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Susan Lim now hit with double-billing claim  

Meanwhile, 5 more docs seek to clarify 'shocking mark-ups'  

By MICHELLE QUAH  

(SINGAPORE) More damning accusations were laid at the feet of Dr Susan Lim yesterday, as the 
court heard how she might not only have grossly marked up her invoices, but might also have double-
billed her wealthy Bruneian patient. 

The Singapore Medical Council (SMC) sought to show that the prominent surgeon sent the late 
Pengiran Anak Hajah Damit - sister to the Queen of Brunei - different invoices with different amounts 
for work done in the same period, on at least five different occasions. 

Senior Counsel Alvin Yeo of WongPartnership, representing the SMC, took the court through a table 
of Dr Lim's invoices for work done by other doctors on her patient. In one example, a doctor billed 
$27,600 for his services between April 19 and June 14, 2007. Dr Lim invoiced her patient $259,000 
for that doctor's services, with the extra being the amount for her services - but then she also sent her 
patient an invoice of $13.765 million for work done by her during the same period. 

Mr Yeo argued that such professional misconduct warranted the formation of a disciplinary committee 
(DC) by the SMC to look further into Dr Lim's case.  

This hearing is the result of Dr Lim's application for a judicial review to stop the SMC from forming a 
second DC, after the first stepped down on accusations of pre-judging the case. 

The day's session had begun with Dr Lim's lawyer, Senior Counsel Lee Eng Beng of Rajah & Tann, 
requesting that five more affidavits - from doctors connected to the case - be admitted as evidence. 
He said that these five doctors came to know of the SMC's allegations that Dr Lim had marked up her 
invoices through a Feb 24 report in The Straits Times and wanted to come forward to clarify the 
'shocking mark-ups'. 

The paper reported Mr Yeo accusing Dr Lim of inflating her invoices - adding considerable mark-ups 
to invoices sent to her by third-party doctors for the work they had done on her patient.  

Mr Lee said the affidavits by five doctors who had sent their invoices to Dr Lim for work they had done 
on her patient will show that there were no mark-ups and that the SMC is therefore taking an 
unreasonable stance in wanting to set up a DC. 

All the affidavits testified to one thing: That while the doctors invoiced for their services, Dr Lim also 
billed for the work she had done either in preparation for or during their work. They testified that Dr 
Lim's patient was very difficult and she required Dr Lim by her side at all times as she trusted her 
deeply. 

'There is no question of marking up because her (Dr Lim's) bills represent the considerable work she 
had to put in even when I was treating the patient,' said Dr Chan Tiong Beng in his affidavit. 

'One cannot say that Dr Lim had 'marked up' her bills because her bills represented the work which 
she had put in even when I treated the patient,' said Dr Koo Chee Choong. 

Justice Philip Pillai, in considering whether he should admit those affidavits into evidence, pointed out 



to Mr Lee, with no little humour: 'But it's not as if your affidavits are a knock-out . . . a slam-dunk.' 

Which earned a quip from Mr Yeo, when it was his turn: 'I will show that this is more like an own goal.' 

'You've changed your sport,' said Justice Pillai. 

'Thank you, your Honour,' Mr Yeo replied. 'They do have own goals in basketball.' 

Mr Yeo said that Dr Lim was not just charging for her services in those invoices - she was double-
billing her patient. 

He referred to invoices from Dr Chan for work done between Jan 15 and 19, 2007, where he billed 
$3,000 for his services. Dr Lim, invoicing for Dr Chan's services, billed a total of $285,000 - with the 
extra ostensibly being for the work done by her. 

But, Mr Yeo pointed out, for that same period, Dr Lim also invoiced her patient - in a separate bill - an 
amount of $987,600. 

In another instance, Dr Khoo billed $4,259 for his services between May 11 and 20, 2006. Dr Lim sent 
her patient an invoice of $32,150 for Dr Khoo's services, and also sent her an invoice of $1.966 
million for work done by her during the same period. 

Mr Yeo also cited the case of world-renowned oncologist Ian Smith, who billed Ã‚Â£pounds;45,000 
(S$92,955) for a one-day conference in Singapore that involved two days of travelling to and from the 
UK. Mr Yeo noted that Dr Chan took part in that conference but declined to bill for that. 'Yet, Dr Lim 
billed - with the heading 'For Dr Chan, conference with Ian Smith' - an amount of $31,000,' Mr Yeo 
said. 

He also pointed out that for that one-day conference, of which Dr Lim spent the whole time in 
Singapore - without any travelling like Dr Smith - she raised a separate bill of $560,000, for arranging 
and taking part in the conference. 

'There is no question that the patient trusted her, but the question is - did she abuse that trust?' Mr 
Yeo put to the court.  

'We need to ask whether it is so unreasonable for this case to be referred to a disciplinary committee 
for inquiry?' he asked, arguing that the court should allow the DC to try this case. 

'If Dr Lim is innocent, she would be acquitted by the disciplinary committee and come out of this 
smelling of roses. Instead, she comes to court to subvert the process. With respect, the five affidavits 
have been put forward, in a measure of desperation, in the midst of this hearing and it doesn't make 
her behaviour any more reasonable,' he added.  

