
 

 

 

 



 Foreword  

A-2 

 

105 Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ ǜ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ ̘ ( ̘ ̘

̘ )̘ ̘ ̘

̘ Ǎ ̙ 

105 945Ǎ 2,550

Ǎ ( )8594,6653,771̙

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙

Ǎ Ǎ 10511 24

̣ Ǎ̤ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ

̙

Ǎ ̘



 Foreword  

A-3 

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

98 4 26 ̣ ̤

Ǎ 96 ̘ 972̘

28 ̘ 49 ̘ 1

̘ 30 ̘ 19 8 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

105 ̘ ̘ ̘

̘ ̘ Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ ̘ Ǎ ̙

Ǎ

̘ Ǎ ̣ ̤

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 

 

 

    

1069  



  Editorial    

A-4 

̘  

105 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ǉ Ǌ̙

̘ Ǎ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ ǉ Ǌ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 



  Editorial    

A-5 

 

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ Ǜ 

Ƅ Ǜ  

NAǛ  

ǉ Ǌ ̘

̣ ̤ ̣

̤ Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ ̣ ̤ 105 Ạ̌

̤ Ǜ =[(ǎ )/  ] Ĭ100%̙ 

 



 

 

 



 Table of Content  

A-7 

Μ  A-2 

Μ  A-4 

  1 

̘  2 

̘  2 

̘  4 

  7 

̘  8 

̘  8 

̘  12 

̘  12 

̘ Ǎ  12 

̘ Ǎ  15 

̘ Ǎ  15 

̘ Ǎ  15 

̘ Ǎ  15 

̘ Ǎ  16 

̘  22 

̘  29 

ǉ Ǌ  30 



 Table of Content  

A-8 

ǉ Ǌ  41 

ǉ Ǌ  45 

ǉ Ǌ  48 

ǉ Ǌ  49 

ǉ Ǌ  51 

ǉ Ǌ  54 

ǉ Ǌ  57 

ǉ Ǌ  59 

ǉ Ǌ  66 

ǉ Ǌ  69 

ǉ Ǌ  71 

ǉ Ǌ  78 

ǉ Ǌ  80 

ǉ Ǌ  82 

ǉ Ǌ  84 

ǉ Ǌ  86 

ǉ Ǌ  88 

ǉ Ǌ  90 

ǉ Ǌ  93 

ǉ Ǌ  95 

 



 Table of Content  

A-9 

̘  95 

ǉ Ǌ  99 

ǉ Ǌ  99 

ǉ Ǌ  99 

ǉ Ǌ  102 

ǉ Ǌ  103 

ǉ Ǌ  104 

ǉ Ǌ  105 

̘  105 

̘  116 

̘  117 

̘  118 

̘  119 

̘  120 

̘  120 

  121 

̘  122 

̘  123 

̘  124 

 



 Table of Content  

A-10 

  126 

Ł Ň  

ǉ Ǜ Ǌ 127 

Ł ̡ ̢  

ǉ Ǜ Ǌ 149 

 



 Tables 

A-11 

 

2.01 105  13 

2.02 2  14 

2.03 105 104  22 

2.04 105 104  25 

2.05 2 ( )  31 

2.06 2  32 

2.07 2  32 

2.08 2  42 

2.09 2  46 

2.10 2  48 

2.11 2  49 

2.12 2  49 

2.13 2  51 

2.14 2  52 

2.15 2  54 

2.16 2  54 

2.17 2  58 

2.18 2  59 

2.19 2  60 

2.20 2  67 

2.21 2  70 

file:///E:/公司維護專案/調查局/2017書籍/中英文排版.docx%23_Toc495590104


 Tables 

A-12 

2.22 2  72 

2.23 2  78 

2.24 2  80 

2.25 2  82 

2.26 2  85 

2.27 2  87 

2.28 2  89 

2.29 2  91 

2.30 2  93 

2.31 2  96 

2.32 2  97 

2.33 2  98 

2.34 105 104  106 

2.35 2  107 

2.36 2  109 

2.37 2  116 

 

 

file:///E:/公司維護專案/調查局/2017書籍/中英文排版.docx%23_Toc495590109
file:///E:/公司維護專案/調查局/2017書籍/中英文排版.docx%23_Toc495590141


 Tables 

A-13 

 

