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1. References to paragraph numbers in this Reply are references to paragraph
numbers of the Amended Defence and Counterclaim, unless otherwise stated or
apparent from the context. Where paragraphs are from the Amended Defence
and Counterclaim and addressed in the Defence to Counterclaim dated 24
November 2017 they are not addressed in this document. Cross headings below
in quotation marks are cross-headings from the Amended Defence and
Counterclaim. They are adopted for ease of cross-reference between that
document and this, and no admissions are thereby made or intended.
Reference

2. The first three sentences and the final sentence of paragraph 14 are denied.

3. As to the numerous individuals identified by office or role in paragraphs 14.1 to
14.10 it is denied that such a large group of people is properly to be described as,
or would have been understood by the ordinary reasonable reader to amount to,
consist of or be contained within the “top echelons” ot PAS.
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4. The Defendant advances no case within the Amended Defence as to the
knowledge of the ordinary reasonable reader in relation to the numerous
individuals associated with PAS identified under paragraph 14.
5. In the Defendant’s reply dated 8 December 2017 to a request from the Claimant
for further information (“the December 2017 Part 18 Reply”) the Defendant
expressly states that “it is not [her] case that all the facts at paragraphs 14.1 to
14.10 were known to readers of the words complained of’.

In those

circumstances these paragraphs of the Defence present no answer to the
Claimant’s case on reference.
6. Further

6.1. As provided for by the constitution of PAS, the Claimant as the President of
PAS “holds the responsibility as leader to execute PAS administration,
movement and activities” in order to fulfill the objectives enshrined in the
constitution. As such, it is he who is the most senior office holder in the party,
and not the spiritual leader or deputy spiritual leader as alleged at paragraph
12. It is he, not any of the other individuals identified under paragraph 14,
who bears ultimate executive responsibility for significant political and policy
decisions by the party.

6.2. It is the Claimant, not any of the other individuals identified under paragraph
14, who is, and who is well-known as, the ‘face’ of the party, appearing as
such on PAS promotional, election and official literature. Only a very small
proportion of the other identified individuals or office holders have any public
profile or would be known to the ordinary member of the public, in Malaysia,
Singapore or England and Wales.
6.3. If indeed PAS had signed up to Najib Razak’s “payroll”, compromised its
political independence in favour of Najib Razak or his party, or acted in any
way to undermine the democratic process, the ordinary reasonable reader of
the words complained of would have understood and believed that could only
have been done with the authority or approval of the Claimant.
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7. The contentions advanced in paragraph 22 and paragraph 22.1 are denied. None
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of the articles pleaded in paragraphs 22.1.1 to 22.1.1 (the publication of which is
admitted and which will be relied on in full) support the contentions advanced.
The Public Interest Defence
8. As for paragraph 23: it is admitted that the statement complained formed part of a
statement on a matter of public interest. It is denied that the Defendant
reasonably believed that publishing the statement complained of was in the
public interest.

9. Paragraph 24 is denied. The Defendant’s description of the matter of public
interest relies on factual assumptions and assertions (including assertions of
corrupt and criminal conduct) which it is inappropriate to invite the Court to make
at this stage of the assessment of the public interest defence. The matter of
public interest that the statement complained of concerned is more accurately,
and neutrally, described as the question of whether the then Prime Minister of
Malaysia, Najib Razak, had corruptly bought the support of the opposition party
PAS and its senior leaders, including the Claimant. This was a matter of real
importance to Malaysia, its democracy and its then upcoming election. As such, it
required a high standard of responsible journalism on the part of the defendant
were she reasonably to believe that publication of the words complained of was
in the public interest. For the reasons set out below, any belief which she may
have held in the public interest in the publication of the allegations complained of
(which is not admitted) was not reasonably held.
10. In summary, the Claimant’s response to the Defendant’s public interest defence
is as follows:
10.1.

As stated above, the allegation in the words complained of that the Prime
Minister of Malaysia had bought the support of an opposition party by
means of a massive bribe to its senior leaders was of profound and
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fundamental importance for Malaysian democracy, demanding high
standards of responsible journalism.

10.2.

The words complained of necessarily implicated the Claimant (as well as
other senior members of PAS) as complicit in the alleged corruption, and
would necessarily be understood to do so by the ordinary reasonable
reader.

10.3.

A responsible journalist, acting reasonably and in pursuit of the public
interest, could not fail to have appreciated that the words complained of
implicated the Claimant in corruption or complicity in corruption, or, at the
very least, that such an allegation against the Claimant was one obvious
possible meaning of the words complained of.

10.4.

The allegation that Najib Razak had bought the cooperation of PAS by a
payment of RM90m to the top echelons of PAS had been made to the
Defendant by one source only.

10.5.

That source did not have, or claim to have, any personal knowledge or
direct evidence of the alleged payment, but rather was repeating what she
said had been told to her by others.

10.6.

As far as the Defendant was aware, nor did those who had spoken to her
source have any direct evidence or knowledge of the alleged payment.

10.7.

The Defendant was provided with no documents or other evidence of the
alleged payment beyond what she had been told by her one source.

10.8.

An allegation of such seriousness and importance required careful
verification.

10.9.

The Defendant took no steps whatsoever by way of verification between
receiving the information from her source and publishing it.
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10.10. Rather, the Defendant says that she relied on a series of matters deriving
from her existing knowledge and belief which, for the reasons given
below, neither alone nor together provided any reasonable basis for
believing that publication of the information from her source without further
verification was in the public interest.
10.11. There was, for example, no investigation which commanded respect
which supported the allegation in the words complained of. Rather the
Defendant appears to have placed reliance on rumour, hearsay and
unparticularised and unevidenced allegations by political opponents of
PAS.

10.12. Further, the Defendant did not even take the most basic step of contacting
the Claimant, or any representative of or spokesperson for PAS, in order
to seek their response to the allegation.
10.13. As a result of her failure to seek verification of the allegation from the
Claimant or PAS it was published without any comment from either on the
truth of the allegation.
10.14. There was no particular urgency to the publication of the words
complained of which might otherwise have absolved the Defendant from
proper verification, as indicated by the fact that although the Defendant
spoke to Amiga Sreenevasan in July 2016, she did not publish the words
complained of until 6 August 2016.

