Plaintiff: Wong Chin Soon, Wilson: 1*

IN THE SUBORDINATE COURTS OF THE
REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC Suit No. 24750 of 2006/D
Between

XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTE LTD
(RC No. 200107729C)

...Plaintiff
And
LINDA RUCK
(Australia Passport No. E7081714)
...Defendant
AFFIDAVIT

I, Wong Chin Soon, Wilson (NRIC No. $7733858/F), of care of 20
Raffles Place, #17-00 Ocean Towers, Singapore 048620, do make oath and

say as follows:—

1. I am a Senior Associate in the employ of Drew & Napier LLC and

the solicitor having conduct of this action on behalf of the Plaintiff.

2. Unless stated otherwise, the matters set out in this affidavit are
within my personal knowledge and are true. Where the matters are not
within my personal knowledge, they are true to the best of my information

and belief.



-2-

3. This affidavit is made on behalf of the Plaintiff as the Plaintiff’s
representative is currently away in London and will only be back to
Singapore in early August 2007. He is therefore unable to affirm the
Affidavit in Reply (“Reply Affidavit™) to the Defendant’s Affidavit filed on
18 June 2007, before a Commissioner for Oaths. Our client’s
representative has had sight of the Reply Affidavit, confirms the contents
therein, and has signed the last page of the Reply Affidavit. A copy of the

signed Reply Affidavit is annexed hereto and marked as “WWCS-1”.

4. Qur client will affirm the original Reply Affidavit before a
Commissioner for Oaths when he returns to Singapore, and we will take the

necessary steps to have it filed in Court thereafter.

Sworn at Singapore this )
2™ day of July, 2007 )
Before me,

This affidavit is filed on behalf of the Plaintiff.
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Plaintiff: Roger James Hamilton

IN THE SUBORDINATE COURTS OF THE REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC Suit No. 24750 of 2006/D
Between

XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTE LTD
(RC No. 200107729C)

... Plaintiff(s)
And

LINDA RUCK
(Australian PP No. E7081714)

... Defendants(s)

AFFIDAVIT

I, Roger James Hamilton {NRIC No. S6883456B), of 30 Keppel Bay Drive
Blk 30, #01-47, The Caribbean, Singapore 098650 do solemnly and sincerely affirm and say

as follows:—

1. I am the Chairman of the Plaintiff and am duly authorised to make this affidavit

on the Plaintiffs’ behalf.

2. The facts and matters deposed to hereinafter are either within my personal
knowledge or are derived from documents in my possession. Insofar as the
matters deposed to are within my personal knowledge, they are true. Insofar as
the matters deposed to are not within my personal knowledge, they are true to the

best of my knowledge, information and belief.



3. [ make this affidavit in support of the Plaintiffs’ application for the interrogatories
without order served by the Plaintiffs on 27 April 2007 (“the Interrogatories™) to
be withdrawn, and also in response to the Defendant’s affidavit filed on 18 June

2007.

4,  crave leave to refer to the following affidavits previously filed in this current suit:-
(@) my ¥ Affidavit filed on 19 December 2006 (“Roger’s 1* Affidavit™);
(b) Supplemental Affidavit of Linda Irene Ruck filed on 29 March 2007
(“Defendant’s Supplementary Affidavit”);
(¢) 5™ Affidavit of Linda Irene Ruck filed on 18 June 2007 (“Defendant’s
Interrogatories Affidavit”); and

(d) Affidavit of [an Jeffrey Mark Grundy filed on 8 May 2007.

5. I also crave leave to refer to the following affidavits filed in the related matter of
MC Suit No. 15447 of 2005G (“MC Suit 154477).-
(a) the Defendant’s affidavit filed on 28 September 2005; and

(b) my affidavit filed on 9 November 2005.

The Plaintiff’s Business
6.  The Defendant has cast aspersions on the Plaintiff’s business, alleging that the same
is illegal and a pyramid sales company. On that basis, the Defendant alleges that she

is entitled to serve interrogatories relating to the Plaintif’s financial details.



Such an allegation is completely misconceived and without merit.

First and foremost, the Plaintiff is not a pyramid sales company. Instead, the

Plaintiff is a company in the business of technical, vocational and commercial

education and mail order agencies.

The Plaintiff has always been candid about the nature of its business, which is that in

addition to selling books, magazines, seminars and training sessions, it also offers

for sale memberships to a network of entrepreneurs (“Life Memberships™) on the

basis that people who take up these membersips (“Life Members™) are entitled to

receive the following benefits and/or services:-

(a) discounts or free admission to Entrepreneurial Seminars run by the Plaintiff
in vartous countries around the world. These seminars include, amongst
others, the Wealth Dynamics Weekend, and the Entreprencur Business

School;

(b} free admission, for life, to networking events run by the Plaintiff. The
objectives of these events are for Life Members to find the partners,
financiers, mentors and team members they are looking for in any of the

countries where the Plaintiff has a presence;

(c) frec entry and facilitated introductions into the Plaintiff’s XL Life Member

groups online, which is the largest online business directory and online



(d)

(e)

®

business forum in the region, with access to over 2,000 industry & regional
forums, 50,000 entrepreneurs and over 200 monthly networking events in

151 countries;

gain certification in life coaching and professional mentorship. Life
Members are entitled to attend the certification modules in Life Coaching

and Wealth Consulting and get certified to earn from their knowledge;

coaching and consulting accredited social enterprises. Life Members are
able to provide expert assistance to support companies which engage in

social entrepreneurship; and

receive free subscription to the latest advice and stories from the best
entrepreneurs and advisors in the World. Life Members would receive a
free copy of the XL Magazine which provides a mix of advice from
entrepreneurs and experts from around the world. The Plaintiff also

provides regular advice for entrepreneurs and professionals online.

Copies of the Plaintiff’s literature and materials distributed to potential Life

Members promoting the above benefits and perks of the Life Membership have

been exhibited at “RJH-1" in Roger’s 1% Affidavit.



10.

1.

12.

13.

Hence, the Life Membership is one of the commodities that the Plaintiff offers for
sale. With the purchase of the Life Membership, a person will then have the right to
become a part of a network, and also be entitled to use and enjoy the services and

benefits that come with being a Life Member.

There is nothing sinister about this, and the Plaintiff has also never sought to hide the
fact that it is selling Life Memberships as part of its business. There is nothing to
hide! This is a perfectly legitimate business, which is akin to the sale of country club
memberships, which then entitles a country club member to make use of benefits,
services and facilities at any particular country club. I shall deal with this in greater

detail below.

Suffice to say that the Defendant clearly knows that the Plaintiff is not engaged in

pyramid sales.

In fact, by her own admission, she had herself previously been actively involved in
the Plaintiff’s business and in helping the Plaintiff sell its Life Memberships, and

must therefore have known and believed that this is a legitimate business.

Clearly No Hlegality Even On Evidence Exhibited In Defendant’s Own Affidavit

14.

The truth of the matter is that the Defendant’s assertion that the Plaintiff engages in
pyramid sales and/or illegal conduct also falls flat even on the Defendant’s own

evidence as set out in her affidavit filed on 14 February 2007.



15.

16.

At page 45 of the Defendant’s own affidavit filed on 14 February 2007, she exhibits
a newspaper article which quotes the authorities as saying that no action needed to

be taken against the Plaintiff.

In light of the position taken by the authorities in the newspaper article which the
Defendant had herself exhibited in her affidavit of 14 February 2007, the Defendant
must know that any allegations that the Plaintiff is engaged in illegal conduct (or
pyramid sales) is clearly unsustainable and/or without basis. This is particularly so
since the authoritiecs have come out unequivocally to confirm that they have

concluded that no acticn need be taken.

Interrogatories Not Relevant - Illegality Not Pleaded

17.

18.

In any case, | am advised and verily believe that Order 18 Rule 8(1) of the Rules of
Court provides that a defendant must, in its pleadings, specifically plead facts
showing illegality if it intends to allege and rely on such illegality to make a

plaintiff’s claim not maintainable.

Hence, if it is the Defendant’s case that the Plaintiff is not entitled to maintain its
claim against the Defendant on account of alleged pyramid sales schemes, it is
incumbent on the Defendant to specifically plead the facts in support of her

allegations in her Defence.



19.

20.

21

22.

Significantly, however, the Defendant has failed and/or neglected to make any such

specific pleadings of fact in her Defence.

All along, the Defendant’s case, as pleaded in her Defence, is simply that:-
(a} the Plaintiff’s claim is one of breach of confidence, but the Plaintiff had failed
to plead specifically what is the confidential information that the Defendant

had divulged;

(b} the Defendant had not divulged any such information; and

(c) even if the Defendant did divulge such information, the same is already in the

public domain and the Defendant is therefore absolved from liability.

However, it soon became clear to the Defendant that the defences above would
clearly fail and will not be able to absolve her from liability for the Plaintiff’s claim

and the Plaintiff’s application for summary judgment.

This is because, the Plaintiff’s claim is not, and was never, based on breach of
confidence. Rather, the Plaintiff’s complaint is that the Defendant, in breach of her
express obligations under the Settlement Agreement entered into between partics,
had:-

(a) taken active steps to disparage the Plaintiff and me, and had made disclosures

of information and allegations that could be deemed, and were, detrimental,

10



23.

24.

25.

26.

negative and harmful to me and the Plaintiff. This is despite the fact that she
was under a clear obligation not to make such disparaging allegations and/or

disclosures; and

(b) taken steps to persuade the Plaintiff’s staff, country partners and/or speakers
either to threaten them, persuade them not to partner the Plaintiff, persuade
them to leave the Plaintiff’s employ and/or to not speak at any of the

Plaintiff’s events, when she had clearly undertaken not to do so.

Realising that she will not be able to avoid liability by way of the defences she had
put up in her Defence, and in order to avoid summary judgment being entered
against her, the Defendant conjured up this allegation of pyramid sales in her

Supplementary A ffidavit in opposition of the summary judgment application.

This was therefore simply a last-gasp attempt to try to stave off the Plaintiff’s

legitimate claim.

Significantly, however, the Defendant’s allegation that the Plaintiff is engaged in
pyramid sales is, to date, still not set out or pleaded in the Defence (Amendment No.

1) filed on 27 June 2007.

Whether the Plaintiff is engaged in pyramid sales is therefore not, and never

was, a relevant issue in respect of the present suit before the Courts.

11



27.

On this fact alone, the Defendant’s interrogatories ought to be disallowed and

withdrawn,

Piaintiff Not A Pyramid Sales Company

28.

29.