2.01 2  14 

2.02 105 104  27 

2.03 2 ( )  28 

2.04 2  28 

2.05 2  33 

2.06 2  34 

2.07 2  42 

2.08 2  43 

2.09 2  46 

2.10 2  48 

2.11 2  50 

2.12 2  50 

2.13 2  51 

2.14 2  52 

2.15 2  55 

2.16 2  55 

2.17 2  58 

2.18 2  60 

2.19 2  61 

2.20 2  68 

2.21 2  68 

file:///E:/公司維護專案/調查局/2017書籍/中英文排版.docx%23_Toc495590168


 Tables 

A-14 

2.22 2  70 

2.23 2  74 

2.24 2  75 

2.25 2  79 

2.26 2  81 

2.27 2  83 

2.28 2  85 

2.29 2  87 

2.30 2  89 

2.31 2  91 

2.32 2  93 

2.33 2  96 

2.34 2  97 

2.35 2  98 

2.36 2  107 

2.37 2  110 

2.38 2  117 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 /  

 2 

 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ68 Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ ǉ68Ǌ 5 10

Ǎ 11̣

̤ 2 Ǎ ̣ ̤ ̙

68 6 8 68 5584 Ǎ ̣

Ǎ̤ Ǎ 96 11 30

̣ Ǎ̤ 96 12 19

09600170531 Ǎ 97 3 20

097226025597 3 1 Ǎ 2 5
1Ǎ

Ǎ 3 Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

̘ Ǎ

̘ ̙

̘ ̘ ̘

̙ 

                                                                                                                          
1 2 ̡ ̢ ̡ ̢ ̡

̢ ̡ ̢ ̡ ̢ ̡ ̢ ̡ ̢ ̡

̡ ̢ ̡ ̢ ̡ ̢ ̡

̡ ̡ ̢ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡

̢ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̢ ̡ ̡

̡ ̢ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̢ ̡

̢ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̢ ̡ ̡ ̡ ̡

̡ ̢ ̡ ̡ ̢ ̡

̡ ̢ 



 /  

 3 

1 Ǎ Ǎ 2 Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ 2̘ ̘ 3
4

Ǎ 4Ǜ 

̘ ̘ ̘ ̙ 

̘ ̙ 

̘ ̘ ̙ 

̘ ̘ ̙ 

̘ ̙ 

̘ ̙ 

̘ ̘ ̘ ̙ 

̘ ̘ ̙ 

̘ ̙ 

 

 
                                                                                                                          
2 103 7 16 ̪ ̫ ̢ 

3 104 1 7 10406500210 : ̪ ̫ ̪ ̫ ̡

̡

104 1 16 ̢ 

4 ̢ 



 /  

 4 

̘  

69 ̣ ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ93 ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̣

̤ Ǎ ǉ93Ǌ 8 26 0930803048̣

̤ Ǎ

Ǎ 97 5 19

0970801707 Ǎ ̣

̤5
Ǎ98 1 7 0970039617

Ǎ Ǜ 

̘ Ǎ Ǎ Ǜ 

ǉ Ǌ 339̘ 154̘ 155 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 335̘ 336 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 342 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 344 ̙ 

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǜ 

1. ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

50 2,000 ̙ 

                                                                                                                          
5 98 3̡ 4̢  



 /  

 5 

2. 30 1,000

̙ 

̘ Ǎ 200 Ǎ Ǜ 

ǉ Ǌ 2 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 41 43 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 71 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 22 ̙ 

̘ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǜ 

ǉ Ǌ 195̘ 196̘ 3 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 201̘ 201 1 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 339 1 339 3 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 81 ̘ 82 (1017 1 Ǎ

95 97 Ǎ 96 )̘ 91 ̘ 92

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 171 174 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 112 116 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 35 2 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 125̘ 125  2̘ 125 3̘ 127 1̘

127 2 ̙ 



 /  

 6 

ǉ Ǌ 57 ̘ 57 1̘ 58 1 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 58 ̘ 58 1̘ 59 ̘ 60 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 48 ̘ 48 1̘ 48 2̘ 49 ̘ 50

̘ 51 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 38 2̘ 38 3̘ 39 ̘ 40

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 167̘ 168 5 ̘ 168 2̘ 172

1 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 39 ̘ 40 ̘ 44 ̘ 45 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 108̘ 109 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 105 109 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 38 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 148 149 1 ̙ 

̘ 3 1 2 ̘ 7 10 ̘ 12

17 2 1 Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

̘ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



 /  

 8 

 