10.15. Despite the allegation being from a single source, and despite the
Defendant being aware that it was unverified by further investigation and
untested by having been put to any representative of PAS, it was
presented as a matter of established fact.
10.16. Despite complaint about the words complained of first being made by the
Claimant's solicitors in December 2016, it was not until around October
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2017 that the article containing those words included any indication that it
was the subject of a legal complaint by the Claimant.
11.As she clarified in the December 2017 Part 18 Reply, it is not the Defendant’s
case that the information in paragraphs 25.1 to 25.100 of the Amended Defence
was information which she “knew and had in mind when publishing the words
complained of’ but rather that it was “information of which she had been made
aware before that point”. The Claimant has no personal knowledge of the
Defendant’s state of knowledge and belief and as such, save insofar as otherwise
addressed below, those paragraphs are not admitted.
12.The Claimant notes that several matters relied on in the Amended Defence in
support of the decision to publish the words complained of have been effectively
withdrawn by means of replies 3&4(a) - (c) of the December 2017 Part 18 Reply
(namely the parts therein specified in paragraphs 25.32, 25.33, 25.60, 25.89 and
25.92).

13. Paragraphs 25.1 to 25.87 of the public interest section of the Amended Defence
concern only allegations about the conduct of Najib Razak and his alleged
corruption. The paragraphs say nothing whatsoever about the Claimant or PAS.
As such, no responsible journalist acting reasonably and in the public interest
could have placed any material reliance on the facts and matters alleged, or her
knowledge or belief in relation to those matters, in coming to a decision to publish
the words complained of.
14. To the contrary, it appears that the Defendant’s conviction in the corruption of
Najib Razak (as demonstrated by the way in which she has pleaded her Defence
and her wider writings) led her into making the allegations in the words
complained of without possessing any proper or reasonable basis for doing so,
and blinded her to the basic tenets of responsible journalism, such as taking
appropriate steps to verify a serious allegation made by a single source, or, at the
very minimum, seeking a comment from the subject of that allegation and
including that comment in any published article.
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“The conspicuously wealthier ulama faction take control of PAS”
15.Save that Nik Abdul Aziz was succeeded as Spiritual leader of PAS by Haron
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Din on his death in 2 15, paragraph 25.88, the first sentence of paragraph 25.89
and paragraph 25.90 are denied.

16.The late Nik Abdul Aziz, Haron Din and the Claimant do and did not belong to
different “factions” of the party, nor is the Claimant a member of the “hardline”
faction. Each man shares and shared the same visions and values, namely to
uphold and progress the aims and objects of the PAS constitution. The Claimant
had been President and leader of the party from 2002. The death of Nik Abdul
Aziz and the appointment of Haron Din as the new Spiritual Leader did not
represent a change in direction or policy for the party.

17.lt is denied that the Claimant (or Haron Din) opposed cooperation with secular
opposition parties, particularly the DAP. Under the Claimant’s leadership, PAS
had cooperated with the DAP in the opposition Pakatan Rakyat coalition for a
number of years, including in the General Election of 2013. The coalition with
DAP in Pakatan Rakyat was nevertheless historically fragile, having broken down
twice before, in 1999 and 2001, pre-dating the Claimant’s leadership of PAS.
18.ln fact, it was the DAP which, in March 2015, announced its decision to cut ties
with the Claimant, citing disagreement over Hudud law, thereby fracturing the
unity of the opposition coalition.

19.At the PAS General Assembly in June 2015, the DAP having cut ties with the
Claimant, a motion was passed requesting the PAS Council of Scholars and
Central Committee to end

PAS'S relationship with the DAP.

Following

deliberation, the Council of Scholars and Central Committee of PAS resolved to
cut ties with the DAP, but to remain within the Pakatan Rakyat coalition.
20.The second and third and fourth sentences of paragraph 25.89 are denied. As to
the further information given in the Reply to Requests 18, 19 and 20 in the
December 2017 Part 18 Reply:
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20.1. It is denied that PAS paid for the accommodation or transportation for
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delegates attending the 2 15 General Assembly.

20.2. It Is denied that the conference centre at which the General Assembly was
held was decorated in a significantly different or more expensive way than
at previous General Assemblies.
20.3. It is denied that the “ulama faction leaders” selected the PAS members who
were to be delegates to the General Assembly. Delegates were selected by
each District Branch and each Wing of the party (such as the Youth Wing)
in accordance with the PAS constitution.
21.The final sentence of paragraph 25.89 is denied. Canvassing practices at the
General Assembly were neither unprecedented nor adopted from UMNO.
22. No admissions are made about what is alleged to have been “widely believed” in
the first sentence of paragraph 25.92. It is denied that any such wide belief was
accurate, nor that the Defendant’s alleged belief in such a wide belief could
provide any reasonable support for her publication of the words complained of.
23. The second sentence of paragraph 25.92 is wholly unparticularised (following the
Defendant’s abandonment of the specific allegations of conspicuous affluence
made against PAS officials in the original unamended Defence) and as such is
denied.

“Funding PAS private schools”

24.As to Paragraph 25.92, as the Defendant has admitted in the December 2017
Part 18 Reply, at the time of publication of the words complained of she did not
know of any details relating to payments by Najib Razak to fund Islamic schools
owned by PAS officials. Her case remains wholly obscure as to what she did
know or believe at the time of publication, or on what, if anything, any such
professed knowledge or belief was based.
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25.lt is admitted, as set out below in response to the Defendant’s allegations of fact
concerning religious schools in paragraph 26A(4) of the Amended Defence, that
the federal government had provided funding to private religious schools, some of
which were owned by individuals connected to PAS. Such funding was part of a
national programme of school funding, consistent with a longstanding policy of
the federal government (and also of opposition-controlled state governments) to
provide funding to a wide variety of religious and other schools, both public and
private.

26. Examples of such funding are given below at paragraphs 59 - 64. The RM80m
funding referred to in the final sentence of paragraph 25.92 was given by the
federal government to 819 religious schools across the country. The RM30m
funding for schools in Kelantan was given by the federal government to schools
which were registered under the Kelantan Islamic and Malay Traditions Council,
which is not connected to PAS.
27. As far as can be ascertained from the Amended Defence, the Defendant appears
to have made no effort to appraise herself of the true position in relation to the
funding of religious schools in Malaysia. If the fact of such funding was to provide
reasonable support for a decision to publish the words complained of, then she
should have done so.