The hearing was adjourned until today.  
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Invoices didn't reflect all work done: Susan Lim  

Doctor tries to justify 'grossly excessive' fees charged  



By MICHELLE QUAH  

(SINGAPORE) It is a case that has seized the public's imagination: Dr Susan Lim being accused by 
the Singapore Medical Council (SMC) of having grossly overcharged her Bruneian royal patient. 

The hearing resumes today but what has yet to be reported are some of Dr Lim's explanations of the 
$25 million bill, including an assertion that the description on her invoices did not reflect the actual 
work done. 

The SMC's claims came to light when Dr Lim pushed for a judicial review of the council's decision to 
appoint a second disciplinary committee (DC) to look into her case. The first DC reportedly stepped 
down after having been accused of prejudging Dr Lim's case. 

The SMC, represented by Senior Counsel Alvin Yeo and Melanie Ho of WongPartnership, has 
charged Dr Lim with marking up her invoices. In one instance, she even purportedly rendered an 
invoice of $25,500 for 'professional fees for Dr Tanny Chan', even though Dr Chan allegedly did not 
bill for the services stated in the invoice. 

The SMC also showed a string of invoices in which Dr Lim charged amounts such as: $50,000 for 
'emergency assessment of patient in Brunei at 0800 hours' which included 'respiratory examination, 
cardiovascular examination & medical accompaniment on flight Brunei to Singapore and monitoring of 
vital parameters'; $180,000 for having to cancel a conference in France to attend to her patient; and 
$560,000 for calls she made to an overseas specialist on her patient's condition. 

The SMC says Dr Lim's fees were 'grossly excessive', often many times in excess of what specialists 
charge for similar services. As for the cancellation fees, it said Dr Lim has not produced supporting 
documents to show the costs and expenses. 

In her defence, Dr Lim - represented in this hearing by Senior Counsel Lee Eng Beng of Rajah & 
Tann - says the brief descriptions on her invoices do not reflect the true amount of work done, and 
that her diary and notes provided to the SMC have all the details. 

The full factual narrative submitted by her to the courts cite the testimony given by Dr Chin Kin Wuu - 
the SMC's witness at the DC hearing, and a doctor who worked on Dr Lim's patient - who agreed that 
'the description on the face of the invoices did not represent all the work and services provided'. He 
confirmed the services detailed in her diary were rendered by her and her team. 

The SMC has retorted by saying that if the invoice descriptions cannot be relied upon, then it is 
unclear how Dr Lim supports her assertion that the patient and the royal family have 'full knowledge of 
the charges'. 

As for the losses she suffered in having to cancel prior engagements and turn away other patients, Dr 
Lim said those streams of income were significantly diminished because she had to provide intensive 
care for her Brunei patient. She said her clinical practice suffered a pretax loss of $5.4 million for 
2007, compared to an annual average profit of $10.3 million in 2006. If the Brunei invoices had been 
paid, she said, the pretax profit for 2007 would have been $5.7 million. 

The SMC highlighted Dr Lim had slashed her $25 million bill for services rendered in 2007, after 
Brunei's Ministry of Health queried the amount. It said she 'acknowledged the excessive charges were 
a 'mistake' and made a series of offers to settle the bills'.  

'It is telling that Dr Lim sought to withdraw all these invoices after she found there were concerns 
raised by Brunei on or about 20 July 2007,' the SMC said.  

Dr Lim says she revised the 2007 bill only because the invoices for the period had been issued by her 
clinic, when she was in Brunei 'fully occupied in the 24-hr care' of her patient. In a letter to the 
Permanent Secretary of Brunei's Ministry of Health on Aug 1, 2007 (her patient died on July 17), she 



said: 'Since my return from Brunei, I have finally had a chance to review the bills sent from my office 
over the last six months (my apologies because my office is not used to handling such bills over such 
a long period of time).' 

In that letter, she told him to disregard 43 invoices. She gave a 25 per cent discount on the final bill, 
'given the long period of intensive personal care from me and my whole team (this is the first time we 
have handled such an important, intensive and protracted care patient)' and withdrew two more 
invoices as a gesture of goodwill. The final amount billed was about $12 million. 

The SMC said in reply: 'Dr Lim has claimed to be an established businesswoman with a clinical 
practice that turned an average annual profit of $10.3 million in 2006, yet she would have us believe 
that this same clinical practice apparently issued invoices in such a haphazard manner.' 

Dr Lim has also argued that, in previous years, her bills had been 'fully paid without question by the 
relevant Brunei authority'. 

It is her case that the Brunei authorities had no wish to complain about her 2007 bill until their director 
of medical services came to Singapore in July 2007 to try to get a discount on the bill. The SMC's 
registrar, Professor K Satku, allegedly encouraged the Bruneians to make a complaint that she had 
overcharged them. 

And since he was also the Singapore Ministry of Health's (MOH) director of medical services, Prof 
Satku authorised officials to raid Dr Lim's offices five times for case notes and invoices pertaining to 
the Bruneian patient. He was also involved in setting up the first DC to hear her case. 

Dr Lim's lawyer, Mr Lee, said in court last week: 'A trip to secure a commercial discount was viewed 
as much more by Prof Satku. (Brunei's Health Ministry) was not alleging professional misconduct.' 

Mr Lee argued that Prof Satku's behaviour suggested bias - which would make it wrong for the SMC 
to set up another DC to look into Dr Lim's case.  
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