̘  

10512 1 ̣ ̤ 129 Ǎ

Ǜ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ  

 2 Ǎ

12 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ ǉ Ǌ  

 92 2 19

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ

̘

̘ ̘

̘ ̘

Ǎ 1058 10 12 Ǎ

̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

150̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

5 Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ň ̘ Ň ̙ 



 /  

 9 

ǉ Ǌ  

1.105 2 26 8 29 2

Ǎ 2 ̣ FaceBook̘Youtube

̤ ̣

̤ ǜ 1057 1

Ǎ ̣ 98 ̤̘̣

98 ̤ ( 105 12 1 Ǎ

) ̘ ̙ 

2. ( )1051 10

2,167Ǎ 2,491Ǎ

1,554̘1,730Ǎ 613

̘761ǜ Ǎ 1,823Ǎ

2,16784.13%̙ 

3. Ǜ105 1

10 303 Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. 1057 1 Ǎ 133

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ǜ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

2. ̣ ̤ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘



 /  

 10 

/ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 107

Ǎ ̘

̘ Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ(1) 1051 105

10 Ǎ 246̙ (2)

1051 10510 Ǎ

1484̙  

2. Ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ 1059 1

Ǎ 1059 5 ̘30 ̣

ǉ Ǌ

̤ Ǎ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

̘ ̘

̘ ̙ 

3.1054 28 ̣ Ṳ̈̀

Ǎ Ǎ

105 4 28 ̣ Ǎ̤

̘ Ǎ ̘ ̘

̘ ̘ ̘

̘ ǉ Ǌ Ǎ

Ǎ



 /  

 11 

Ǎ Ǎ

̣ ̘ ̘ ̤ ̙ 

4. ̣ ̤

Ǜ Ǎ ̣

Ǎ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

 ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

1. Ǜ785̙ 

2. Ǜ390̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

 1,064Ǎ

1,0852,5952,433Ǎ 2,838Ǎ

34Ǎ 2 7,674611Ǎ

Ǜ  

1. 86 Ǎ 2322,615Ǎ Ǜ 

 (1) 42 ̘1013,972̙  

 (2) 23 ̘38 5,904̙  

 (3) 15 ̘84 1,621̙  

2. 33 Ǎ 1685,547̙  

3. 54 Ǎ 4 7,369̙  

4. 91 Ǎ 6,928Ǎ Ǜ 



 /  

 12 

 (1) 11 ̙ 

 (2) 9 ̘3,833̙  

 (3) 67 ̘12 ̙ 

 (4) 4 ̘3,083̙  

5. 4 Ǎ 130 ̙ 

̘  

̣ ǉ̤ Ǎ Ǌ̙  

̘  

̣ ̘ ̤ Ǎ

̙ ̣ ̤ Ǎ

Ǜ 

̘ Ǎ  

   Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ ̘

ǜ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙

608̘ ǉ Ǌ

55̘ 87 ǉ̙ 2.01̘

2.02 2.01Ǌ 



 /  

 13 

2.01 105  

Ǜ  

         

           
 

 

 ( )  
 
 ( ) 

 608   55   87   1   

1  29   0   7   0   

2  13   5   4   0   

3  43   0   8   0   

4  72   1   6   0   

5  76   0   8   0   

6  102   1   10   0   

7  103   8   3   0   

8  59   0   9   0   

9  30   0   7   0   

10  21   0   5   0   

11  30   38   6   1   

12  30   2   14   0   



 /  

 14 

2.02 2  

Ǜ  

              
 
 

                 
 

 

 
 ( ) 

      ( )  

 1,271   117   219   3    

104  663   62   132   2    

105  608   55   87   1    

 

 

2.01 2   



 /  

 15 

̘ Ǎ  

ǉ Ǌ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ ̣104 ǉ̤ 37 ǊǍ Ǎ

̙ 

̘ Ǎ  

   ̘ ̘ 3,732Ǎ Ǎ

97Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

̘ Ǎ  

   Ǎ

Ǎ 1039 Ǎ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

Ǎ ̣ ̤ Ǎ

328̣ Ǎ̤ 7,906 Ǎ 25,342

Ǎ ̣

Ǎ̤ Ǎ ̘

̙ 

̘ Ǎ  

ǉ Ǌ Ň 5 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ



 /  

 16 

1053 3 19 Ǎ

5 9 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ň ̣

̤̘̣ ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ 1058 29

15 44 1 2 Ǎ 42 ̙ 

̘ Ǎ  

   ̘

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ 10511 24

̣ ̤ Ǎ

̘ ̘

̙ Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǜ 

ǉ Ǌ -  

1. Ǜ 

 Ǎ

̘ ̘

̘ Ǎ

̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 (1) Ǜ ̘ ̘



 /  

 17 

̘

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

 (2) Ǜ Ǜ

̘ ǉ Ǜ Ǌ̘

Ǎ 105 1948 Ǎ

̙ 

 (3) Ǜ 171 174 Ǎ

̙ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

 (4) Ǜ Ǜ

Ǎ 3 ̙

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 (5) Ǜ Ǎ ̘

̘ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ 171 174

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

 