28. Even on her own case as to what she knew and believed, which appears to be
that privately-owed Islamic schools in PAS “strongholds” were favoured by Najib
Razak, that could not support a reasonable inference that such funding was
provided in order to “buy the support of cooperation of PAS”, let alone the
conclusion invited in the words complained of that such an aim had succeeded
and was an operative factor in policy decisions by the PAS leadership.
29. That the Defendant found support for her decision to publish the words
complained of in such matters is indicative of the closed-mindedness of her
approach to public interest journalism. A much more likely inference, and one
which did not depend on an assumption of corruption on the part of those in
9

receipt of government money, was that Islamic religious schools were being
funded by the UMNO-led government in PAS strongholds, if for a political
purpose at all, in order to encourage support for UMNO amongst Muslim
Malaysian voters who would use and approve of such schools, and who might
otherwise be inclined to vote for PAS.
“Extension of Hudud law”

30. The case made in paragraphs 25.93 to 25.95, at its highest, suggests nothing
more than political and parliamentary maneuverings on behalf of Najib Razak in
support of a policy of PAS. It does not suggest anything which would not be
perfectly proper conduct in a functioning democracy. What the Defendant says
she knew and believed about such matters could not support any reasonable
belief in the publication of the words complained of. No responsible journalist
could rely on such matters in support of an allegation that PAS and the Claimant
were on Najib Razak’s “payroll”.
31. Further, and in any event, the Defendant appears not to have carried out any
reasonable investigation into the matters on which she relies, as is indicated by
the errors and misunderstandings in what she pleads in this section of the
Amended Defence.
32.The Private Members Bill referred to in this section (“the Bill”) was not and could
not reasonably be described as or believed to be an “extension of Hudud law”.

33. By the Bill PAS sought to amend section 2 of the Shariah Court Act (Criminal
Jurisdiction) 1965 (known as “Act 355”). Act 355 provided that duly constituted
Shariah Courts in Malaysia had jurisdiction only over those professing the religion
of Islam, in relation to the punishment of offences against the precepts of Islam.
Act 355 prescribed maximum sentences for such offences, limited to 3 years
imprisonment, a maximum fine of RM5000 (around £900) or a maximum of 6
lashes.
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34. It was PAS policy that the maximum sentences allowed by Act 355 (which had
not been amended in this respect since 1984) were outdated and should be
increased so as to provide proper deterrent for potential offenders. The Bill
proposed that the maximum sentences be increased to 30 years imprisonment, a
maximum fine of RM100,000, or a maximum of 100 lashes. There was no
proposal in the Bill, as falsely alleged by the Defendant at paragraphs 25.93 and
25.94, to empower Shariah Courts to impose sentences of crucifixion,
amputation, forfeiture of property or imprisonment for indeterminate periods.
Such a radical change in the law would have required amendment to the Federal
Constitution and the Federal Penal Code.
35.Moreover the reference to Kelantan statute in paragraph 25.94 is misconceived.
The Bill proposed raising the maximum sentence allowed for under federal law. It
would have been for each state legislature then to decide whether to adopt the
new maximum, or maintain the status quo.
36. PAS policy to increase the maximum sentences allowed for under Act 355 was
popular amongst Muslim Malaysians, and as such it is wholly unremarkable that it
was supported by UMNO, a fact which cannot provide any rational basis for the
Defendant’s apparent belief that such support was designed by Najib Razak to
“buy off PAS criticism’’ of his corruption or to “split the opposition”. In any event,
by this time, May 2016, the DAP had already cut ties with the Claimant, in the
circumstances set out above.
37. Save that is it not admitted that the Bill was “fast tracked” on the instructions of
Najib Razak (such decisions being matters for the Speaker) paragraph 25.95 is
admitted. The Claimant chose not to speak to the Bill on 25 May 2016 so as to
enable further study, consideration and debate of the issues which it raised.

“PAS’s silence”
38.The unparticularised assertions in the first two sentences of paragraph 25.96 are
denied. Paragraphs 15-19 above and paragraphs 53 - 54 below are repeated
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The Claimant reserves the right to plead further to these sentences if and when
any proper detail is given of what it is alleged that PAS had done and not done.
39. The third sentence of paragraph 25.96 is denied. The Defendant's apparent belief
that the Claimant and PAS had remained silent in the face of allegations
concerning Najib Razak and the IMDB affair is false, and is indicative yet again
of a failure on her part either properly to research the facts upon which she
claims to have based her belief in the public interest in publishing the words
complained of or to close her eyes to the facts which were either known or readily
available to her. As the Defendant must have known, given her close interest in
Malaysian politics and the IMDB affair in particular, the Claimant and PAS had
repeatedly, throughout 2015, 2016 and 2017 called for a Royal Commission of
Inquiry to be set up to investigate the IMDB affair, in addition to numerous other
public statements, both within and without the Malaysian parliament, calling for a
transparent investigation in relation to IMDB and criticising the government’s
actions in that respect. Detail of this is given below in response to the Truth
defence at paragraph 70.

40.The first sentence of paragraph 25.97 is admitted, save for the interpretation
imposed on the words of Najib Razak as reported by Mahatir Mohamed, which is
not admitted. The second and third sentences of this paragraph are not admitted.
The first two sentences of this paragraph in any event provide no reasonable
support for the allegations contained in the words complained of, as they relate to
Najib Razak not the Claimant or PAS. It was not reasonable for the Defendant to
place any significant reliance on the allegations of Mahatir Mohamed referred to
in the third sentence, unparticularised as they apparently were, and coming from
a political opponent of both Najib Razak and the Claimant.
41. Paragraph 25.98 is not admitted. It is denied that the facts alleged in this
paragraph could have provided any reasonable support for the Defendant’s
decision to publish the words complained of. The suggestion that the allegation
set out in this paragraph was “uncontroversial”, and the admission by the
Defendant in the reply to requests 31 and 32 in the December 2017 Part 18
Reply that none of her contacts had provided her with any information beyond
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that pleaded elsewhere in the public interest section of the Amended Defence, is
indicative of the Defendant’s approach to the matter of public interest which the
words complained of concerned, namely an unreasonable reliance on rumour
and hearsay circulating within the echo chamber of her contacts, rather than a
responsible attention to fact and evidence.
“RM90 million”
42. Paragraphs 25.99 and 25.100 are not admitted.