In any case, even if the issue of whether the Plaintiff is engaged in pyramid sales is a
relevant issue in the present case, and it is vehemently denied that it is, the
interrogatories sought (which relate to financial information of the Plaintift) are not

necessary.

The interrogatories sought relate to the financial details of the Plaintiff. They do not,
however, show how the Plaintiff is structured as a company, nor would the answers
to the interrogatories (if furnished) give any indication of how the Plaintiff’s
businesses are being run or prove (or disprove) that it is a business model that
requires its Life Members to recruit other Life Members (for profit), in a manner that

is not sustainable.

Nature of multi-level marketing or pyramid selling schemes

30.

Multi-level marketing or pyramid selling schemes are schemes which require
participants to pay an upfront charge. In return, the participants are promised
financial rewards for each additional participant they recruit, as well as all new
participants who are in turn brought in by their recruits - hence the pyramid-like

structure.

12



31

32.

33.

34.

As more people are recruited by the participants, the participants’ recruits, and the
recruits of the participants’ recruits ete, the original participants hope to recover

their upfront charges and earn sizeable profits.

Therefore, the primary feature of a pyramid selling scheme is that any and every
participant in the scheme will be paid commissions or rewards just to recruit other
new members, in a manner which is unrelated to sale of any valuable/real

commodity or service to ultimate users.

Such pyramid sales schemes (which are illegal) are to be contrasted and
distinguished from Multi-Level Marketing schemes which are exempted under the
Multi-Level Marketing and Pyramid Selling (Excluded Schemes and Arrangements)
Order 2000. The exempted schemes include those which involve a participant re-
seller, sub-franchisee or licensee who receives specific commissions for his/her role

in promoting a valuable/real commodity or service.

In other words, legitimate multi-level companies include a service or product of
value where the commission is related to this service or product while pyramid sale
companies will have commissions tied simply to recruitment and no valuable/real
commodity is sold. [ annex hereto and mark as “RJH-19”, copies of the Ministry
of Trade & Industry Singapore’s webpages which contain materials on Multi-

Level Marketing and pyramid sales.

13



35.

36.

37.

In this regard, T verily believe that the Defendant’s claim in paragraph 6 of her

Intetrogatories Affidavit, that it is not lawful to operate “a scheme or arrangement

for the distribution or purported distribution of a commodity whereby the Plaintiffs

then receives a benefit as a vesult of the recruitment of more additional participants

in the scheme or arrangement” is preposterous.

Further, her claim in paragraph 8 of her Interrogatories Affidavit that the Plaintifts
would be contravening the Multi-Level Marketing and Pyramid Selling (Prohibition)
Act if they were “really making their income from the recruitment of additional

participants” (i.e. Life Members) is similarly misguided.

The Defendant’s definition of illegal multi-level marketing and/or pyramid selling
would literally mean all country clubs, banks, hotels and even schools, which
undeniably distribute commodities and make their income from the recruitment of
“additional participants”, are operating unlawful pyramid-selling schemes. This

flies in the face of common sense and is plainly wrong.

Marketing Materials show that Plaintiff is not involved in pyramid selling

38.

Indeed, the Plaintiff’s marketing materials (“Marketing Materials™), which the
Defendant already has possession of (as the same have been annexed to Roger’s 1*
Affidavit and also the Defendant’s Supplementary Affidavit), clearly demonstrate

that the Plaintiff is not involved in pyramid selling.

14



39.

The Defendant, having been a former senior staff of the Plaintiff, and having

actively been involved in the Plaintiff’s business and the Marketing Materials, must

surely know that:-

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

it is clear from the Plaintiff’s Marketing Materials that no commissions are

automatically paid to any Life Member for recruiting other members;

the Life Membership is not in any way represented as a direct sales and/or
earning opportunity, and there is no obligation on the ordinary Life Member to
recruit other members for the sake of commission or reward. Although many
Life Members do in fact recommend the Life Membership to their friends,
they do so in view of the benefits they have themselves obtained from the Life
Membership, with the hope that their friends will similarly receive the same

benefits;

it is simply not the case that the Life Membership involves Life Members
having to ferociously recruit other members in order to earn commissions to

recoup their membership fees;

instead, the Marketing Materials make it clear that the Life Membership is
much akin to membership of country clubs. The Life Membership, like

membership to a country club, is an intangible good;

15



40.

(e)

just as country club members are entitled to make use of the facilities of the
country club repeatedly, the benefits that come with the Life Membership are
not one-time benefits and/or services. Rather, the Life Membership benefits
and/or services are for life, and the Life Members can continue to enjoy the
same repeatedly. Regular talks and seminars and other networking events are
organised for the Life Members. The Life Members also receive regular
reference materials, magazines, and other printed materials and advice relating

to entrepreneurship.

Indeed, many of the Plaintiff’s very first Life Members (i.e. those who signed
up as members from the inception of the company) continue to enjoy and use
these services and benefits regularly. Many of the Plaintiff’s Life Members
have enjoyed huge successes both in their personal and professional fronts as a
result of their signing up for the Life Membership and actively using the

Plaintiff’s services.

The Defendant is fully aware of these above matters. Yet she persists in making such

serious and false accusations against the Plaintiff, and is now attempting to obtain

interrogatories on irrelevant matters to try to support her baseless (and unpleaded)

case. The Defendant’s conduct is nothing short of bad faith!

16



Interrogatories are completely unnecessary

41.

42.

43.

44,

At paragraph 9 and 10 of her Interrogatories Affidavit, the Defendant asserts that in
order to determine whether the Plaintiff is really making its income from the
recruitment of additional participants, “there is no better litmus test then through the

financial statements of the Plaintiffs”.

The Defendant’s assertion is misconceived.

The simplest way to find out whether an operation involves pyramid selling is to
look at whether each of the new members that join up with the scheme will:-
{a) earn his recruiter, his recruiter’s recruiter, and his recruiter’s recruiter’s

recruiters {and so on) a profit; and

(b) be expected, or will expect to have to, go out and procure more new

members/recruits, and thereby make a profit in the process.

These are the most important indications of whether a particular operation is a

pyramid sales scheme.

The answers to interrogatories {even if furnished) do not, and will not, evidence any

of the indications set out in paragraph 43 above.

17



45.

46.

Put another way, the answers to interrogatories (even if furnished) will not be

helpful in proving or disproving whether the Plaintiff is engaged in pyramid sales.

The Defendant’s attempt to serve interrogatories on the financial information of the
Plaintiff is clearly no more than an attempt to fish for information and evidence, with
the hope that she will chance upon some material, which she can then misrepresent
and/or misinterpret and use:-

(a) as a last ditch attempt to conjure up some frivolous defence for the Plaintiff’s

claim against her; and/or

(b) as fodder for her efforts at further running the Plaintiff down publicly and/or

to disparage and damage the Plaintiff’s reputation and business.

Ulterior Purpose of Interrogatories

47.

48.

In addition, the allegations of pyramid sales and the interrogatories served by the
Defendant are not only irrelevant to the real issues in the present case, they were in

fact served for another ulterior motive.

[ verily believe that the Defendant’s real purpose for making allegations of pyramid
sales against the Plaintiff , and for serving the interrogatories, was really an attempt

to run the Plaintiff down publicly and/or to further disparage and damage the

Plaintiff’s reputation and business. [ explain the reasons for my belief in detail below.

18



Disparaging Emails Against Plaintiff Sent By Defendant and/or Her Associates

49.

50.

51

After the Defendant was granted leave to file the Defendant’s Supplementary
Afffidavit and was granted unconditional leave to defend the claim, and more
importantly after the interrogatories were served, various emails containing
allegations against the Plaintiff were sent out to the Plaintiff’s customers, licensees,

and/or the public.

A majority of the emails are purportedly sent by one “Mr Alex Lee” or by someone

identifying himselffherself as “No Results”.

[ set out just some examples of these emails:-

(a) 5 May 2007 from “No Results”:-  this email was sent to, amongst others,
one of the Plaintiff’s staff, Irene Millar, enclosing portions of the Defendant’s
Supplementary Affidavit which contain allegations that the Plaintiff was
engaged in pyramid sales. A copy of the interrogatories was also attached to
this email. The title of the email is also designed to be offensive and suggests
that the Plaintiff is engaged in illegal dealings as it reads “Roger Hamilton

fails in court bid — XL unlawful business?”;

(b) 6 May 2007 from “Alex Lee”:- this email was sent to one of the
Plaintiff’s and my business associate and partner, Mr Thomas Power, and
contained text that is identical and/or substantially similar to the email of 5

May 2007 referred to above, and also enclosed portions of the Defendant’s

19



(©)

(d)

(e)

(N

(g)

Supplementary Affidavit which contain allegations that the Plaintiff was

engaged in pyramid sales, and a copy of the interrogatories;

6 May 2007 from “No Results™:-  this email also enclosed portions of the
Defendant’s Supplementary Affidavit which contain allegations that the

Plaintiff was engaged in pyramid sales, and a copy of the interrogatories;

11 May 2007 from “Alex Lee™-  This email was again sent to Mr Thomas
Power. The text of the email implicitly alleges that the Plaintiff is engaged in
pyramid sales as its principal revenue source is through sale of Life

Memberships;

12 May 2007 from “Alex Lee™-  this email was again sent to Mr Thomas
Power, and the text of this email is identical to the email of 11 May 2007

referred to above;

13 May 2007 from “No Results™- this email enclosed portions of the
Defendant’s Supplementary Affidavit which contain allegations that the

Plaintiff was engaged in pyramid sales, and a copy of the interrogatories;

11 June 2007, from “No Results™:- this email was sent to Ms Irene Millar and
alleges that “XL faces mass refunds as pyramid scheme unravels. XL fails to

submit detailed accounts as requested by the court.”,

20



52.

53

(h) 11 June 2007, from “No Results”:- an identical email to that sent to Ms Irene

Millar (referred to in (g) above) was also sent out to other parties;

(i) 12 June 2007, from “No Results”:- an identical email to that sent to Ms Irene

Millar was sent out again, this time to myself and to other parties; and

() 18 June 2007 from “Alex Lee”:-  this email was sent to Mr John Abbott.
The email alleges that Mr Abbott has been “duped”’. What is most offensive,
however, is that it alleges that “Roger Hamilton and Paul Dunn are running

an illegal pyramid scheme”.

Copies of the aforesaid emails are attached and collectively marked “RJH-20".

It is curious how “Alex Lee” and “No Result” came into possession of the
Defendant’s Supplementary Affidavit and the interrogatories such that the same

could have been enclosed as attachments to their emails referred to above.