 /  

 18 

ǉ Ǌ -  

1. Ǜ 

 Ǎ

̘ ̘

̘ Ǎ

̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 (1) Ǜ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̣ Ǎ̤

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 (2) Ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 (3) Ǜ Ǎ SMT Ǎ

Ǎ ǉ ̘

Ǌ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ



 /  

 19 

Ǎ Ǎ

̣ ̤̙  

 (4) Ǜ Ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

 Ǜ Ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 Ǜ Ǜ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 (5) Ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ 96 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ -  

1. Ǜ 

 Ǎ ̘

̘ ̘

Ǎ



 /  

 20 

̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 (1) Ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙

Ǎ Ǎ Ǜ

? Ǎ

Ǡ Ǎ

̙

̣ Ǎ̤

Ǎ ̙ 

 (2) Ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǡ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǡ 317 Ǡ

Ǡ

̙ 

 (3) Ǜ Ǎ Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ

̙ 

 (4) Ǜ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̣ ̤ Ǎ Ǎ

̘ ̘ ̘ Ǎ



 /  

 21 

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ A B Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 (5) Ǜ

Ǎ 102 1 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̣

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ̤

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙

̣

Ǎ Ǎ Ǡ̤

Ǎ ̙ 



 /  

 22 

̘  

Ǎ 945Ǎ 2,550Ǎ

8594,6653,771ǜ 681Ǎ 2,105Ǎ

8569,9583,752ǜ 248Ǎ 428Ǎ

2 4,70719 ǜ 14 Ǎ 15 ̙

33 Ǎ 2 1,5818,813̙ ǉ 2.03̘2.04

2.02̘2.03̘2.04Ǌ 

 

2.03 105 104  

                         

                                                           
 

105 104 

 
 
 

            
( )   

            
( ) 

̡

 

 681 2,105 85,699,583,752  677  2,314  123,208,615,914  

 

 145 489 13,771,640,026  157  677  8,582,794,512  

 13 85 4,361,536,306  9  70  1,138,121,153  

 2 3 20,040,000  3  3  90,861,082 

 2 9 318,188,212  4  5  292,747,690 

 1 1 2,157,100  2  2  13,139,800 

 4 14 622,980,000  6  9  341,041,362 

 13 38 191,311,051  4  6  42,635,000 

 21 43 2,579,530,363  26  73  4,656,341,169 

 0 0 0  1  27  1,265,500 

 1 4 24,201,575 4  16  99,496,384 

 1 1 70,000  3  3  137,880 

 20 82 34,918,843  25  191  160,515,107 

 7 72 2,851,750  10  131  38,480,218 

 60 137 5,613,854,826  60  141  1,708,012,167 



 /  

 23 

 

 40 89 3,580,100,098  56  137  2,825,230,429  

 3 5 240,000  13 25  179,288,123 

 6 27 865,841,059  14 26  364,982,829 

 11 24 1,230,395,461  17 66  1,109,566,148 

 20 33 1,483,623,578  12 20  1,171,393,329 

 

 21 77 2,926,461,044  25  62  1,540,018,677  

 15 70 2,861,910,737  16 37  1,414,394,470 

 6 7 64,550,307  9 25  125,624,207  

 5 9 70,830,000  6 24 34,800,000  

 6 11 44,954,648  7 24 44,215,902  

 15 34 2,818,611,837  20 134 2,000,540,392  

 

 5 29 209,156,377  5  9  98,476,700  

 0 0 0  1 4  1,500,000  

 5 29 209,156,377  4 5 96,976,700  

 11 14 11,380,000  11 13 27,153,000  

 

 67 372 36,463,597,566  63  285  50,178,856,102  

 43 313 28,016,742,113 29  215  23,597,697,885 

 
16 37 3,842,262,374 31  62  23,127,158,217 

 5 15 677,440,833  0  0  0  

 2 4 3,793,414,246 2  7  3,454,000,000 

 1 3 133,738,000  1 1 0  

 