43. In the reply to request 33, in the December 2017 Part 18 Reply, the Defendant
revealed that the information which she published in the words complained of
was not information volunteered by Ambiga Sreenevasan, but rather that the
proposition that “payment of money had been involved in PAS’s change in
allegiance” was put by the Defendant to Ms Sreenevasan, in the form of a leading
question, which Ms Sreenevasan then confirmed. That is an essentially unreliable
method of eliciting

information, as a responsible journalist would have

understood. Moreover, it does not appear from the Defendant’s pleaded case that
the Defendant subjected Ms Sreenevasan to any careful or detailed questioning
concerning the basis for her claim, as a responsible journalist would have done.
44. Paragraph 25.101, which consists largely of rhetoric and argument, is not
admitted, save that it is denied that the Claimant was, or could reasonably be
believed or described by the Defendant as an “ally” of Najib Razak. It is denied
that any suppression of free speech by Najib Razak could provide any
reasonable support for the decision to publish the words complained of. In such a
climate, it was all the more important that the Defendant exercise due
responsibility in her journalism on matters of public interest.
45. Paragraph 25.102 is denied.
45.1. There is no ambiguity in the words complained of. A clear and express
allegation is made that RM90m had been paid by Najib Razak to the top
echelons of PAS and that as a result of that payment the support of PAS
13

had been bought by Najib Razak. That is the allegation which the
Defendant intended to make.
45.2. An allegation that very large sums of money have flown in the top echelons
of a political party, and that as a result that party has shifted political
allegiance,

is necessarily (and would inevitably be understood by

reasonable readers to be) an allegation of corruption or complicity in
corruption against the very senior leadership of the party who have, and are
perceived to have, control over party policy. That necessarily includes (and
would inevitably be understood by reasonable readers to include) the
leader of that party.
45.3. The mere fact that no individual was named in the words complained of
does not mean that the words were not directed at any individual. The
Defendant knew that the Claimant was the leader of PAS and knew that he
was well-known to be the leader of PAS, including by readers of her
website. If in fact she did not intend the words to refer to the Claimant
(which is denied) that was the result of a wholly unreasonable and
irresponsible failure to apply her mind to the way in which her published
words would be understood by the ordinary reader.
45.4. Moreover, the fact that the words complained of implicated the very senior
leadership of the party was something of which the Defendant was well
aware at the time of publication:
45.4.1. As she pleads at paragraph 25.98 of the Amended Defence, one of
the matters which she claims to have relied on in support of her
reasonable belief was a so-called “near universal understanding”
that Najib Razak had paid money to PAS “to secure the support or
silence of its policy makers”. As the Defendant knew, the Claimant
was the chief policy maker of PAS, and would inevitably be
implicated as being complicit in corruption by the allegation which
she proposed to publish.
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45.4.2. As she pleads at paragraph 25.100, the single source for the
allegation In the words complained of had stated that Najib Razak
had been “buying the support” of PAS by “channeling money to
senior personnel”. Again, in order for the support of PAS to have
shifted towards Najib Razak (as alleged) the Claimant would have
to have been one of the “senior personnel” who was either a
recipient of corrupt payments, or at the very least complicit in such
corruption.

45.5. Further, even if (which is denied) the words complained of are susceptible
of a meaning which is not defamatory of the Claimant and/or which does
not implicate him in corruption, the meaning which is complained of in these
proceedings is an obvious possible meaning of the words complained of, or
within the range of such meanings, and should have been taken into
account by the Defendant when assessing the public interest in the
publication of the words complained of.
46. Paragraph 25.103 is denied.
47. Paragraph 25.104 is denied. It is denied that the facts and matters relied on,
which, insofar as they are particularised are addressed below, provide any
support for the professed continued reasonable belief in the publication of the
words complained of.
The Truth Defence
Meaning

48. Paragraph 26A is denied. It is denied that the words complained of, in their
context, bore or were understood to bear the meaning set out in paragraph
26A(a).

49. Furthermore, it is denied that the meaning pleaded in paragraph 26A(a) meets
the clear sting of the libel which, as pleaded in the Particulars of Claim, is that the
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Claimant had personally received, or procured or approved the acceptance by
PAS of a massive bribe from Prime Minister Najib in exchange for compromising
the independence of PAS, and thus that PAS was, as expressly alleged in the
words complained of “on the payroll”.

50. The Defendant was asked to clarify the meaning pleaded in paragraph 26A(a) by
letter dated 8 June 2018, and to state whether she was alleging in the Amended
Defence (as she had done in the words complained of) that the Claimant had
moderated his and PAS’s opposition to Najib’s administration as a result of the
alleged payments of money. She was also asked to explain the basis on which, in
the draft of the Amended Defence and Counterclaim provided to the Claimant,
she alleged that the Claimant was dishonest.
51. Her answer, that the article containing the words complained of “refers to a
number of connected matters which undermined the democratic process”,
coupled with her deletion of the allegation of dishonesty from the final version of
the Amended Defence and Counterclaim, demonstrates that by the meaning now
relied on, and the particulars plead thereunder, the Defendant does not in fact
seek to prove the truth of the seriously defamatory allegation made against the
Claimant in the words complained of, and as such her defence of Truth falls at
the first hurdle.
52. Further, the meaning relied on at paragraph 26A(a) indicates that the Defendant
will invite the Court to conclude as a matter of fact that the Claimant’s political
position amounted to an “extremist and destabilising Islamist agenda”. Yet the
Defendant mounts no case in the Particulars of Truth which could support such a
finding of fact, even if such an allegation was complained of in these proceedings
(which it is not).
Alleged political cooperation between PAS and
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53. Paragraph 25.86 (repeated in the first sentence of paragraph 26A(1)) is denied.
As shown by the 2618 general election, a united opposition was not needed in
order to defeat the government of Najib Razak. In fact the defeat of Najib Razak’s
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government was assisted by the decision of PAS to field candidates in 158
Parliamentary seats and in 383 seats for state governments across the country.
As a predominantly Malay and Islamic party, PAS was competing for the same
votes as UMNO in the majority of the seats which it contested. PAS’s decision to
break away from the Pakatan Harapan coalition proved politically successful for
PAS, largely at the expense of UMNO, and particularly across the predominantly
Malay states such as Terengganu, Kelantan, Kedah and Pahang.
53.1. In Terengganu, PAS won control of the state legislature from UMNO and
took two Parliamentary seats from UMNO.
53.2. In Kelantan, PAS increased its majority in the state legislature, taking 3
seats from UMNO, and maintained its lead in Parliamentary seats over
UMNO.

53.3. In Kedah, PAS took 5 seats in the state legislature from UMNO as well as
two Parliamentary seats.
53.4. In Pahang, PAS increased its share of seats in the state legislature by
taking 5 seats from UMNO.
54. By way of further examples of the lack of political cooperation between PAS and
UMNO as demonstrated by the 2018 General Election campaign and results:
54.1. In the state of Perak UMNO won 27 state seats, PAS 3 and Pakatan
Harapan 29. UMNO asked PAS to join it in coalition to form a majority
government, but PAS declined.