I am advised and verily believe that affidavits filed in court cannot be obtained by a
non-party to the suit unless granted leave by the Court and that good reasons have to

be furnished before the Court will grant such leave.

21



54,

55.

56.

57.

An index search of the present suit as at 29 June 2007 reveals that apart from the
Defendant (who made a request to inspect documents sometime on 19 March 2007),
no other party/person has ever requested for leave to inspect and/or to obtain copies
of the Affidavits filed by the Defendant. A copy of the aforesaid index search is

annexed hereto and marked “RJH-21".

The Plaintiff, the Plaintiff’s staff, the Plaintiff’s solicitors and I had at no time given

any non-party to the suit copies of the Defendant’s Affidavits.

The circumstances therefore clearly point towards “Alex Lee” and “No Results”

either being:-

(a) the Defendant’ herself, and that “Alex Lee” and “No Results” is just an
attempt by the Defendant to hide behind false identities in a bid to cover up

her tracks; and/or

(b)  persons procured by the Defendant and/or who are the Defendant’s associates,
and/or who are connected to the Defendant, and to whom the Detendant

provided the Defendant’s Affidavits.

Significantly, several of the emails referred to above also provide the Defendant’s
email address so that recipients of these emails can contact the Defendant for

“confirmation” of the allegations made in the emails. This further corroborates the

22



58.

fact that “Alex Lee” and “No Results” is really either the Defendant herself and/or

parties connected to her.

Further, the Defendant herself has seen it fit to send an email dated 17 May 2007 in
her own name, setting out substantially the same text as the emails sent by “Alex
Lee” and conveniently including the Defendant’s solicitor’s contact details. A copy

of this email is annexed hereto and marked “RJH-22".

Allegations In Emails Erroneous

59.

60.

61.

What is more eggregious about the emails referred to above, is that it is clear that the
allegations in the emails are erroneous and do not give an accurate reflection of the
truth of the status of proceedings, and/or contains spurious allegations which are

harmful and defamatory of the Plaintiff.

First, the Court has, to date, made absolutely no finding on the Plaintiff being
involved in pyramid sales. There is also no basis for any aliegation that the Plaintiff
faces mass refunds as a result of being found liable or guilty of being involved in

pyramid sales.

In fact, the contrary is true! Clear objective evidence suggest that the Plaintiff is not

at all involved in pyramid sales scheme and/or any illegal conduct.
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62.

63.

64.

Second, while the Defendant had served interrogatories on the Plaintiff, the Court
did not require that the Plaintiff submit any detailed accounts and/or answer
the interrogatories served by the Defendant, whether by 31 May 2007 or on any
other date. Instcad, there is a pending application for the interrogatories to be

withdrawn.

There is therefore at present absolutely no obligation on the Plaintiff’s part to furnish
any detailed financial information or to answer the interrogatories, much less any

failure on the part of the Plaintiff to comply with the Court’s directions to do so.

Despite knowing the same to be untrue, the Defendant and/or “Alex Lee” and “No
Results” (whom [ believe to be the Defendant’s aliases and/or her associates) have
seen fit to make the false assertions/allegations against the Plaintiff in their emails

referred to above. This underscores their maliciousness.

Real Purpose For [nterrogatories

65.

66.

I verily believe that the Defendant’s real intention in serving the interrogatories was
not to secure admissions or procure relevant evidence for the purposes of saving

time and costs in these proceedings, and/or for the fair disposal of this matter.

Rather, the Defendant clearly had an ulterior motive for serving the interrogatories,
which is to make use of the same to conjure up false bases to cast further aspersions

on the Plaintiff’s reputation publicly.

24



67. Specifically, 1 verily believe that the interrogatories were served as the Defendant
wanted to use the same as an excuse and/or false basis upon which to premise the
following allegations, which was then published widely to the Plaintiff’s staff,
licensees, partners, and Life Members (in the emails sent by “No Results”, “Alex

Lee” and the Defendant referred to above):-

(a) the Plaintiff faces mass refunds “as the pyramid scheme unravels”;

(b)  “Roger Hamilton has until 31 May ,2007 to produce full detailed accounts of

the revenue source of the company™; and

(¢) the Plaintiff had failed “to submit detailed accounts as requested by the court”.

68. In light of all the reasons set out above, the service of the interrogatortes by the

Defendant is completely unnecessary, oppressive, and/or an abuse of process.

Defendant’s Penchant For Misrepresenting Matters
69. Finally, T wish to deal with the Defendant’s allegation at paragraph 10 of her

affidavit filed on 18 June 2007.

70. The Defendant alleges that the Plaintiff has contradicted itself and that it does not lie

in the Plaintiff’s mouth to contend that the financial matters of the Plaintiffs are not
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relevant issues to the present case. The Defendant asserts that this is because I had
exhibited the Plaintiff’s financial statements for the years of 2003 to 2005 in my

affidavit of 9 November 2005 filed in MC Suit 15447.

71.  The Defendant’s allegations are wholly misconceived.

72.  First, the Plaintiff’s financial matters are clearly wholly irrelevant to the present case.

The issues that arise in this case is only in respect of whether the Defendant had
breached her obligations under the Settlement Agreement by her conduct of having:-
(a) taken active steps to, and/or making allegations that, disparage the Plaintiff

and myself;

(b) made disclosures of information and allegations that could be deemed, and

were, detrimental, negative and harmful to me and the Plaintiff; and/or

(c) taken steps to persuade the Plaintiff’s staff, country partners and/or speakers
either to threaten them, persuade them not to partner the Plaintiff, persuade
them to leave the Plaintiff's employ and/or to not speak at any of the

Plaintiff’s events.

73.  The Plaintiff's financial statements therefore have completely nothing to do with
whether the Defendant had indeed engaged in the aforesaid conduct, and if she had,

whether the same constitutes a breach of the Settlement Agreement.

26



74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

Second, the fact that [ had exhibited the Plaintiff’s financial statements for 2003 to
2005 in his affidavit of 9 November 2005 filed in MC Suit 15447 has been

completely taken out of context and does not assist the Defendant.

My affidavit of @ November 2005 was filed in response to the Defendant’s affidavit
filed on 28 September 2005. The Defendant’ affidavit filed on 28 September 2005

was in support of her application for summary judgment in MC Suit 15447,

In paragraph 15 of the Defendant’s affidavit filed on 28 September 2005, she alleged
that she met a lawyer “representing a group of life members against the
Defendant”, and she went on to suggest that the Plaintiff’s “financial position and
pattern of setrling their bills and outstanding” was suspect, and that was why she

had wanted her severance package as quickly as possible.

In short, in her affidavit filed on 28 September 20035, the Defendant was making
allegations that the Plaintitf was financially unsound and/or that it was suffering

substantial losses.

It was in that context that the Plaintiff, through me, decided to exhibit its financial
statements of 2003 to 2005 to show clear proof that:-
(a) the Defendant’s allegation that the Plaintiff was in a bad financial state of

health was absolutely untrue;
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79.

80.

81.

(b) the Plaintiff was always a profitable going concern and was not in any

financial jeopardy at the relevant time; and

(¢c) the Defendant being a key member of the Plaintiff’s staff at the relevant
time clearly knows that the Plaintiff’s financial health was not suspect or in

jeopardy.

Put another way, the purpose of my exhibiting the financial statements way back
in November 2005 (in a different matter to the present suit) was simply to expose,
once and for all, the Defendant’s false allegations and lies about the alleged poor

state of the Plaintiff’s financial health at that time.

It was also done to put an end to the Defendant’s hopeless attempt, at that time, to

colour the Court’s impression of the Plaintiff in MC Suit 15447.

The exhibiting of the financial statements was therefore not for the purposes of

proving or disproving any of the pleaded issues in the current case!
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£ That the Defendant had seen fit to make the assertions at paragraph 10 of her
atfidavit filed on 18 June 2007 only evidences her penchant for misrepresenting

matters and/or making assertions wholly out of context.

Ceonclision

§3. In the premises, I respectfully ask this Honourable Court to make an order in terms

of the application herein.

Affirmed at Singapore this ) ‘7\, v

‘g{» duy of Sy 2007 )

Before me,

A Commissioner for Qaths.

This affidavit is filed on behalf of the Plaintiffs.

J2%d 2530 FHHEITONGD
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FAQs 31

Multi-level Marketing and Pyramid Selling

What is Multi-Level Marketing (MLM) 2nd Pyramid Selling?

How do trecognise a pyramid selling scheme?

Hlow are MLUM activities governed in Singapore?

Why ts there a need to have an Exciusion Order?

YWhy is there a need to amend the Exclusion Qrder?

What were the amendments made in 2001 to the Exclusion Order?

YWhen did the amended Exclusion Order come into effect?

YWhiere can one obtain the amended Exclusion Crder?

What are the penalties for being in breach of the MLM Act?

What would happen to "innacent victims” who participated in pyramid schemes unkrowmaly. and who did not

henetif in any way hefore the scheme closed down?

1. Iz there 2 special llcense required to conduct those types of businesses listed in the Exemption Crder?

12, Can the operaiors and members of the public seek the Government's advice on the legality of therr business
sohemes?

13, Which agency should a member of the public repart to. if thay suspect that certain business schemes are

actually illegal multi-level marketing or pyramid selling schemes?

SO0 DO R R

1. What is Multi-Level Marketing (MLM) and Pyramid Selling?

A Multi-Level Marketing or Pyramid Selling scheme will typically require participants to pay an upfront charge. In
return, the participants are promised financial rewards for each additional participant recruited, as well as all new
participants who are in turn brought in by their recruits - hence the pyramid-like structure

As more salespersons are recruited, participants hope to recover their upfront charges and earn sizeable profits.
However, such a pyramid schemes will eventuailly collapse when they run out of new recruits, resulting in those
salespersons al the bottom of the pyramid losing all their upfront charges.

In the interest of consumer protection, the Government's regulation effort is targeted at preventing the proliferation
of such high-risk schemes.

2. How do | recognise a pyramid selling scheme?

Many pyramid schemes often disguise themselves as sellers collectors' items, software, training programmes, etc.
when all they are interested is to make a quick buck through recruitment. Members of the publiic who attend sales
talks must be vigilant to such schemes. lllegitimate MLM schemes usually share the following characteristics:

When the promoter hype about how easy it is to earn money. peopie can get very rich in & very short time
and that the way to earn maoney is by recruiting others to join the scheme;

The so-called product that you are supposed to sell is not something you would normaity buy at its price:
Participants are required to invest money into the scheme. whether in the form of a joining fee. or huying

inventory.
Remember - there is no easy money. you must believe in what you are selling and you shouid not put your money
at unnecessary risk.

