINION  

 
1.   I have examined and considered copies of the documents listed (1)-(5) 
below which were supplied to me by  Ms Ten Leu-Jiun Jeanne-Marie (“Ms 
Ten”). She informs me that they were put before the High Court in Suit 
667/2012/W.     
(1) Pages 1 and 60-70 of Professor Lily Kong’s Affidavit of the Evidence-in-
Chief (“AEIC”) that was sworn on 26 April 2017 and filed with for the High 
Court Suit;   
(2) pages 1 and 94-112 of the official trial transcript of Professor Kong’s cross-
examination at the same on 21 August 2017;   
(3) Professor  Kong’s letter dated 11 August 2006, addressed to Ms Ten ;   
(4) the email that Professor Kong sent to Dr Tan Chorh Chuan on 2 September 
2006;   
(5)  the email that Professor Kong sent to Mr Sitoe Yew Kok, NUS Registrar 
Ang Siau Gek and Ms Lau Ai Lee on 9 January 2007.  
  
2.    These documents appear to show factual contradictions in the words 
attributed to Professor Kong and indicate that the High Court may have been 
repeatedly and seriously misled in Suit 667/2012/W. In turn, this may have led 
to a miscarriage of justice and I believe that this possibility ought to be 
investigated by the Supreme Court of Singapore.   
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3.        I am aware of the fact that the Singapore High Court has found, in Ten 
Leu Jiun Jeanne-Marie v National University of Singapore [2018] SGHC 158 at 
[230], that Professor Kong admitted in cross-examination that it would not have 
been correct for her to impose upon Ms Ten, as a condition or requirement for 
Ms Ten’s graduation, that Ms Ten would have to accept the decision of the 
Committee of Inquiry (“COI”) on the plagiarism issue (the question of whether 
or not Dr Wong Yunn Chii had plagiarised Ms Ten’s research findings). 
However, the Court found that Professor Kong did not accept (in cross-
examination) that she had in fact imposed such a condition upon Ms 
Ten.  Professor Kong’s testimony on these facts is recorded on pages 94-112 of 
the official trial transcript her cross-examination at the trial of Suit 667/2012/W 
on 21 August 2017, which is consistent with her evidence that she deposed in 
her Affidavit of the Evidence-in-Chief (“AEIC”) that was sworn on 26 April 
2017.  
              
4.     Having compared Professor Kong’s testimony in cross-examination at the 
trial of Suit 667/2012/W on 21 August 2017, as recorded in the transcript, 
against paragraphs 10-11 of the email that Professor Kong sent to Dr Tan on 2 
September 2006, and having also compared Professor Kong’s testimony against 
the email that she sent to Mr Sitoe, Professor Ang Siau Gek and Ms Lau Ai Lee 
on 9 January 2007, there appear to be glaring contradictions between her written 
words in the 2006 documents compared with  her words in the 2017 documents. 
It goes without saying that, if Professor Kong was not truthful both in her oral 
testimony and in her AEIC, the High Court has been seriously misled. In the 
following three paragraphs, I provide details of the discrepancies. The assertions 
in these letters and emails all appear to contradict Professor Kong’s testimony at 
trial, as summarised in the judgment of the Singapore High Court in Ten Leu 
Jiun Jeanne-Marie v National University of Singapore [2018] SGHC 158 at 
[230] .         
               
5.    First, paragraphs 10 to 11 of the email that Professor Lily Kong sent to Dr 
Tan Chorh Chuan on 2 September 2006:  “This matter has dragged for about 18 
months now and I decided it had to stop.  In a most recent correspondence of 
early August, I indicated to her the following:  a) due process has been 
observed. A CoI has been convened and it has concluded its work clearly. She 
cannot protest its findings and conclusions that there has been no plagiarism 
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and that the examination should proceed, yet simultaneously accept the 
outcome of the examination but not the clearance of her supervisor’s name.  b) 
if she did not accept the COI’s and therefore the university’s investigations 
and decisions, then she should not accept that the examination is valid. There is 
thus an impasse, and the only thing to do is to have her candidature lapse. As 
a gesture of goodwill, the university will not require her to repay her 
scholarship money (without prejudice to NUS). We will simply part ways.  c) if 
she accepted the COI’s and therefore the university’s investigations and 
decisions, then the examination would be valid, and she should comply with the 
normal requirements (as in para 9 above), and stop her allegations against her 
supervisor and her constant emailing to persist in seeking a change of 
supervisor.  11. She was given up to 31 August to choose one or the other.  As 
she has not uploaded her thesis and signed the completion form, and has not 
indicated in writing (as requested of her) that she accepts the university’s 
decisions (she has emailed in the last two days before the deadline to protest 
that it is unfair to link the award of her thesis to her acceptance of the CoI’s 
conclusions and decisions), her candidature has lapsed, and a letter to that 
effect will be sent to her on Monday.” (Emphasis added.)  
      
6.   Second, the email about Ms Ten that Professor Kong sent to Mr Sitoe, 
Professor Ang Siau Gek and Ms Lau Ai Lee on 9 January 2007, which reads in 
part as follows: “she refused to accept the CoI’s findings that her allegations 
against her supervisor should be dismissed, which should allow her thesis to be 
examined in the manner recommended. She continues to dispute the CoI’s 
findings and has not retracted her quarrel with the examination process, but 
wishes to accept the outcome of the process. That seems fundamentally 
contradictory.”  (Emphasis added.)   
 
7.    Third, the letter dated 11 August 2006 that Professor Kong sent to Ms Ten, 
reads in part as follows: “This will be a final opportunity for you to confirm 
whether you accept the University’s decisions and will therefore … cease your 
correspondence regarding the contents of your email of 27 November 
2005.  If you do accept the University’s decisions, then please confirm this in 
writing via registered post … by 31 August.  If you do not accept the 
University’s decisions by this date, your candidature will be deemed to have 
ceased.”   
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8.  The official trial transcript shows that, when Professor Kong was cross-
examined regarding the contradictions between what she wrote in the email that 
she sent to Dr Tan on 2 September 2006 and her testimony in the courtroom, 
Professor Kong stated (under oath): “This is what I wrote, and this is clearly 
not correct, because that’s not what I corresponded with her about. It was 
poor drafting.” (see transcript dated 21 August 2017, at page 106, lines 13-
15.)  In my opinion, the statement “It was poor drafting” is both inaccurate and 
disingenuous. It is obvious to me that the lengthy email that Professor Kong 
sent to Dr Tan on 2 September 2006 was carefully drafted in fluent English.   

 
David Lewis LLB (Hons); MA; MCIPD. 
Professor of Employment Law 
Middlesex University 
London. 
UK 
d.b.lewis@mdx.ac.uk 
 
 

 

  
 
 
 
 
  
 


