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SINGAPORE MEDICAL COUNCIL DISCIPLINARY INQUIRY AGAINST  

DR AAM HELD ON 23 & 25 FEBRUARY 2009  

 
 
Disciplinary Committee: 
Prof Ng Han Seong (Chairman) 
Prof Ho Lai Yun (Member) 
AA Prof Chew Chin Hin (Member) 
Ms Serene Wee (Lay Member) 
 
Legal Assessor: 
Mr Giam Chin Toon S.C. 
 
Prosecution Counsel for Singapore Medical Council: 
Mr Tan Chee Meng S.C., Ms Josephine Choo, Ms Agnes Chan 
of M/s WongPartnership LLP 
 
Defence Counsels for Dr AAM: 
Mr Lek Siang Pheng, Mr Melvin See and Ms Cynthia Ong 
of M/s Rodyk & Davidson LLP; and 
Mr Salem Ibrahim and Mr David Gates 
of Salem Ibrahim & Partners  
 

 

DECISION OF THE DISCIPLINARY COMMITTEE 

(Note: Certain information may be redacted or anonymised to protect the identity of the parties.) 

 

CHARGES: 

 

1. You, Dr AAM, have pleaded guilty to two charges of professional 

misconduct: 

a. The first charge relates to you falsely assuming the title of specialist 

and/or consultant in the practice of plastic surgery or cosmetic 

surgery under Section 65(1)(a) of the Medical Registration Act (“the 

False Assumption of Title Charge”); and  

b. The second charge relates to you causing to be published 

misleading statements on the website of your 2 clinics, (website 

redacted) which created a misleading impression that you were a 
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specialist and or consultant in the practice of plastic surgery or 

cosmetic surgery under Section 65(1)(b) of the Medical Registration 

Act and in breach of Section 4.4.2 of the Singapore Medical 

Council’s Ethical Code and Ethical Guidelines (“the False 

Advertisement Charge”).  

 

2. The offences were committed between June 2005 to July 2006.  

 

3. At the material time, you were registered as a General Practitioner with the 

Singapore Medical Council (“SMC”).  

 

4. The Agreed Statement of Facts revealed inter alia, the following facts: 

 

Facts relating to the Section 65(1)(a) MRA Charge: False Assumption of Title 

 

5. Sections 22 and 65 of the Medical Registration Act require a medical 

practitioner to obtain a certificate from the Specialist Accreditation Board certifying 

inter alia, that the medical practitioner has completed and obtained the requisite 

qualifications and training before the said medical practitioner can be registered as 

a Specialist and assume the title of a Specialist and or practise medicine under a 

recognised specialty.   

 

6. You had not obtained such prescribed specialty training or qualifications for 

the exit of training and thus had not obtained a specialist accreditation certificate 

from the Specialists Accreditation Board pursuant to section 35, read with section 

22 of the Medical Registration Act for specialist registration purposes in 

Singapore. You have also not obtained any specialist registration in the United 

Kingdom (UK). 

 

7. You had in the Singapore Medical Association’s New Membership 

Application Form for Year 2005, declared that your area of specialty was 

“Cosmetic Surgery” and your area of practice was “Private Specialist”.  
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8. Further, in response to the two email enquiries on your accreditation and 

training as a specialist in plastic surgery and cosmetic surgery, sent to the web 

address of your clinics, you provided information which portrayed yourself as a 

specialist in plastic surgery or cosmetic surgery and failed to clarify that you were 

not accredited as a specialist.  

 

Facts relating to the Section 65(1)(b) MRA and breach of Section 4.4.2 

Ethical Code and Ethical Guidelines Charge: False Advertisement 

 

9. You had published statements concerning yourself and/or your practice, 

which taken together were misleading and breached the standards required of the 

SMC’s Ethical Code and Ethical Guidelines.  

 

10. Your claim by reference to Cambridge was misleading and a reader would 

be led to think that you were referring to the Cambridge University and or its 

associated hospitals. In fact, you were a [position and name of hospital 

redacted] from July 2004 to March 2005. You did not complete a one year 

fellowship. You were appointed Consultant in the Department of Aesthetic Plastic 

Surgery for one week.  

 

11. You have not furnished any evidence of operating in Germany as claimed. 

You were not “based in Los Angeles”. You were a Clinical Observer in the clinic of 

a cosmetic surgeon, Dr A of Institution A in November 2004. 

 

12.  [Name of hospital redacted] is not “one of the most renowned Cosmetic 

Surgery hospitals in England”. It has not received such an accolade in any 

established medical publications and or journals. In any event, the said [Name of 

hospital redacted] was duly liquidated in January 2009.  

 

13. Claims on the methods and techniques which you invented or developed 

were unsubstantiated. 
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14. Your claim that you were practising overseas for years is incorrect. You 

were in fact working in [Name of hospital redacted] between July 2004 to March 

2005. The claim that you had achieved “quite a name in the UK Aesthetic circles” is 

unsubstantiated.  

 

15. As the website of your clinics had contained numerous misleading 

statements, you had accordingly contravened Section 65(1)(b) of the Medical 

Registration Act and Section 4.4.2 of the Singapore Medical Council’s Ethical Code 

and Ethical Guidelines.   

 

PRINCIPLES AND FACTORS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN SENTENCING: 

 

16. The Disciplinary Committee has considered the mitigation plea put forward 

by your Defence Counsel. The Committee has heard from your 2 reference 

witnesses speaking on your behalf, namely: 

(a) Dr DE1; and 

(b) Your father, Dr DE2. 

 

17. The Committee had also taken into consideration that this is your first 

offence and that you are remorseful and had pleaded guilty to the charges.  

 

18. We find that the untrue statements are clearly misrepresentations on title 

and amount to false advertisements. They are serious especially when they are 

disseminated through the Internet where it is envisaged that it will reach a wide 

audience. We do not accept that the acts were the result of an oversight or 

misunderstanding and that it is immaterial that these acts in 2005/2006 pre-dated 

the SMC’s guidelines of 21 April 2008, which were further refined on 9 May 2008 

and 30 October 2008.  
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SENTENCE: 

 

19. In the circumstances, the Disciplinary Committee is of the opinion that it 

would be appropriate to make the following orders pursuant to Section 45(2) of the 

Medical Registration Act: 

(a) that you, Dr AAM, be suspended for a period of 6 months;  

 (b) that you be censured; 

(c) that you give a written undertaking to:  

(i) abstain in future from the conduct complained of or any similar 

conduct; and 

(ii) to forthwith remove all misleading statements contained in your 

said website and in any other publication; and  

(d) that you pay the costs of and incidental to these proceedings, 

including cost of SMC’s Counsel and the Legal Assessor. 

 

20. The request of the solicitors of SMC for the cost of 2 counsels is not 

granted.   

 

21. The hearing is concluded. 

 

 

Dated this 25th Day of February 2009. 