3. How are MLM activities governed in Singapore?

MLI activities in Singapore are governed by the Muiti-level Marketing and Pyramid Selling(Prohibition; Act. The
Ministry of Trade and Industry administers the Act.

The original Multi-Level Marketing and Pyramid Selling (Prohibition) Act was first passed in 1873, in June 2000,

http://app.mti.gov.sg/default.asp?id=567&articleID=&surveylD=&rdn=&uid=&email=&fbl...  30/06/2007
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Parlizment approved an amendment 1o the Act to widen the definition of pyramid selling te calch all buginess 32
_ schemes that were muiti-level in nature.

However, as not all multi-level marketing techniques are undesirable, the Government concurrently enacted the
Multi-Level Marketing and Pyramid Selling {Excluded Schemes and Arrangemenis) Order (hereafter. referred to as
the 'Exclusion Order') to exclude legitimate businesses from the Act, such as insurance companies, master
franchises, and direct selling companies which fuifiil certain criteria. This Exclusion Order was impiemented in
June 2000,

4. Why is there a need tc have an Exclusion Order?

Nat all multi-level marketing techniques are undesirable. There are {egitimate businesseas using innovative sales
tactics, and should not be lumped together with pyramid schemes.

Hence, the Government enacted the Multi-Level Marketing and Pyramid Selling (Excluded Schemes and
Arrangements} Order (hereafier, referred to as the 'Exclusion Order') in June 2000, to exempt legitimate
businesses frcm the Act. The following categories of businesses were exempted:

i1) Insurance businesses that are registered, approved or licensed under the Insurance Act, the insurance
intermediaries Act 1899 and the regutations made thereunder,

123 Master franchise schemes and direct selling schemes which satisfy the following conditions.

the henefit received by any promoter or participant is as a result of the sale, lease, license or other
distribution of a commodity and not as a result of the recruitment of additional participants,

the promoter of the scheme shall not knowingly make false or misteading representation or omission relating
to the scheme or the commeodity;

the promoter shall not make any representation on the benefits other than those allowed:;

there should be a clearly stated policy on refund or buy-back guarantea.

After the Exclusion Order was enacted in 2000, the Government received feedback that the provisions in the
Exclusion Order were not sufficiently clear. Some members of the public were also confused by claims of
iegitimacy by companies and often requested for the Government to clanfy if particular schemes were legitimate.

In response to the feedback, the Government reviewed the Exclusicn Order, and subseguently amended the Order
in 2001

5. Why is there a need to amend the Exclusion Order?

As a result of developments in the market and suggestions from the public, the Ministry of Trade and Industry in
consuhation with the industry, and taking intc consideration the public's comments, has come up with a revised
MLM Exciusion Order.

6. What were the amendments made in 2001 to the Exclusion Order?

The Exclusion Order 2001 continued to maintain that insurance companies and master franchises would be
exciuded from the MLM Act,

However. it aiso introduced the following rules for direct selling companies:

Safeguards - A participant cannot be required to provide any benefit or acquire any commaodity in order to
become g participant i the scheme, other than the purchase of demonstration equipment which is not for
resale, at no maore than cost price and for which no commission can be given out. A legitimate multi-level
marketing scheme would nct impose a financial risk on salespersons. For example. salespersons should he
entitled to full refunds, under reasonable commercial terms, for any inventories kept or purchased by them
which are not sold to end consumers, so long as the inventories are returned within a period of 80 days.
Behavicural checks - The companies must not misrepresent the scheme as get-rich-guick cppertunities. and
should not use fraud, coercion, harassment, or unconscionable means to force peaple to join the scheme.

http://app.mti.gov.sg/default.asp?id=567 &articlel D=&surveyl D=& rdn=&uid=&email=&tbl...  30/06/2007
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Instead, the companies should focus their efforts an promoting the quality and features of the products. i83
company wishes to show potential participants the eaming potential, they must keep records of the
maximum, minimum, mean, mode and median earmings of their salespecple in the past.

Sharing of commission - It is all right for a salespersen to share commissions from several layers of
salespersons recruited by him. However, such commissions must be generated by sale of the product or
service in question, and not through the recruitment of additional participants into the scheme.

7. When did the amended Exclusion Order come into effect?

The amendments to the Exclusion Order were published on 14 December 2001, and came into effect on 01
January 2002,

8. Where can one obtain the amended Exclusion Order?

The full text of the current Multi-Level Marketing and Pyramid Selling (Excluded Schemes and Arrangements)
Order can be accessed at the MTI website.,

9. What are the penalties for being in breach of the MLM Act?

During the review of the MLM Act in Year2000. the fines were raised from $30,000 to $200.000. Currently, a
conviction under the Act will result in a fine of up to $200,000 or to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 5 years.
or to bath. The fines are for the following offences:

promoting or participating in a mulli-level marketing, or pyramid selfing, scheme or arrangement.

registering a business which is designed to promote multi-level marketing, or pyramid selling, scheme or
arrangement.

registering a company which proposes to promote multi-level marketing, or pyramid selling. scheme oi
arrangement.
I addition, the Act empowers a Court that convicts a promoter or participant of a multi-level marketing or pyramic
selling an additional penalty of an amount not exceeding the amount or value of any benefit which the promoter or
participant has received. This additional penalty ensures that the Act serves as an effective deterrent to potential
offenders.

10. What would happen to "innocent victims" who participated in pyramid schemes unknowingly, and who
did not benefit in any way before the scheme closed down?

Under the Act, all persons who participate in multi-level marketing or pyramid selling would comimit an offence.
This is because the participants would have played an active but destructive role of attracting others into the
scheme We believe that this is the best way to deter the potential promoters of such schemes.

Hence. we would urge the public to be extra careful and to exercise due diligence when deciding whether to
participate 1n business schemes. They should be doubly suspicious of get-rich-quick promises. If they believe

emply promises and hand over their money to the promoter, chances are they will be cheated of the money. At the
same time. they might be guilty of committing an offence as they are participating in an illegal scheme.

11. Is there a special license required to conduct those types of businesses listed in the Exemption Order?

Companies whose business schemes fall under the Exclusion Order are not required to obtain a special licence.

http://app.mti.gov.sg/default.asp?id=567&articleID=&surveylD=&rdn=&uid=&email=&fbl...  30/06/2007
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34

12. Can the operators and members of the public seek the Government’s advice on the legality of their
business schemes?

It is not proper. nor apprepriate, for Governmeant agencies to give legal advice on which scheme is legal and which
is not, as this would circumscribe the Government's effectiveness in enforcing regulation against fraudulent
schernes that may evolve over time.

instead. the operators and members of the public should acquaint themselves with the relevant laws. and seek
legal advice from lawyers, where necessary. Lawyers should be abie to advise on specific cases, according to the
context and how the actual events unfold.

13. Which agency should a member of the public report to, if they suspect that certain business schemes
are actually illegal multi-level marketing or pyramid selling schemes?

The Commercial Affairs Department {(CAD) investigates pyramid selling schemes. If you suspect a scheme has

contravened the MLM Act, you can report to the CAD at telephone number 3250000 or (odge a report at 331 New
Bridge Road, #06-701 Bleck D, Police Cantonment Complex, Singapore 088762,

http://app.mti.gov.sg/default.asp?id=567&articlelD=&surveyl D=&rdn=&uid=&email=&1bl...  30/06/2007
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------ Forwarded Message

From: No Results <members xl@yahoo.com>

Date: Sat, 5 May 2007 05:42:11 -0700 (PDT)

To: <irene@resultsfoundation.com>, <members@resultsfoundation.com>
Subject: FWD Roger Hamilton fails in legal bid - XL unlawful business?

Irene, | believe the affidavit lodged against XL is a public document and
available from the company lawyers, Drew Napier?

FWD:

Update from Singapore

After over two years of litigation against a former employee Roger Hamilton
has failed in his summary judgment in Singapore. Roger Hamilton has spent
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several hundred thousand dollars of XL Life Membership fees in legal fees
and conducted a malicious slur campaign against the sole defendant who
alleged wrong doing.

The former employee's affidavit was accepted in entirety and has opened up
questions on the company's revenue source. The affidavit is now a public
document. Roger Hamilton has until the 31st May, 2007 to produce fully
detailed accounts of XL Results Foundation and its revenue source,

Any licensee or agent who has received commission on sales of XL Memberships
is urged to seek independent legal advice.

Ahhh...imagining that irresistible "new car” smell?

Check out new cars at Yahoo! Autos.
<hiip://us.rd.vahoo.comievi=48245/http/autos.yahoo.com/new cars.html; yic=
X3oDMTE1YW1jcXJ2BFITAZKIMTA3IMDCZBHNIYWNEYWIsdGF ncwRzbGsDbmV3LWNhenM->
<http:/fus.rd.yahoo.com/evi=48245/*http:/fautos.yahoo.com/new _cars.html; vic
=X30DMTETYW1icXJ2BFITAZKIMTAIMDCcZBHNIYWNEYWIsdGFnecwRzhGsDbmV3LWNhenM->

______ End of Forwarded Message

This email has been scanned by the Messagelabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http-//www.messagelabs.corm/email
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2004, where the only revenue was from the sale of 38 new life memberships.
According 10 the -sules report, the Mew Zealand liconsee got & 2%

commission on the sale of the life memberships. Exhibit “LR-57

R
k3

-1 am now advised and verily believe that il is not lawfi) 1o operate a scheme -
——
or errangment far the diswibution or purporied dismibution of & commedity
whereby, the person (uen receives a benefit as « result of the reciditment of
more additivnal participents in the scheme of amangraent. [t is clear from the
marters described shave, thal RH, topether with the licensees are using the

- Plaieiffs o operute such 4 schemae,

Paud Stiart Dunn (“PSD*) and Danied Steven Prigstly (DSP”) ure licensees and
pare af the scheme
23. Bath PSD and DSP are licensces in the same scheme abovementioned,

perpetuated and operated by R} through the usc of the Plaintiffs as a vohicle.

24, They each have huge finencial interest in kveping the scheme and the
Plaintiffs surviving.In a way and as | am now advised and verily believe, lhey
together with RH are using the Plaintiils to suck on and prey on new roerdils

to the scheme.