54.2. In the state of Kedah, both PAS and the Pakatan Harapan coalition put
forward candidates in the election for speaker of the state legislature.
UMNO supported the Pakatan Harapan candidate, who was duly elected.
The unfolding 1MDB affair and the reporting of it
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55. The second sentence of paragraph 26A(1) is admitted. The third sentence is not
admitted.

56. Paragraph 26A(2) is not admitted, save for the third sentence which is admitted.
57.The Claimant pleads as follows to the suggestion that he knew the detailed
aspects of the 1MBD affair as set out in paragraphs 26A(2.1) to 26A(2.14):
57.1.

The Claimant was familiar with the broad nature of the allegations made
against Prime Minister Najib in relation to the IMDB affair. That is why, as
pleaded below, he had called for a Royal Commission of Inquiry to mount
an independent and transparent investigation into the affair in October
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2 15 (with senior PAS officials repeating that call at regular intervals
subsequently), and why he continued to question Najib Razak and the
government about the affair during 2015, 2016 and 2017. However, he did
not follow the details of the affair, nor the day-to-day reporting of it,
particularly closely, there being no call for him to do so. It is not possible,
at this distance in time, for him to be sure which aspects of the developing
IMDB affair and the unfolding reporting in relation to it which he was
aware of at the time. As such, to give a detailed line-by-line admission or
denial of the claim in paragraphs 26A(2.1) to 26A(2.14) that he knew all of
the complex information pleaded therein would be artificial and tend to
give a misleading impression of certainty.
57.2.

Furthermore, much of what the Defendant pleads in this section amounts
to assertions of fact, or conclusions about conduct or alleged misconduct
which are far removed from the Claimant’s personal knowledge and which
it would be inappropriate for him to admit or deny knowledge of, as he is
invited to do by the Defendant.

57.3.

Doing the best that he can at this distance in time, the Clamant believes
that he was likely aware, through media reports rather than through any
direct or personal knowledge, of the broad matters (although not all the
detail) referred to in the first sentence of paragraph 25.1, paragraphs
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26A(2.2), 25.10 (final sentence), 26A(2.6), 25.16.1 (to the first comma in
the second sentence), 25.25, 25.26, 25.29 (first sentence, and words after
the comma in second sentence), 28.18, 25.22, the first two sentences of
paragraph 25.35, 26A(2.9), 26A(2.10), 26A(2.11), 25.60, 26A(2.11), 25.38
and 26A(2.13), but likely not aware of the matters referred to in the
second and third sentences of paragraph 25.1, 25.2, the first sentence of
25.3, 25.4, 25.5, 26A(2.3), 26A(2.4), 25.10 (first three sentences),
26A(2.7) (second and third sentences), 25.16.1 (after the first comma in
the second sentence), 25.16.2, 25.27, 25.29 (remainder of paragraph not
referred to above) and 26A(2.14).
The 2015 PAS General Assembly
58.As to paragraph 26A(3), paragraphs 15-21 above are repeated.
Funding of religious schools

59. The federal government of Malaysia, and various state governments, run both by
the ruling BN/UMNO coalition and by opposition parties, has long had policies of
allocating public funds to educational institutions. Those grants have been given
to many different types of educational institutions, including Chinese schools,
Tamil schools and schools of various religions, not only Islam.
60. For example, in 2012 the federal government (led by UMNO and Najib Razak)
allocated the sum of RM95m to 247 privately run Islamic schools across the
country.
61.ln the 2015 Budget the federal government allocated RMSOOm for development
funds for educational facilities. That sum of money consisted of the following
allocations:
National schools:

RM450m

Chinese schools:

RMSOm

Tamil schools:

RMSOm
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Non-lslamic religious schools:

RM50m

Residential schools:

RM5 m

٥

Government-run Islamic schools: RM50m

٥

Science Colleges:

RM5 m

Privately-run Islamic schools:

RM25m

Chinese Secondary Schools:

RM25m

62. Funding for a similar variety of educational facilities and institutions was
announced by the federal government in the budgets for 2016 (RMSOOm) and
2017 (RM550m).

63. Of the funding which was provided by the government for Islamic religious
schools, some of that funding was provided to schools run by the government
and some to private institutions. By no means all of the private Islamic religious
schools which received funding were situated in PAS political strongholds or were
run by PAS officials, members or supporters.

64. State governments not run by Rajib Razak or his party carried out similar policies.
For example, the government of the state of Selangor, run by the opposition
coalition, announced in November 2017 that its 2018 budget would include
RM2m for upgrading and repair works at 262 private Tahfiz schools (schools
which focus on the study and memorisation of the Koran).
65. In that context, the fact, which is admitted, that one religious school which
received federal government funds was owned and operated by PAS officials is
wholly unremarkable, and provides no basis whatsoever for the allegations in the
words complained of, whether in the meaning pleaded by the Claimant or by the
Defendant.
66. It is denied that the funds received by the school in question, which were from the
federal government, are properly described as having come from the “Prime
Minister’s office” or that the men who ran the school referred to in paragraph
26A(4) can fairly or correctly be described as “beneficiaries of Najib Razak’s
largesse”. It is further denied that the provision of government funds in this way is

٥
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capable of supporting the allegation in the words complained of that large sums
of money from Najib Razak had “flowed into the top echelons of PAS”.
67. Although he did not know the details of the funding referred to in this paragraph,
the Claimant knew about the federal government’s policy of allocating money to
schools across the country, that some such schools were Islamic religious
schools, and that some of those schools were likely to be run by individuals
connected with PAS. The fact of such knowledge is incapable of supporting the
Defendant’s case.

The Claimant’s alleged silence concerning IMDB
68.The first sentence of paragraph 26A(5) is admitted. The Claimant, and other
senior PAS officials, did, repeatedly, throughout 2015, 2016 and 2017 call for “an
urgent,

thorough

and independent investigation

free

from

any poiiticai

interference” into the IMDB affair, as set out in detail in paragraph 70 below.

69. The second sentence of paragraph 26A(5) is denied. The Defendant has been
asked to explain in correspondence what is meant in this sentence by the
apparent allegation that the Claimant had a “vested interest” in Najib Razak and
UMNO remaining in power, but has declined to do so. The Claimant reserves the
right to plead further to this allegation following the Defendant’s response to the
Part 18 request which accompanies this Reply.
70. In fact the Claimant, and other senior PAS officials, called repeatedly, both inside
and outside the Malaysian Parliament for a transparent, fair and independent
investigation into the 1MDB affair, including for the setting up of a Royal
Commission of Inquiry, as well as making other public criticisms of the conduct of
Najib Razak and the BN/UMNO government in relation to the affair. Some
examples of such public statements during this period are given below.
70.1. In a press release dated 9 May 2015, the Claimant criticised the
government for failing to give a convincing explanation concerning the
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1MDB affair and called for Najlb Razak to explain himself to Parliament
and to release the results of a financial audit into 1MDB. The Claimant
stated that he did not want the people of Malaysia to be misled or to bear
the burden of financial mismanagement.

