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Ex-lover sued
for return of flat
Woman says it was a gift;
he says she held it in trust
By SELINA LUM

Mr Kua Tee Beng also wants his former mistress, Madam Ye Caiyan, to return three Rolex watches worth $50,000, jewellery
valued at $30,000 and $85,000 in monthly allowances he had given her. ST PHOTOS: WONG KWAI CHOW

A 67-YEAR-OLD man who put down $340,000 for
a condominium unit in Choa Chu Kang, which was
registered in his China-born mistress’ name, has
sued her to get the flat back.
Former car workshop owner Kua Tee Beng also
wants the return of three Rolex watches worth
$50,000, jewellery valued at $30,000 and $85,000
in monthly allowances he had given hairdressing salon owner Ye Caiyan, 41.
Madam Ye, a Fujian native who is now a Singapore citizen, has three school-going children with
her Singaporean husband, from whom she is legally
separated.

Mr Kua is twice married and has three children,
aged between 38 and 44, with his first wife.
He met Madam Ye through her nephew, who
was a mechanic at his workshop. Each has a different account of how the relationship began.
Mr Kua claims that Madam Ye invited him for social gatherings during which she told him that she
was divorced and lonely.
Madam Ye denies this. Her version is that Mr
Kua visited her salon regularly and wooed her; she
finally agreed to be his lover after he promised to
take care of her and her children for life.
After they became lovers, he gave her a $5,000
monthly “allowance” and paid her utility and grocery bills. Mr Kua claims Madam Ye had pressured
him into supporting her and her children.
She says he did it of his own volition to show his
love and that she took only $3,500 a month.
In 2011, through a property agent, Madam Ye
found an $810,000 three-room unit condo at Palm
Gardens. Mr Kua forked out nearly $340,000 for
the deposit and other expenses for the flat, which
was registered in Madam Ye’s name.
Mr Kua, represented by Mr Subbiah Pillai, says
he wanted the flat as an investment but Madam Ye
influenced him into buying it in her name so that
his children cannot fight over it. He contends that
she was merely holding the flat in trust for him and
refused to transfer it back to him – the rightful owner – when he asked her to do so.
But Madam Ye says she was the one who wanted
to buy a private property so that she and her children would have a roof over their heads in the event
of a divorce. She contends that Mr Kua offered to
buy the flat for her as a gift.
Yesterday, Mr Kua denied an assertion by Madam Ye’s lawyer Kasi Ramalingam that the flat belonged to her and that it was only when their relationship soured last year that he started demanding
the flat’s return.
“I trusted her. I let it be put under her name. Later I realised that she wanted to cheat me,” he said
through a Hokkien interpreter.
He vehemently denied that the flat was a gift to
Madam Ye. “She is not my wife. I don’t even give
my wife such a big present,” said Mr Kua.
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Both IRs fined
for breaches
By GRACE LEONG
MARINA Bay Sands (MBS) has been fined $197,500
and Resorts World Sentosa (RWS), $20,000, by the
Casino Regulatory Authority of Singapore (CRA), in
the first such disciplinary action taken against the
two integrated resorts (IRs) this year.
The regulator said yesterday the penalties were
for breaches of social safeguards and other regulations detected from Jan 1 to June 30 last year.
The two IRs were fined for failing to keep ineligible Singapore citizens and permanent residents
from entering the casinos, including those without
valid entry levies, those banned by an exclusion order and those under 21 years of age.
A CRA spokesman told The Straits Times: “The
casino operators conduct checks to prevent excluded persons or minors from entering the casinos.
Nonetheless, there had been instances where individuals used false or someone else’s identification
documents and there were human lapses in detecting such false identification documents.”
The CRA said MBS had let in five Singapore citizens and PRs without valid entry levies, while another stayed in the casino for more than 24 hours,
the maximum time allowed on a daily entry levy.
MBS also failed to prevent three people who
were banned from entering the casino. Three minors also managed to enter its premises.
For those breaches, MBS was fined $122,500.
MBS was also fined $75,000 for “permitting an
unauthorised person to exercise the functions of a
special employee on Sept 24, 2012”.
Former employee Ma Siu Hong, a part-time
hawker in his 20s, disguised himself as an elderly
man to sneak into the casino, then changed into his
old MBS staff uniform and impersonated a dealer –
all with the intention of stealing casino chips. Ma
was sentenced to six months’ jail and fined $5,000.
RWS was censured for failing to prevent a Singapore PR from entering its casino without a valid entry levy. It was fined $20,000 for letting in two minors and censured for letting in another minor.
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