C-1

IN THE SUBORDINATE COURTS OF THE
REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC24750/2006/D

Between

XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTELTD
RC No. 200107729C

...Plaintiff(s}
And

LINDA RUCK
{Australia) PP No. E7081714

...Defendant(s)

INTERROGATORIES

GOH AIK LENG MARK
MARK & DENNIS

20 MAXWELL ROAD
#10-09A

MAXWELL HOUSE

SG 069113
TEL:62222535
FAX:06562226330

Ref: GAL.2542.07

Filed this 26th day of April 2007



N THE SUBORDINATE. COURTS OF THE REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC: SuitNo. 24750 6£ 20060
Between

XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTE LTD
(RC No. 209107729C)

... Plaintiffs
And

_LINDA RUCK
(Australia Passport No. E7081714)

... Defendant

INTERROGATORIES - WITHOUT ORDER

Onbehalf of the abovenamed Defendant for the examination-of the abovenamed

Plaintiffs.

1. In each of the years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the Plaintiffs’

Financiat year-end date/dates.

2. In eacl of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 -and. 2006, please provide the

aggregate revenue/ income before tax eamed by the Plaintiffs,

3. In escheof the Finaticial years; 2002, 2003, 2004,-2005 and 2008, please.provide a detailed

description.of the various heads'of revenue/ incomte before tax earned by the:Plaintiffs.
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I each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
revenue/income before tax earned by the Plaintiffs, in respsct of the sales of the Plaintiffs

various membership programmes.

Iy each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provids the
revenue/income. before tix earned by the Plaintiffs, in respect of the ticket sales of the

Plaintiffs’ seminars, talks, ttaining sessions.and everits.

In each of the Financidl years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the

revenue/income beforetax eamed by the Plaintiffs, in:respect.of the sales of the Plaintiffs’

“XL magazing”.

I each of the Financial years; 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2008, please provide the
revenug/income before tax eamed by thie Plaintiffs, in respect of the sales of the Plaintiffe’

Books.

In each: of the Financial years, 2002, ‘2003, 2004, 2005 and. 2006, please provide the
aggregate commissions paid to licensees of the Plaintiffs in tespect of the sale of the

Plaintiffs’ various fhembership programmes,

41



10.

1.

In. each of the Financial years, 2002,°2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
aggregate commissions:paid-to licensees of the Plaintiffs in respect of the ticket sales of the

Plaintiffs’ sérainars, talks, training sessions arid éverits.

In. each of the Financial years; 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
apgregate commissions paid to licensees -of the Plaintiffe in respect of ‘the sales of the

Plamtiffs’ “XL magazing®,
In each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
agiregate commissions paid to licensees of ihe Plaintiffs in respect of the sales of the

Plaintiffs’ books.

Mir, Roger Hainilton, the director of the Defendants, XL Results Foundation Pre

Ltd; is.required to-answer all interrogatories above by way of an affidavit by 1600hrs on

31" May 2007.

Served the day-of 2007

!

SOLICITONSFOR THE DEFENDANT
M/S MARK & DENNIS
(FILENO, GAL.2542.07)
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To

The:Plaintiffs:and/or their Selicitors
M/s Drew & Napier

20 Raffles Place

#17-00-Ocean Towers

Sihgapore 048620

(Ref: WWCS/b11269108)
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From: Alex Lee [mailto:alex_| low@yahoo.com]

Sent. 06 May 2007 08:28

To: Thomas Power: julian_bond@blackstar.com

Subject: Attention: Thomas Power - Roger Hamilton faiis in court case - XL
untawful business?

Thomas

Does this mean you are implicated and will also have to pay back all the
duped Blackstars?

FWD:

44



Legal Update from Singapore
Attached: Affidavit three page extract

Interragatories

After over two years of litigation against a former employee Roger Hamilton
has failed in his summary judgment in Singapore - April, 2007. Roger
Hamilton has spent several hundred thousand doltars of XL Life Membership
fees in legal fees and conducted a malicious slur campaign against the sole
defendant who alleged wrong doing.

The former employee’s affidavit was accepted in entirety and has opened up
questions on the company's revenue source. Roger Hamilton has until the
31st May, 2007 to produce fully detailed accounts of XL Results Foundation
and its revenue source,

Any licensee or agent who has received commission on sales of XL Memberships
is urged to seek independent legal advice.

Members are advised to contact the independant Community Activist Ms Ann
Phua in Singapore at email: anph@rvmediaworld,com

Ahhh._imagining that irresistible "new car” smell?

Check out new

<http://us.rd.yahoo.com/evi=48245/*http:/autos.vahoo.com/new cars.himl: yic=
X3oDMTE1TYW1jcXJ2BF9TAZKIMTAIMDc2BHNIYwNtYWIsdGFnewRzbGsDbmV3LWNhenM-> cars
at Yahoo! Autos.

This email has been scanned by the Messagelabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit hitp.//www.messagelabs.com/email
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2004, whers the only revenue was from the sale of 3§ new life memberships.

According 1o the -sules report, the New Zeplond liecmsee got a A0%

commmission on the sale of the life memberskips. Exhibit “LRE-57

[

or erangment for the dismibution or p_uzport::d dismibution of a commodity
whereby, the person (nen receives a benefit as a result of the reeriitment of
more ac]dil[nmél paricipants in (he scheme or arrangment. [t is clear from the
matters described dbove, that RH, logether with {he heensees are using the

- Maintiffs w0 operate such 4 scheme,

Paud Stuart Dunn ¢“PSD*) and Daniel Steven Priestly (DSP”) are licensees and

part af the scheme
23. Both PSD and DSP are liccnsces in the same scheme abovemcntioned,

perpetusted and operated by R throngh the use of the Plaintifis s a vehicle.

24, They each kave huge finencia) interest in keeping the scheme and the
Plaintiffs surviving.In a way and as [ am now advised and verily believe, they
together with RH sre using the Plaintiifs to suck on and prey on new reervils

to the seheme.

2.1 am now advised and verily believe that it is nat lawfil 1o upzrate a scheine ©
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IN THE SUBORDINATE COURTS OF Tl—é7
REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC24750/2006/D

Between

'XI. RESULTS FOUNDATION PTELTD
RC No. 200107725C

...Plaintiff(s)
And

LINDA RUCK
(Australia) PP No. E7081714

.Defendant(s)

INTERROGATORIES

GOH AIK LENG MARK
MARK & DENNIS

20 MAXWELL ROAD
#10-09A

MAXWELL HOUSE

3G 069113
TEL:02222535
FAX:06562226330

Ref: GAL 2542.07

Filed this 26th day of April 2007



IN THE SUBORDINATE COURTSOF THE REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC SuitNo. 24750.0F2006/D
Between

XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTE LTD
(RC No, 200107729C)

.. Plaintiffs
And

LINDA RUCK
(Australia Pagsport Ne. E7081714)

... Detanddnt.

INTERROGATORIES - WITHOUT ORDER

On-behalf of the abovenamed Defendant for the examination of the abovenamed

Blaintiffs.

1. In eagh of the years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the Plaintiffs’

Financial yeat-end date/dates.

2. In each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and, 2006, ;please provide the

aggregate revenue/ incomebefore tax earned hy the Plaintiffs.

3. In each-ofthe Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please-provide a detailed

description of the various heads of revenue/ incone before tax earned by the Plaintiffs.
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T each of the: Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
revenue/income before tax earned by fhe Plaintiffs, in respeet of the sales of the Plaintiffs’

various membership.programmes.
In. each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
revenud/income. before tax earnéd by the Plaintiffs; in respect of the ticket sales of the

Plaintiffs’ seminars, talks, ttaining:sessions-and-avents,

In each of the Financidl years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the

revenué/income before tax eamed by the Plaintiffs, in.respect.of the sales of the Plaintiffs’

“XL magazine™.

In. each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
revenuclincome before tax eamed by the Plaintiffs, in respect of the sales of the Plaintiffs’

Tdolks:

In each of the Financial years; 2002, 2003, 2004, .2005 and. 2006, please provide the
aggregate commissions péid to licensees of the Plaintitfs in respect of the sale of the

Plaintiffs’ various membership programmes,
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1.

In: each of the. Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 20086, please provide the
aggregate commissions:paid-to licensess of'the Plaintiffsin respect of the ticket sales of the

Plaintiffs’ seminars, talks, waining sessions-and events.

In. each: of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 20086, please provide the
aggregate commissions paid to licensees -of the Plaintiffs in respect of the sales of the

Plaintiffs’ “XL magazine®.
Tn each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
aggregate commiissions paid to licensees of the Plaintiffs in respect of the sales of the

Plaintifis® books.

Mr. Roger Hamiltor, the. director of the Deféndants, XL Results Foundation Pte

Lid; is requited to answer all intertogatories above by way of an affidavit by 1600hrs on

3t May 2007,

Served-the day-of 2007

5 .:;_ [ 41 / .
SOLICITONSFOR THE DEFENDANT
 M/S'MARK & DENNIS

(FILE NO. GAL:.Z542.07)
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To

ThePlaintiffs:and/or their Solicitors
M/s Drew & Napier

20 Raffles Place

#17-00-Ocean Towers

Singapore: 048620

(Rel: WWCS/bl/269108)
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From: No Results [mailto:members_xi@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, 6 May 2007 11:48 p.m.

To: members xl@yahoo.com

Subject: Roger Hamilton fails in court bid - XL unlawful business?

Concerned members are advised to contact the independant Community Activist

Ms Ann Phua on email;
<http://us.f583. mail.vahoo.com/ym/Compose?To=anph@rvmediaworld. com>
anph@rvmediaworld.com

FWD:

l.egal Update from Singapore
Attached: three page affidavit extract

interrogatories dated 26th April, 2007

After over two years of litigation against a former employee Roger Hamilton
has failed in his summary judgment in Singapore April 2007. Roger Hamilton
has spent several hundred thousand dollars of XL Life Membership fees in
legal fees and conducted a malicious slur campaign against the sole
defendant who alleged wrong doing.

The former employee's affidavit was accepted in entirety and has opened up
questions on the company's revenue source. The affidavit is now a public
document. Roger Hamilton has until the 31st May, 2007 to produce fully
detailed accounts of XL Results Foundation and its revenue source.

Any licensee or agent who has received commission on sales of XL Memberships
is urged to seek independent legal advice.

Expecting? Get great news right away with email

<http://us.rd yahog com/evi=49982/*hilp /advision webevents yahoo.com/mailbe
ta/newmail_tools.html> Auto-Check.

Try the Yahoo!
<http.//us.rd.yahoo.com/evt=49982/hitp-/advision.webevents.yahco.com/mailbe
ta/newmail_tools.himi> Mail Beta.