70.2. On 5 September 2015, the Claimant gave a speech in the state of dohor
in which he described the issues of IMDB and the RM2.6bn deposit into
the personal account of Najib Razak as financial scandals and as
instances of politics being treated as an opportunity to advance personal
interests rather than as a matter of public responsibility.
70.3. On 18 September 2015, in a speech given in the state of Terengganu, the
Claimant called for PAS to rule the country instead of UMNO, saying that
there would then be no scandals such as IMDB, because PAS would
uphold Islamic principles.
70.4. In October 2015, the Claimant demanded the setting up of a Royal
Commission of Inquiry in order to investigate the IMDB affair and the
RM2.6bn deposited into the account of Najib Razak. This call was
repeated by senior PAS leaders at various times subsequently, including
in March and July 2016, and June and August 2017 and has remained
PAS policy throughout.
70.5. In a Parliamentary debate on the budget in 26 October 2015, the Claimant
criticised the government for failing to uphold the rule of law in its handling
of investigations into 1MDB.
70.6. In March 2016, the Claimant called for all parties to adhere to Islamic
principles in order to avoid financial mismanagement such as the
controversial 1MDB issue, saying that a change of political leaders within
a party was not enough to avoid such scandals.
70.7. In a written Parliamentary question dated 17 May 2016, the Claimant
asked Najib Razak to state what steps were going to be taken by the
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government in respect of the report by the Parliamentary Accounts
Committee into IMDB and to state when the report by the National Audit
Department into IMDB would be made public.
70.8. On 24 October 2016, the Claimant asked a written question in Parliament
in which he asked Najib Razak to state what steps were being taken by
the government to ensure that the Malaysian Anti-Corruption Commission
could act independently, transparently and in a professional manner
without pressure from the executive.

70.9. On 14 March 2017, the Claimant asked a written question in Parliament
challenging Najib Razak as to why the government had decided not to
press charges following an investigation by the Malaysian Anti-Corruption
Commission into SRC International. SRC International was a 1MDB
subsidiary which was alleged to have paid money into Najib Razak’s
personal accounts.
70.10. On 6 March 2017, the Claimant tabled a written question in Parliament
asking Najib Razak to state the extent to which the government gave
freedom to the Attorney-General’s office to bring prosecutions in high
profile corruption cases.

70.11. On 21 March 2017, the Claimant tabled a written question in Parliament
asking Najib Razak to state when members of his cabinet would declare
their assets directly to the Malaysian Anti-Corruption Commission.

70.12. The Auditor General’s report on the 1MDB affair having been declared an
official secret by Najib Razak, PAS deputy president Tuan Ibrahim Tuan
Man called for the declassification of that report in July 2017.
70.13. The Parliamentary questions referred to above are those which the
Claimant was permitted by the Speaker to table. The Speaker tended to
disallow questions which referred directly to IMDB, citing various reasons
including that the issues were sub judice. Before the Parliamentary
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session beginning in July 2017, the Claimant, and other senior PAS MPs
(including the Vice President, Secretary General and Information Chief)
submitted a number of written questions to the Speaker specifically
directed at the 1MDB affair but which the Speaker did not allow onto the
order paper. These included questions asking Najib Razak to justify not
setting up a Royal Commission of Inquiry into 1MDB, asking what action
the government proposed to take in relation to the US Department of
Justice civil claim relating to 1MDB, and asking about the status of
investigations by the Attorney-General’s office, the National Audit
Department,

the

Malaysian

Anti-Corruption

Commission

and

the

Malaysian Royal Police into 1MDB.
71. Paragraph 26A(5.1) is denied. The paragraph immediately above is repeated. It
was, and remains, the Claimant’s view that every individual, including Najib
Razak, is entitled to a presumption of innocence and should not be condemned
for his actions before that innocence has been disproved. To that end, he and
PAS having called repeatedly for a formal transparent investigation into the
1MDB affair and Najib Razak’s role in it, and having made various other criticisms
of the government and Najib Razak in relation to the affair, the Claimant did not
consider it appropriate to mount the continual “louder and louder"’ personal
attacks on Najib Razak which the Defendant appears to suggest were required in
order to demonstrate that he was not on the Prime Minister’s “payroll”.
72. As to paragraph 26A(5.2) the paragraph above immediately is repeated.

73. Paragraph 26A(5.3) is denied. As set out above, at around this time the Claimant
was clearly and publicly calling for an independent investigation into the IMDB
affair. He did not say that the allegations against Najib Razak were “unfounded”
or “uncalled

٥

as alleged in the Amended Defence. When asked in July 2 15

by reporters about the allegations against Najib Razak, he stated that Islamic
principles of justice must be followed in relation to the accusations against Najib
Razak just as they must be followed in relation to the accusations of sodomy
against Anwar Ibrahim. He said that Islamic principles of justice required a
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sufficient number of witnesses, which might differ depending on the type of
offence, requiring two witnesses in the case of Najib Razak.
74. Paragraph 26A(5.4) is admitted. The Claimant and PAS abstained from voting on
the November 2015 budget. It is not the policy of the Claimant or PAS to oppose
for opposition’s sake. They will support the government of the day in matters with
which they agree, and oppose in relation to matters which they do not. The
decision to abstain on the budget was a policy decision, based on the fact that in
the view of the Claimant and PAS some of the policies in the budget were good
for Malaysia and some were not. That decision cannot sensibly support an
inference that the Claimant and PAS have some unidentified (but apparently
suspect) “vested interest” in Najib Razak remaining in power. In any event, given
the BN/UMNO majority in the Malaysian Parliament, a vote by PAS against the
budget would not have led to the fall of the BN/UMNO government.
75.The first two sentences of paragraph 26A(5.5) are admitted. The event was
hosted by an NGO comprising mainly alumni from Al-Azhar University, of which
the Claimant is one. There were many attendees from throughout the region,
including Singapore, Indonesia and Brunei.
76. The third sentence of paragraph 26A(5.5) is denied. No such implication could
sensibly be found in the Claimant’s speech.

