THE Hl h Court hearmg mto'
the’ comphcated three-genera-;

“tion “dispute’ involving the es-

" and his ‘elder. ‘brother, ‘Leé
“Wee. Imeng, ended yesterday
after.-._ h o

ribed in ‘cour as’a “long-

LEN

.f;drawn_ battle-_

: the ngh Court ; ;
~The case dates ‘back:

| 1960 ‘when ‘first, Wee Kheng,: i
--then Wee'. Nam died’ w1thm‘,-

[ two yéars of each other.
©In 1973, Wee Khengs de-

scendants f11ed suit .against -

- their half-brothers and subse-

-quently, against Wee. Nams-'.
"estate; The two-actions were -

: then consolidated. into one.

~All three parties are repre-’

sented by Queen’s ‘Counsel.

-terest.-.

The total sum 'iS not known :
. The"cagé tdok ‘an Unexpedt- -
: ed turn fthe -last ‘two ‘days
- when -two “solicitors handlmg_”‘:.
‘‘the case were asked to testify.
with ‘regard to’ ieorrespons -

dence ‘between themselves
Some seven .years ago::

‘The‘dispute: whether the
sm’of $1: mﬂhon reached in
agreement between the ‘plaii
tifs and Wee Nam s éstate:

“April 1984, was ‘the’ final fig-"
" uré..-The* plamtlffs sohmtor, :
‘Mr . B: Mohan Smgh sald it

‘was not..

The agreement was that the ;
'plamtlffs wouid gwe up theu(;

Ao s_ not end
to il

wodncourt. s :
Over..the 'years; ithé _case i
.- has passed from.one_solieitor,. -
1 The plaintiffs allege that af-

‘ter: Wee -Kheng’s -death, “Wee -
"Nam — and after hig death .
his trustees = -misappropri-
- ated shares: which were regis-
teredinhis.name] but:to .
:which - Wee Kheng had anin-.

“which’ they said. they were

’ youngest brother, Wee Kiat."

1 signed & deed of: reléase in -«
940 'lmqulshmg all mterest e

Mr Ching Chiak Yong, &

- M- Mohan'-Singh 7said i the- -
fngure Wwas: 'arrived at ‘based: ..
‘on ‘the plaintiffs” (60:pér cent) S
. ‘entitlement to: Wee. Kheng’s
“i(nine otit: of 21) ‘sharesn:the: =
‘ipartnership:  Wee: :Nam’s "
share. wag; elght lots, with-the - - .5
j'remalmng fourJots belonging
~,Slew Teck_Tng Chye

. titled :to from: Wee Kheng's™ -~ -
_ mine outof ‘21 ‘sharés ‘in ‘Wee'" .
Kee: Kongsl, which started off =
‘as°d partriership between Wee
* Kheng;Wee Nam’ ‘and thelr";

itor for Wee Nam's estate, f .
© said the $1'million 'was a final
.settlement, and the plaintiffs

were barred from: further

claims. “Both " solicitors - were .

then called to g1ve ewdence-

to anather, three of whom.

have died. The plaintifis are

of .whom live:in Thailand. - The

‘Wee Kheng’s son. by his first-"
" wife,; -anadopted- son,sand- |
their respective families,: all

defendants-are, Wee. Kheng’s -

sons ‘by-his. third and fourth.- - . |
wives,.and’ two. of. Wee Nam’s: -~

sons,“All Jive* in’ Smgapore

The partles ‘are alsg: askmg

that . sum of $300,000 .~ plus,
'mterest . which: -has ‘been
-held in ‘the name’of ansther .
law firm, Rodyk &, Davidson, .
i 1984 .be: released and - -

mvolved m the case

S s

P

been, held by Rodyk ‘& David-
“sonuntil the Recéiver for: the"
partriership pregented his bill.
-This has not been.done. Ro-
Tdyk & Dawdson is'nio longer -

SHront g Tiemge
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