This email has been scanned by the MessagelLabs Email Security System.
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2004, where the only revenue was from the sale of 38 new lifc memberships.
According o the sules report, the New Zewlond licensee pot @ 20%

corumission on the sale of the life memberships. Exhibit “LR-57

i
)

ot arangment for the diswibution or purported disuibution of a commodity
whereby, the person (ben receives a benefit 2s a result of the reepditment of
more add[linnél pariicipants in the scheme or arrangmment. It is clear from the
matters deseribed ghove, thal RH, topether with the licensees are using the

- Plaintiffs 0 operate such a scheme,

Pa! Stuart Dunm (“PSD") and Daniel Steven Priestly (DSP”) are licensees and

part af the schewme
23 Bath PSD and DSP are licensces in the same schome abovemecntioned,

perpetunted and operated by R11 throngh the usc of the Plaintifis as a vemele.

24, They each have hupe finencinl interest in keeping the scheme and the
Plaintiffs surviving.ln a way and a3 [ am now advised and verily believe, they
together with RH arc using the Plaintiffs to suck on and prey on new roeruils

to the scheme.,

-1 sm now zdvized and verily believe that it is not lawhil to uperate 2 scheme -




IN THE SUBORDINATE COURTS OF THE
REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

ME€24750/2006/D

Between

"XI. RESULTS FOUNDATION PTE LTD
RC No. 200107729C

..Plaintiff{s)
And

LINDA RUCK
(Australia) PP No. E7081714

...Defendant(s)

INTERROGATORIES

GOH AIK LENG MARK.
MARXK & DENNIS

20 MAXWELL ROAD
#10-09A

MAXWELL HOUSE

S5G 069113
TEL:62222535
FAX:06562226330

Ref: GAT.2542.07

Filed this 26th day of April 2007
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JN.THE SUBORDINATE COURTS OF THE REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC Suit Wo. 24750 6£2006/D-
Between

XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTE LTD
(RC No, 200107729C)

. Plaintiffs
And

_ LINDA RUCK
(Australia Pagsport Mo:. E7081714)

.. Defendant
INTERROGATORIES - WITHOUT ORDER

O behalf of the abovenamed Defendant. for the examination-of the dbovenamed

Plaintiffs.

1. In each of the years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the Plaintiffs’

Financial year-efid date/dates.

2. In each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 -and 2008, please provide the

aggregate revenue/ income before tax earned by the Plaintiffs,

3. In each &f'the Finaneial years; 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005.and 2006, please-provide a detziled

description of thevarious headsof revenue/ income before tax earned by the Plaintiffs,
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In cach of the Financiel years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the

revenue/income before tax eamed by the Plaintiffs, in respéct of the sales of the Plaintiffs’

varigus membership programmes.
In. gach of the Finhancial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
revenue/income before: tax earned by the Plaintiffs, in respect of the ticket sales of the

Plaintiffs’ seminars, talks, ttaining sessions.and events.

In each of the Finacial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the

révenusincsine before tak saimed by the Plaintiffs, in respect of the sales of the Plaintiffs’

“XL magazing”.

In each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2008, please provide the
revenue/income before tax earned by the Plaintiffs, in tespect of the sales of the Plaintiffs’

books:

In each- of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2008, please provide. the
aggregate commissions paid to licensess of the Platntifhs in tespect of the sale of the

Plaintiffs’ various membership programmes,
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In: each of the Financial. years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
aggregate commissions paid to licensess of the Plaintiffs in respect of the ticket sales of the

Plaintiffs’ scriinars, talks, tiaining sessions.and events.

In- each. of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
aggregate commissions paid to Heensees -of the Plaintiffs in respect of ‘the sales of the

Plaintiffs’ “XL magazine?®.
In each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
aggregate commissions paid to licensées of the Plaintiffs in respect of the sales of the

Plaintiffs’ hooks.

M. Roger Hamilton, fhe, directot of thé Defendants, XL Results Fourdation Pte

Ltd; is. required to answer al} interrogatories above by way of an affidavit by 1600hrs en

31" May 2007.

SOLICITORS’FOR THE DEFENDANT
/" M/$ MARK & DENNIS
(FILE NO. GAL2542.07)
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To-

ThePlaintiffs-and/or their Soligitors
M/s Drew & Napier

20 Raftles Place

#17-00 Ocean Towers

Singanore 048620

(Ref: WWCS/b1/269108)
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------ Forwarded Message

From: Alex Lee <alex | low@yahoo.com>

Date: Fri, 11 May 2007 23:46:28 -0700 {PDT)

To: <thomas.power@ecademy.com>

Subject; Legal Statement from Linda Ruck - XL Litigation

FWD;

Linda Ruck Legal Situation Update
3rd May, 2007

After more than two years of litigation, Roger Hamilton of XL Results
Foundation Pte Ltd failed in his summary judgment bid against Linda Ruck.

Linda Ruck is represented by lawyer, Mark Goh (Mark Goh & Co, Advocates &

60



61

Solicitors, Singapore).

On the 7th April, 2007 Linda Ruck's affidavit was accepted by the judge in
its entirety and is now a public document. The affidavit has opened up
specific questions regarding the company and its sources of revenue.

Any individual considering investing in XL Results Foundation Pte Ltd are
advised to ask 'good questions' as part of the due diligence process.

Questions posed include: Where is the company's principal revenue source
coming from?

A) Book Sales

B) Magazine Sales

C}) Seminar Sales:or

D) Life Membership Sales

Can the revenue from book sales, magazine sales and seminar sales, be much
when they are given free to life members?

For confirmation of this statement Linda Ruck can be contacted on email:
linda.ruck@pacific.net.sq
<mptf/us.f373.mail.vahoo.com/vm/Compose?To=Iinda.ruck@pacific.net.sq>
<http://us.f373.mail.yahoo.comfvm/Compose?To=Iinda.ruck@pacific.net.sq> or
phone: +65 9451 8100

Pinpoint customers
<http://us.rd.yahoo.com/evt:48250/*http:/searchmarketinq.vahoo.oom/arp/spons
oredsearch_v9.php?0o=US2226&cm p=Yahoo&ctv=AprNI&s=Y&s2=EM&b=50>
<http://us.rd.vahoo.com/evt=482SOI*http://searchmarketinq.vahoo.com/arp/spon
soredsearch_v9. php?0=US2226&cmp=Yahoo&ctv=AprNI&s=Y&s2=EM&b=50> who are
looking for what you sell.

------ End of Forwarded Message

This email has been scanned by the Messagelabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http.//www.messagelabs.com/email
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From: Alex Lee [mailto:alex | low@yahoo.com]

Sent: 12 May 2007 07:46

To: Thomas Power

Subject: Legal Statement from Linda Ruck - XL Litigation

FWD:

Linda Ruck Legal Situation Update
3rd May, 2007

After more than two years of litigation, Roger Hamilton of XL Results
Foundation Pte Ltd failed in his summary judgment bid against Linda Ruck.

Linda Ruck is represented by lawyer, Mark Goh {(Mark Goh & Co, Advocates &
Solicitors, Singapore),

On the 7th April, 2007 Linda Ruck's affidavit was accepted by the judge in
its entirety and is now a public document. The affidavit has opened up
specific questions regarding the company and its sources of revenue.

Any individual considering investing in XL Results Foundation Pte Ltd are
advised to ask 'good questions' as part of the due diligence process.

Questions posed include: Where is the company's principal revenue source
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coming from?

A) Book Sales

B) Magazine Sales

C) Seminar Sales;or

D) Life Membership Sales

Can the revenue from book sales, magazine sales and seminar sales, be much
when they are given free to life members?

For confirmation of this statement Linda Ruck can be contacted on emait:
<http://us.f373.mail.yahoo.com/ym/Com pose?To=linda.ruck@pacific.net.sg>
linda ruck@pacific.net.sq or phone: +65 9451 8100

Pinpoint
<http://us.rd.vahoo.com/evt=48250/*http:/searchmarketinq.vahoo.com/arp/spons
oredsearch_vg.php?o=U82226&cmp=Yahoo&ctv=AprN!&s=Y&52=EM&b=50> customers
who are looking for what you sell.

This email has been scanned by the Messagelabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email




From: No Results [mailto:members xl@yahoo.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 13, 2007 ¢:40 PM

To: x|_members@yahoo.com

Subject: FWD: Roger Hamilton fails in court bid - XL unlawful business?

After over two years of litigation Roger Hamilton (Plaintiff) of Resulis
Foundation failed in court last month.

Roger Hamilton has until the 31st May, 2007 to produce full detailed
accounts of the revenue source of the company.

If you are a licencee or an agent and have made commission on the sale of XL
Results Foundation memberships you are advised to seek independant legal
advice.

Give spam the boot. Take control with tough
<http://us.rd.yahoo.com/evt=47960/*http./advision.webevents yahoo.com/mailbe
ta/newmail_html.htmi> spam protection

in the all-new Yahoo! Mail Beta.
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2004, where the enly revenue was from the sale of 38 new life memberships.

According 10 the sules report the New Zealand liconsee got & A%

commmission on the sale of the life memberships. Exhibit “LR-87

P2
[N}

-1 am now advised and verily beliewe that it is not lawfitl to operate a seheme -

ot zrrangment for the disnibution ot purported diswibution of a commodity

whersby, the pesson (hen receives a benefit 28 a result of the reeniitment of

more additional pariicipants in the schemmes or amangment. It is clear from the

maiters deseribed abave, that RH, together with the licensees are using the

~ Plaintiffs 10 aperute such g scheme,

Paud Stuart Dumn (“PSD") and Danicl Steven Priestly (DSP”) ure Heensees and

part af the scheme

25.Bath PSD and DST are licensees in the same scheme abovemcnlioned,

perpetuated and Opr:'mtéd by R1T throngh the use of the Plaintifls as a vohicle.

3L

7

24, They each have huge finaneial interest in keeping the scheme and the
Plaintiffs surviving.In a way and as [ am now advised and verily believe, they
together with RH are using (he PlaintifTs to suck on and prey on new reerils

o tie scheme,
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IN THE SUBORDINATE COURTS OF TH66
REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC24750/2006/D

Between

XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTE LTD
" RC No. 200107729C

.. Plaintiff(s)
And

LINDA RUCK
(Australia) PP No. E7081714

...Defendant(s)

INTERROGATORIES

GORH AIK LENG MARK.
MARK & DENNIS

20 MAXWELL ROAD
#10-09A

MAXWELL HOUSE

SG 069113
TEL:62222535
FAX:06562226330

Ref: GAL.2542.07

Filed this 26th day of April 2007



INTHE SUBGRDINATE COURTSOF THE REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE,

MC SuitNo. 24750 6£2006/D
Between
XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTE LTD
{(RC No, 200107729C)
... Plaintiffs.
And

(Australia Passport No. E7081714)

... Befendant
NTERROGATORIES - WITHOUT ORDER

On-behalf of the sbovenamed Defendant for the examination ofthe dbovenamed

Plaintiffs.