77.AS to paragraph 26A(5.6) is denied. Paragraph 70, particularly 70.7, above is
repeated.
78. Paragraph 26A(5.7) is admitted. The reasons for PAS'S abstention were the
same as the reasons set out above in relation to its abstention in relation to the
November 2015 budget vote. The Claimant did not attend the vote because he
was unwell.

79. Paragraph 26A(5.8) is denied. The “Rig to Reef” programme was designed to
provide financial assistance to farmers and fishermen in the Marang area, where
the Claimant was the local MP. The Claimant was invited to attend the launch of
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the programme by the then Minister for Agriculture, Shabery Chik. He agreed to
attend because he considered the programme was good for the people of his
constituency. By participating in the launch of a government programme in his
constituency of which he approved the Claimant cannot sensibly be portrayed as
“unjustifiably moderating his and PAS’s opposition to Najib’s administration”, as
the Defendant seeks to prove.

80. Paragraph 26A(5.9) is admitted. The Claimant believes in and consistently
advocates mature political discourse and relationships. He believes that personal
relationships can and should be maintained between politicians in rival parties,
and that such mature personal relations are all the more important when
individuals are facing personal challenges or health problems, as he was at the
time. Again, such conduct does not and cannot support the case which the
Defendant seeks to mount against the Claimant.

81.Paragraph 26A(5.10) is denied. The Claimant, and PAS, strongly opposes the
intervention of foreign governments in the internal affairs of Malaysia, considered
the US Department of Justice action to be such interference and criticised it on
that basis. The Claimant’s comments on this issue cannot sensible be contrasted
with any supposed silence on the 1MDB affair, given his and PAS’s public
statements, both within and without Parliament, referred to in paragraph 70
above.
82.As to paragraph 26A(5.11): PAS’s reasons for abstaining in relation to the
November 2017 budget were the same as in relation to the 2015 and 2016
budgets as set out above. Again, the Claimant himself was unwell on the day in
question.

83.As to paragraph 26A(5.12): it is admitted that PAS and the Claimant voted in
favour of the “Anti Fake News” bill tabled in March 2018. They did so because
they believed it was a good law for the country and in accordance with Islamic
teaching. The Claimant and PAS would have been strongly against any attempt
to abuse this law for the purposes of covering up any political scandal, including
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in relation to 1MDB, consistently with their repeated calls for a proper and
transparent investigation into that affair.

84. Paragraph 26A(5.13) is denied. The Defendant has been asked to explain in
correspondence what is meant in this paragraph by the allegation that PAS and
its officials were “benefitting” from the UMNO led government, but she has
declined to do so. The Claimant reserves the right to plead further to this
allegation following the Defendant’s response to the Part 18 request which
accompanies this Reply. The suggestion that the inference invited by the
Defendant (whatever the detail of that inference may be) is the only plausible
explanation for the matters pleaded is fanciful, even were those matters accurate,
which they are not for the reasons given above. To the contrary, the repeated
calls by the Claimant and other senior PAS officials for a full and transparent
investigation into the 1MDB affair are inconsistent with the inferential case which
the Defendant now seeks to advance in the Amended Defence
Allegations in relation to Huddud law and Act 355

85. As to paragraph 26A(6) paragraphs 30 to 37 above are repeated.
The Claimant’s alleged fatwa permitting PAS to take substantial sums from
UMNO
86. Paragraph 26A(7) is denied.

86.1. For many years, as pleaded by the Defendant, there has been a perception
of corruption in Malaysian politics and political life. UMNO had been part of
the governing coalition in Malaysia since the 1950s and was in many
respects

synonymous

with

the

federal

government.

One

of

the

consequences of this was that financial assistance, grants or aid from the
federal government could be perceived as gifts from UMNO. This created a
dilemma for PAS members or supporters, as to whether the receipt of such
financial assistance from the federal government was permissible in Islam,
or amounted to impermissible corruption.
27

86.2. Equally problematic was the receipt of charitable donations from private
individuals towards religious or charitable projects run by PAS members or
supporters. Given the dominance of UMNO in political life, and given that
UMNO was a largely Malay and Muslim party whose members and
supporters would likely share charitable aims with the members and
supporters of PAS, it was inevitable that PAS members or supporters would
potentially be in receipt of such donations from UMNO members or
supporters. Further, as the Bersih Report cited by the Defendant points out,
political parties, particularly UMNO, had a habit of publicly handing out
small gifts in cash or kind to voters, especially at around election time, and
during election rallies. That created a further dilemma for the PAS member
or supporter as to whether it was permissible in Islam to accept such gifts.
86.3. It had long been the policy of PAS, as determined by the PAS Council of
Scholars, that the acceptance of government grants was permissible, as
long as the recipient was properly entitled to the funding in question.
Similarly the PAS Council of Scholars had determined that the acceptance
of charitable donations from individuals connected to political parties or
small gifts from political parties were permissible for PAS members or
supporters to accept, as long as they did not allow the receipt of such funds
to influence their choice of vote.
86.4. This policy was propounded by Nik Abdul Aziz, long before the Claimant
became the President of PAS. For example, in the election of 1990, one
slogan put forward by PAS was the phrase in the Kelantan dialect “Kalau
bagi duit, ambil. Kalau bag! gula, kacau. Kalau bag! kain, pakai. Bila undi,
pangkah bulan.” which roughly translates as “If they give money, take it. If
they give sugar, stir it. if they give cloth, wear it. When voting, cross for the
moon” (i.e. vote for PAS, the moon being the symbol for PAS).
86.5. This long-standing and public policy of PAS was not altered or amended in
any way by the Claimant, whether as alleged in paragraph 26A(7) in August
2017 or at all.
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86.6. The final aspect of the PAS policy in relation to gifts or grants from the
UMNO-led government, or from members or supporters of political parties
other than PAS was that it was strictly forbidden, and contrary to Islam, for
the party or for party members or officials to accept for their personal
benefit covert payments of significant sums of money offered by way of
political bribes, such as the sums referred to in the words complained of
and alleged in the Amended Defence. That policy has remained firm and
consistent under the Claimant.
Funding of the Sarawak election in 2016

87. Paragraph 26A(8) is denied. The paragraph is devoid of particulars relating either
to the alleged payment (such as the date, method and form of payment, donor
and recipient individuals or accounts) or to the allegation that the Claimant knew
of the payment. As such, it impermissibly requires the Claimant to attempt to
prove a negative. If the pleaded paragraph is based on admissible evidence
which is sufficient to support the case which is made then the Defendant must
have particulars of what is alleged in this paragraph. A request for further
information accompanies this Reply. Depending on the response to that request,
the Claimant reserves the right to apply to strike out this paragraph, or to plead
further to it.