I, In eagh of the years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the Plaintiffs’

Fiitancial year-enid date/dates.

2. In each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 -and. 2006, pleass provide the

aggregate revenug/ income before tax earned by the Plaintiffs.

3. Ineachofthe Finanicial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please-provide a detailed

description.of the various heads of revenue/ income beforetax eared by the Plaintiffs,
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Iy each of the: Finanvial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the

revenue/income before tax carned by the Plaintiffs, in respect-of the sales of the Plaintiffy’

various mémbership programmes.

I each of the Financial yeats, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 20086, please provide the
revenue/incothe. before tax eatned by the Plaintiffs, in respect of ‘the ticket sales of the

Plaintiffs* seminars, talks, training sessions and-syents.

In each of the Financki years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
réveniielincone beforetax eamed by the Plaintiffs, in respect of the sales of the Plaintiffs’

“XL magazine”.

I each of the Financial years; 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
tevenue/incote beforetax earned by the Plaintiffs, in respect of the sales of the Plaintiffy’

‘boolks.

In each of the Fimancial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and. 2006, please provide the
aggregate commissions paid to licensees. of the Plamtiffs in tespect of the sale of the

Plaintiffs’ various membership programmes,
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In: eash of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide. the
aggregate commissions paid to licensess of the Plaintiffs in respect of the ticket safes of the

Plaintiffs’ seminars, talks, training sessions and events.

I each of the Financial years, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005 and 2006, please provide the
aggregate commissions paid to licensees -of the Plaintiffs in respect of ‘the sales of the

Plaintiffs’ “XL imagazine”.
aggregate commtissions paid to licensees of the Plaintiffs in- respect of the sales of the

Plaintiffs’ books.

Mr. Roger Hamiltors, the directot of the Deféndants, XL Results Foundation Pte

Lids is nﬁqg'irad to. answer all interrogatories above by way of an affidavit by 1600hrs on

31 May 2007

Served:the -day-of 2007

SOLICITORSFOR THE DEFENDANT
M/S MARK & DENNIS
(FILE NO. GAL:2542.07)
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To.x

The:Plaintiffs:and/or their Solicitors
M/s Drew & Napier

20 Raffles Place

#17-00:Qcgan Towers

Singapore 048620

Ref: WWCS/bl/269108)
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hitp://statutes.age.oov.so

MULTI-LEVEL MARKETING AND PYRAMID SELLING
(PROHIBITION) ACT
(CHAPTER 190)

Interpretation

_benefit" includes any gratuity, commission, cross commission, bonus, refund, discount,

dividend and any other payment, service or advantage of whatever description, but does not

include —

(a) the purchase of a sample of a commodity furnished at a price not exceeding the cost of the
sample and which is not for resale; and

(b) time and effort spent in pursuit of sales, distribution or recruiting activities;

“commodity” means any goods, service, right or other property, whether tangible or
intangible, capabie of being the subject of a sale, lease or licence:

‘company" means a company as defined in the Companies Act {Cap. 50} and includes a corporation
as defined in that Act;

‘multi-leve! marketing scheme or arrangement” has the same meaning as “pyramid selling scheme or
arrangement” in this Act;

"promote" , with its grammatical variations and cognate expressions, includes to manage, form,
operate, carry on, engage in or otherwise to crganise;

"pyramid selling scheme or arrangement” means any scheme or arrangement for the distribution or
the purported distribution of a commodity whereby —
(a) a person may in any manner acquire a commaodity or a right or a licence to acquire the commadity
for sale, lease, licence or other distribution:
{b) that person receives any benefit, directly or indirectly, as a result of —
() the recruitment, acquisition, action or performance of cne or mare additional participants in
the scheme or arrangement; or
(i) the sale, lease, licence or other distribution of the commaodity by one or more additionat
participants in the scheme or arrangement; and
(c) any benefitis or may be received by any other person who promotes, or participates in, the
scheme or arrangement (other than a person referred to in paragraph (a) or an additional
participant referred to in paragraph {b)).

3. - (1) It shall be unlawful for any person to promote or participate in a multi-level marketing scheme
or arrangement or a pyramid selling scheme or arrangement or to hold out that he is
promoting or participating in such a scheme or arrangement.

(2) Any person who contravenes subsection (1) shall be guilty of an offence and shall be liable on
conviction to a fine not exceeding $200,000 or to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 5
years or to both.

Registraticn of business which is designed to promote pyramid selling scheme or arrangement
prohibited

4.- (1) No business which is designed to promote a muiti-level marketing scheme or arrangement or
a pyramid selling scheme or arrangement shall be registered under any written law relating to
the registrafion of businesses.

(2) A person who in contravention of subsection (1) obtains registration of a business which is
designed to promote a multi-level marketing scheme or arrangement or a pyramid selling
scheme or arrangement shall be guiity of an offence and shall be liable on conviction to a fine
not exceeding $200,000 or to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 5 years or to both.
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Registration of company which proposes to promote pyramid selling scheme or arrangement
prohibited

5. - (1) No company which proposes to promote a multi-level marketing scheme or arrangement or a
pyramid selling scheme or arrangement shall be incorporated cr registered under the
Companies Act (Cap. 50).

(2) Where a company which is designed to promote a muiti-level marketing scheme or
arrangement or a pyramid selling scheme or arrangement contravenes subsection (1) by
obtaining incorporation or registration under the Companies Act, that company and every
officer thereof shall be guilty of an offence and shall be liable on conviction to a fine not
exceeding $200,000 or to imprisonment for a term not exceeding 5 years or to both.

Offences by bodies corporate

6. - (1) If the person committing an offence under this Act is a company, every individual who at the
time the offence was committed was a director, general manager, manager, secretary or
other officer of the company concerned in the management of the company or who was
purporting to act in any such capacity, as well as the company, shall be deemed to be guilty
of that offence and shall be liable to be proceeded against and punished accordingly.

(2) It shall be a defence for the individual referred to in subsection (1) if he proves that the
offence was committed without his consent or connivance and that he exercised such
diligence to prevent the commission of the offence as he ought to have exercised having
regard to the nature of his functions and to all other circumstances.

(3} For the purpose of this section, “company” includes —

{a) any body corporate; and
{(b) a firm or other association of individuals.
(4) This section shall be in addition to and not in derogation of any other provisions of this Act.

Penalty to be imposed in addition to other punishment
7. - (1) Where a court convicts any person of committing an offence of promoting or participating ina
multi-level marketing scheme or arrangement or a pyramid selling scheme or arrangement
under section 3 (2) then —
(a) if the person has received any benefit, directly or indirectly, as a result of committing
the offence; and
(b} if the benefit received by the person is @ sum of money or if the value of the benefit
can be assessed, the court shall, in addition to imposing on that person any other
punishment, order him to pay as a penalty, within such time as may be specified in
the order, a sum not exceeding the amount of or, in the opinion of the court, the value
of the benefit received by the person, and any such penalty shall be recoverable as a
fine.

(2) In determining the amount of the penalty that a person, being a participant, shall be required
to pay under subsection (1), the court may take into account any benefit that the person may
have given for the right to participate in the multi-level marketing scheme or arrangement or
the pyramid selling scheme or arrangement, as the case may be, or any loss that the person
may have incurred as a result of such participation.

(3) Where a person charged with any offence under section 3 (2) is convicted of one or more
offences under any other written law, and the outstanding offences are taken into
consideration by the court under section 178 of the Criminal Procedure Code {Cap. 88) for the
purpose of passing sentence, the court may impose the penalty mentioned in subsection (1)
for any offence under this Act so taken into consideraticn.

(4) Nothing in subsection (1) shall prejudice or affect any right which any person may have under
any written law or rule of law to recover damages from the person referred to in subsection

(1).

Jurisdiction of District Courts

8. Notwithstanding the Criminal Procedure Code, a District Court shall have jurisdiction to try any
offence under this Act or any regulations made there-under and may impose the full penalty or
punishment in respect of such offence.
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From: No Results [mailto:members_xl@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 6:08 PM
To: members@resultsfoundation.com
Subject: XL Results Foundation deemed
media report)

suspect by Australian media (Fairfax
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FWD: XL faces mass refunds as pyramid scheme unravels. XL fails to submit
detailed accounts as requested by the court.

Australian media warn community against suspect wealth creation network XL
Results Foundation.

<http:/fwww.brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/1180205312469 himl>
hitp./iww. brishanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/1180205312469 . himl

Image remaved by sender.

Suspect 'wealth creation’ network in Brishane
Georgina Robinson | May 30, 2007 - 2:01PM

A global business networking scheme that's under a legal and financial cloud
in Singapore will target Brisbane investors in seminars tonight and tomorrow
morning.

Results Net Australia is the Australian arm of XL Results Foundation, a
business coaching club that purports to generate "wealth beyond words" for
its members at the same time as working to eradicate poverty.

Consumers pay $US8600 to join as life members in return for access to online
networks, mentoring and coaching seminars.

Members can on-sell their memberships after one year, but about 69 life
members in Singapore last year were refunded their money, claiming they were
duped by Foundation director, Roger Hamilton.

Forty of the disgruntled members defied Singaporean law, which bans public
demonstrations, to march on the company's office and deliver their demands
in writing.

They claimed they were led to believe their memberships would appreciate in
value and generate a profit upon selling, and that the company would help
them find buyers for the memberships.

However, they said when they wanted to sell they could not.

The members also alleged they did not get access to the extensive network of
business contacts the scheme promised.

Paul Dunn, the head of the company's Australian arm, said there was nothing
unusual about the refunds.

“I've been in business and speaking for 27 years and people trust me," he
said.

“If, for whatever reason, we don't deliver value for money for the customer
then they shouldn't pay for that."

The company, formerly known as Competitive Edge, currently has 640 members
in Australia and about 1000 worldwide.
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In the 2005-2006 financial year it reported a $207,600 net profit.

Two complaints against the company have been lodged with the state
government's Office of Fair Trading but investigations did not revealed any
legal breaches,

Itis understood the New South Wales Office of Fair Trading has received a
complaint against the company.

In Brisbane this evening the company has invited people to listen for free
to Mr Hamilton - a millionaire author and the company's founder - to give a
"Weaith Dynamics" address at an inner-city hotel.

It will be followed by a breakfast seminar tomorrow morning where guests
will be briefed on the company’s "extraordinary vision towards ‘binding’
entrepreneurs together to eliminate poverty on our planet".

Queensland Fair Trading Minister Margaret Keech said people should be wary
of "get rich quick” schemes.

"People are sometimes lured into these schemes by free breakfast, lunch or
dinner conferences and promises of wealth," Ms Keech said.

"The sting comes at the end of the conference when people are asked to pay
thousands of dollars to sign up for the "advanced course’"

Ms Keech said wealth creation seminars were notoriously high-risk.
She warned people not to commit to sales on the day of seminars and to seek
independent financial and legal advice.

<http:/fwww brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/11802053 12469 htm!>
http.//www.brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/1180205312469 htmi

To unsubscribe: reply unsubscribe.

For contacts refer: <http.//rogerhamiltonexposed.wordpess.com/>
http:/irogerhamiltonexposed.wordpess.com

Pinpoint
<http:/fus.rd.yahoo.com/evt=48250/*httpt/searchmarketing.yahoo.com/arp/spons
oredsearch_v9.php?0=US82226&cmp=Yahoo&ctv=AprNI&s=Y&s2=EM&b=50> customers
who are looking for what you sell.

This email has been scanned by the MessagelLabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http:/lwww.messagelabs.com/email
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From: No Resuits [mailto:members_xl@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, June 11, 2007 6:09 PM

To: irene.millar@resultsfoundation.com

Subject: XL Results Foundation deemed suspect by Australian media (Fairfax
media report)

FWD: XL faces mass refunds as pyramid scheme unravels. XL fails to submit
detailed accounts as requested by the court.

Australian media warn community against suspect wealth creation network XL
Results Foundation.

<http:f!www.brisbanetimes.com.au/articlesl2007/05l30i1 180205312469.html>
http:.’fwww.brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30!1 180205312469.html

Image removed by sender.

Suspect 'wealth creation' network in Brisbane
Georgina Robinson | May 30, 2007 - 2:01PM

A global business networking scheme that's under a legal and financial cloud
in Singapore will target Brisbane investors in seminars tonight and tomorrow
merning.

Results Net Australia is the Australian arm of XL Results Foundation, a
business coaching club that purports to generate “wealth beyond words" for
its members at the same time as working to eradicate poverty.

Consumers pay $US8600 to join as life members in return for access to online
networks, mentoring and coaching seminars.

Members can on-sell their memberships after one year, but about 69 life
members in Singapore last year were refunded their money, claiming they were
duped by Foundation director, Roger Hamilton.



Forty of the disgruntled members defied Singaporean law, which bans public
demonstrations, to march on the company's office and deliver their demands
in writing.

They claimed they were led to believe their memberships would appreciate in
value and generate a profit upon selling, and that the company would help
them find buyers for the memberships.

However, they said when they wanted to sell they could not.

The members also alleged they did not get access to the extensive network of
business contacts the scheme promised.

Paul Dunn, the head of the company's Australian arm, said there was nothing
unusual about the refunds.

"I've been in business and speaking for 27 years and people trust me," he
said.

"|f, for whatever reason, we don't deliver value for money for the customer
then they shouldn't pay for that.”

The company, formerly known as Competitive Edge, currently has 640 members

in Australia and about 1000 worldwide.
In the 2005-2006 financial year it reported a $207,600 net profit.

Two complaints against the company have been lodged with the state
government's Office of Fair Trading but investigations did not revealed any
legal breaches.

It is understood the New South Wales Office of Fair Trading has received a
complaint against the company.

In Brisbane this evening the company has invited people to listen for free
to Mr Hamilton - a millionaire author and the company's founder - to give a
"Wealth Dynamics" address at an inner-city hotel.

It will be followed by a breakfast seminar tomorrow morning where guests
will be briefed on the company's "extracrdinary vision towards 'binding’
entrepreneurs together to eliminate poverty on our planet".

Queensland Fair Trading Minister Margaret Keech said people should be wary
of "get rich quick" schemes.

"People are sometimes lured into these schemes by free breakfast, lunch or
dinner canferences and promises of weatth," Ms Keech said.

"The sting comes at the end of the conference when people are asked to pay

thousands of dollars to sign up for the 'advanced course’.
Ms Keech said wealth creation seminars were notoriously high-risk.

She warned people not to commit to sales on the day of seminars and to seek
independent financial and legal advice.

<http:/fwww.brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/1180205312468 .html>
hitp://iwww brisbanetimes.com.au/articies/2007/05/30/1180205312469 .htm

To unsubscribe: reply unsubscribe.
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For contacts refer.  <http://frogerhamiltonexposed.wordpess.com/>
http:/frogerhamiltonexposed. wordpess.com

Ready for the edge of your seat? Check out
<http://us.rd.yahoo.com/evt=48220/*http:/tv.yahoo.com/> tonight's top picks
on Yahoo! TV.

This email has been scanned by the Messagelabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http:/Amwww. messagelabs.com/email

78



79

From: No Results [mailto:members_xI@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 2007 10:19 PM

Teo: roger@rogerhamilton.com; members@resultsfoundation.com

Subject: XL Results Foundation deemed suspect by Australian media (Fairfax
media)

FWD: XL faces mass refunds as pyramid scheme unraveals, XL fails to submit
detailed accounts as requested by the court.

Australian media warn community against suspect wealth creation network XL
Results Foundation.

<http://www brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/1180205312489 htmi>
http://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/1180205312469 html

Image removed by sender.

Suspect 'wealth creation’ network in Brisbane
Georgina Robinson | May 30, 2007 - 2.01PM

A global business networking scheme that’s under a legal and financial cloud



in Singapore will target Brisbane investors in seminars tonight and tomorrow
morning.

Results Net Australia is the Australian arm of XL Results Foundation, a
business coaching club that purports to generate "weaith beyond words" for
its members at the same time as working to eradicate poverty.

Consumers pay $US8600 to join as life members in return for access to online
networks, mentoring and coaching seminars.

Members can on-sell their memberships after one year, but about 89 life
members in Singapore last year were refunded their money, claiming they were
duped by Foundation director, Roger Hamiltan.

Forty of the disgruntled members defied Singaporean faw, which bans public
demonstrations, to march on the campany's office and deliver their demands
in writing,

They claimed they were led to believe their memberships would appreciate in
value and generate a profit upon selling, and that the company would help
them find buyers for the memberships.

However, they said when they wanted to sell they could not.

The members also alleged they did not get access to the extensive network of
business contacts the scheme promised.

Paul Dunn, the head of the company’s Australian arm, said there was nothing
unusual about the refunds.

"I've been in business and speaking for 27 years and people trust me.” he
said.

“If, for whatever reason, we don't deliver value for money far the customer
then they shouldn't pay for that."

The company, formerly known as Competitive Edge, currently has 840 members
in Australia and about 1000 worldwide.

In the 2005-2006 financial year it reported a $207,600 net profit.

Two complaints against the company have been lodged with the state
government's Office of Fair Trading but investigations did not revealed any
legal breaches.

It is understood the New South Wales Qffice of Fair Trading has received a
complaint against the company.

In Brisbane this evening the company has invited people to listen for free
to Mr Hamilton - a millionaire author and the company's founder - to give a
“Wealth Dynamics" address at an inner-city hotel.

It will be followed by a breakfast seminar tomorrow morning where guests
will be briefed on the company's "extraordinary vision towards "binding'
entrepreneurs together to eliminate poverty on our planet”.

Queensland Fair Trading Minister Margaret Keech said people should be wary
of "get rich quick" schemes.

"People are sometimes lured into these schemes by free breakfast, lunch or
dinner conferences and promises of weaith," Ms Keech said.
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"The sting comes at the end of the conference when people are asked to pay

thousands of dollars to sign up for the 'advanced course'.

Ms Keech said wealth creation seminars were notoriously high-risk.
She warned people not to commit to sales on the day of seminars and to seek
independent financial and legal advice.

<http:/iwww. brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/1180205312469.htmi>
http://www_brisbanetimes.com.au/articles/2007/05/30/1180205312469 htm

To unsubscribe: reply unsubscribe.

For contacts refer:  <http://rogerhamiltonexposed.wordpess.com/>
http://rogerhamiltonexposed.wordpess.com

Fussy? Opinionated? Impossible to please? Perfect. Join
<http://us.rd yahoo.com/evt=48516/*http:/surveylink.yahoo.com/gmrs/yahoo_pan
el_invite. asp?a=7%20> Yahoo!'s user panel and lay it on us,

This email has been scanned by the Messagelabs Email Security System.
For more information please visit http:/Awww.messagelabs.com/email




From: Alex Lee [mailto:alex | low@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, 18 June 2007 5:41 PM

To: john.abbott@platforminteractive.com.au
Subject: Affidavit

Hi John

Who has been fired by their lawyer?

Sounds like you have been duped as well. Roger Hamilton and Paul Dunn are
running an illegal pyramid scheme. Perhaps you should ask good guestions
like why are your membership fees are going in legal fees to keep the
company from the scrutiny of an open court.
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From: Linda Ruck [mailto:linda.ruck@pacific.net sq]
Sent: Thursday, May 17, 2007 9:42 PM

To: Teguh Budimulia

Subject: Re: Hello from Linda

Linda Ruck Legal Situation Update
3rd May, 2007

After more than two years of litigation, Roger Hamilton of XL Results
Foundation Pte Ltd failed in his summary judgment bid against Linda Ruck.

Linda Ruck is represented by lawyer, Mark Goh (Mark Goh & Co, Advocates &
Solicitors, Singapore Ph: +65 6222 2535).
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On the 7th April, 2007 Linda Ruck's affidavit was accepted by the judge in
its entirety and is now a public document. The affidavit has opened up
specific questions regarding the company and its sources of revenue.

Any individual considering investing in XL Results Foundation Pte Ltd are
advised to ask 'good questions' as part of the due diligence process.

Questions posed include: Where is the company's principal revenue source
coming from?

A) Book Sales

B) Magazine Sales

C) Seminar Sales ;or

D) Life Membership Sales

Can the revenue from book sales, magazine sales and seminar sales, be much
when they are given free to life members?
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Plaintiff:Wong Chin Soon, Wilson:1st Affidavit:2 July 2007

IN THE SUBORDINATE COURTSOF THE
REPUBLIC OF SINGAPORE

MC24750/2006/D

Between

XL RESULTS FOUNDATION PTELTD
RC No. 200107729C

...Plaintiff(s)
And

LINDA RUCK
(Australia) PP No. E7081714

...Defendant(s)

AFFIDAVIT

WONG CHIN SOON WILSON
DREW & NAPIERLLC

20 RAFFLES PLACE

#17-00 OCEAN TOWERS
SINGAPORE 048620
TEL:65350733
FAX:06565327149

Ref: WWCS/269088/kg

Filed this 2nd day of July 2007