88. Save that it is admitted that Nik Abduh sits on the PAS Ulamak Syura Council
(the Council of Scholars) with the Claimant, paragraph 26A(9) is denied.

The Zaharudin Mohamad Nurul Islam quarrel
89. As to paragraph 26A(10), it is admitted that around the time stated there was a
dispute between Zaharudin Mohamad and Nurul Islam which was publicly
reported. Nurul Islam did not state that the Claimant had “sanctioned PAS
receiving funds from UMNO”. Rather, he referred to the Claimant’s reiteration and
restatement of the long standing policy of PAS as set out above at paragraph 86
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in relation to grants from the UMNO-led government, charitable donations from
individuals connected to UMNO or small election time gifts from the UMNO party.
The Nik Abduh tape
90. As to paragraph 26A(11), it is admitted that a recording of Nik Abduh speaking at
a meeting was published on the internet at around this time. Nik Abduh did not
during that meeting admit or confess that either he, the Claimant or PAS had
been “complicit in corruption” as alleged by the Defendant. During the meeting
Nik Abduh discussed the long standing PAS policy described above in paragraph
86. He referred to charitable donations which had been received in the 1990s by
a charitable trust run by Nik Abdul Aziz towards the construction of a religious
school and a mosque, and charitable donations which he, Nik Abduh, had
received during his time as an MP to provide aid or welfare to his constituents,
such as during the Malaysian flood emergency in 2014. His suggestion that the
Claimant had received similar donations was false. Nothing that he said was, was
intended as, or can properly be construed as an admission, let alone evidence, of
the corruption which the words complained of alleged against the Claimant and
PAS.
Payments into PAS election accounts said to be from UMNO

91. Save that PAS election funds are administered by the PAS Treasurer (Razman
Zakaria) and the PAS Election Director (Samsuri Mokhtar), paragraph 26A(12) is
admitted.

92. Paragraph 26A(12.1) is admitted. The increase in the number of seats contested
by PAS was indicative of the fact that it was no longer part of the coalition
grouping under which it had fought the 2013 and 2008 general elections. PAS
political campaigns are financed by donations from PAS members and
supporters, which are requested at political gatherings and campaign rallies and
online, with adverts on social media publishing the details of the accounts into
which donations should be deposited.
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93. Paragraph 26A(12.2) is admitted save that it is not admitted that the sum referred
to was deposited by Shamsul Zairil Kamaruddin, nor any other person or
individual associated with UMNO, and it is not admitted that Mr Kamaruddin held
the position alleged. Neither the Claimant nor PAS are aware of the identity of the
person who paid this sum of money into the account, nor the ultimate source of
the donation. As stated above, PAS had launched a public appeal for donations
publicising the account details into which donations should be paid. There is no
way of determining the source of cash donations if the donor does not disclose
his or her identity. Under Malaysian law, political funding is unregulated and there
is no requirement to record the source of funds donated to political parties.
94. Paragraph 26A(12.3) is admitted. The comparison between the amount
deposited and the “average balance of the funds” in the account is not a fair or
relevant comparison as an account such as this, which is designed to receive and
hold funds for elections, is unlikely to have a large balance outside election
periods.

95. Paragraph 26A(12.4) is admitted. The withdrawals were as follows:
95.1. Two cash cheques amounting to RM50,000 each under the name of Mr
Mohd Khairul, which were used for administrative expenses incurred by
PAS during the election.

95.2. Four cheques amounting to RM25,000 each payable to the PAS subsidiary
company in charge of the party’s official newspaper Harakah.

95.3. One cheque of RM3,900 paid to the staff of the election department.
96.The first two sentences of paragraph 26A(12.5) are admitted, save that it is not
admitted that the sum referred to was deposited by Shamsul Zairil Kamaruddin,
not any other person or individual associated with UMNO. Neither the Claimant,
PAS, nor the three men referred to in this paragraph are aware of the identity of
the person who paid this sum of money into the account, nor the ultimate source
of the donation.
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97.lt is inherently unlikely that the sums deposited came from an UMNO source, or
were paid in some way to assist the interests of UMNO. At this time PAS and
UMNO were fighting or were about to fight a general election on opposing sides
in numerous state and Parliamentary seats across the country, were fighting for
votes amongst electorates of similar ethnic and religious makeups and in similar
areas. The funds were deposited into election accounts, where they would likely
be used, as they in fact were, to assist PAS in its efforts in that election, to the
detriment of the prospects of UMNO.
98.The third sentence of paragraph 26A(12.5) is denied. The Claimant did not
become aware of the donations referred to until information relating to them
began to be published in the media.
99. Paragraph 26A(12.6) is admitted. The comparison between the amount
deposited and the “average balance of the funds” in the account is not a fair or
relevant comparison as an account such as this which is designed to receive and
hold funds for elections is unlikely to have a large balance outside election
periods.
100. Paragraph 26A(12.7) is denied. The Claimant did not become aware of the
donations referred to until information relating to them began to be published in
the media.
101. Paragraph 26A(12.8) is admitted.

102. Paragraph 26A(12.9) is denied. No pleaded basis is set out for the allegation in
relation to the Claimant’s knowledge, nor are the “other denials” referred to
particularised. The Claimant reserves the right to plead further to this paragraph
once the Defendant has answered the Part 18 request which accompanies this
Reply.
103. The first two sentences of paragraph 26A(12.10) are admitted. The third
sentence is denied. The men referred to accepted that the donation in question
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had been made and denied that PAS had accepted funds from UMNO,
because they had not. They had no reason to believe the donation in question
was from UMNO (which was itself inherently implausible, for the reasons given
above). Even if the donation had been made by UMNO or an individual
connected with UMNO, that was not known by the men in question nor the
Claimant. The third sentence of paragraph 26A(12.10) is denied.
104. The first sentence of paragraph 26A(12.11) is admitted, save that it is denied
that Dr Zuhdi is properly described as a “close associate” of the Claimant,
beyond their mutual membership of the PAS central committee. Dr Zuhdi’s
statement was made in response to a question on the occasion of him giving a
religious lecture at a mosque. The second sentence is denied. The third
sentence is admitted save for the words “finally” and “falsely”, which are denied.
JACOB DEAN
STATEMENT OF TRUTH
The Claimant believes that the facts stated in these Particulars of Claim are true.
Signed.
Dated

 ﻫﻢЦогт

ZO\%

Served this
day of August 2018 by Carter-Ruck Solicitors, 6 St Andrew Street
London EC4A 3AE, solicitors for the Claimant.
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