 60 126 918,024,311  46  73  1,841,052,787  

 40 99 61,622,880  17 23  16,881,880  

 20 27 856,401,431  29 50  1,824,170,907  

 18 45 8,562,352,811  16 38 3,490,317,428  

 94 354 14,110,165,365  116 526 49,407,883,929  

 41 106 964,341,759  28 75 2,450,824,916  

 3 6 0  2 4 41,515,632  

 7 16 100,000  9 20 285,029,216  



 /  

 24 

 4 9 352,557,677  9 22 183,851,905  

 100 230 19,300,000  51 127 37,000,000  

 8 18 155,540  5 9 1,449,825  

 16 23 77,132,168  37 39 1,820,437  

 5 18 616,646,000  3 6 128,918,075  

 10 30 182,076,525  5 10 6,866,050  

̡  248 428 247,070,019  441  673  390,763,576  

   56 111 16,812,250  85 123 186,164,721  

   6 7 0  7 7 0  

   170 276 230,248,280  328 501 14,855,495  

   3 4 0  0 0 0  

   3 5 0  5 13 0  

   5 7 0  8 21 189,651,520  

   5 18 9,489  8 8 91,840  

̡  14 15 0  11  11  0  

   7 8 0  7  7  0  

   1 1 0  3  3  0  

   0 0 0  1  1  0  

   6 6 0  0  0  0  

̡  0 0 0  3  3  0  

   0 0 0  3  3  0  

̡  2 2 0  0  0  0  

   0 0 0  0  0  0  

   2 2 0  0  0  0  

   0 0 0  0  0  0  

                         945 2,550 85,946,653,771 1,132 3,001 123,599,379,490 

 33 0 215,818,813 47 0 418,415,317 

 

 



 /  

 25 

2.04 105 104  

                             
 

                              
 

105 104  

 
 

( ) ( )  
 

( ) ( ) 

%    
=[(104

-103
)/103
] 

%    
=[(103

-103
)/103] 

 ̡  681  2,105  100.00%   100.00%   677  2,314  100.00%   100.00%   0.59%   -9.03%   

   145 489 21.29%   23.23%   157  677  23.19%   29.26%   -7.64%   -27.77%   

   40 89 5.87%   4.23%   56  137  8.27%   5.92%   -28.57%   -35.04%   

   21 77 3.08%   3.66%   25  62  3.69%   2.68%   -16.00%   24.19%   

   5 9 0.73%   0.43%   6  24  0.89%   1.04%   -16.67%   -62.50%   

   6 11 0.88%   0.52%   7  24  1.03%   1.04%   -14.29%   -54.17%   

   15 34 2.20%   1.62%   20  134  2.95%   5.79%   -25.00%   -74.63%   

  
 

5  29  0.73%   1.38%   5  9  0.74%   0.39%   0.00%   222.22%   

   11  14  1.62%   0.67%   11  13  1.62%   0.56%   0.00%   7.69%   

   67  372  9.84%   17.67%   63  285  9.31%   12.32%   6.35%   30.53%   

   60  126  8.81%   5.99%   46  73  6.79%   3.15%   30.43%   72.60%   

   18 45  2.64%   2.14%   16 38  2.36%   1.64%   12.50%   18.42%   

   94  354  13.80%   16.82%   116  526  17.13%   22.73%   -18.97%   -32.70%   

   41  106  6.02%   5.04%   28  75  4.14%   3.24%   46.43%   41.33%   

   3  6  0.44%   0.29%   2  4  0.30%   0.17%   50.00%   50.00%   

  
 

7 16  1.03%   0.76%   9 20  1.33%   0.86%   -22.22%   -20.00%   

   4 9  0.59%   0.43%   9 22  1.33%   0.95%   -55.56%   -59.09%   

   100 230  14.68%   10.93%   51 127  7.53%   5.49%   96.08%   81.10%   

   8 18  1.17%   0.86%   5 9  0.74%   0.39%   60.00%   100.00%   

   16 23  2.35%   1.09%   37 39  5.47%   1.69%   -56.76%   -41.03%   
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   5 18  0.73%   0.86%   3 6  0.44%   0.26%   66.67%   200.00%   

   10 30  1.47%   1.43%   5 10  0.74%   0.43%   100.00%   200.00%   

̡  248  428  100.00%   100.00%   441  673  100.00%   100.00%   -43.76%   -36.40%   

   56  111  22.58%   25.93%   85  123  19.27%   18.28%   -34.12%   -9.76%   

  
 

6 7 2.42%   1.64%   7  7  1.59%   1.04%   -14.29%   0.00%   

   170 276 68.55%   64.49%   328  501  74.38%   74.44%   -48.17%   -44.91%   

   3 4 1.21%   0.93%   0  0  0.00%   0.00%   #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

  
 

3 5 1.21%   1.17%   5  13  1.13%   1.93%   -40.00%   -61.54%   

  
 

5 7 2.02%   1.64%   8  21  1.81%   3.12%   -37.50%   -66.67%   

   5  18  2.02%   4.21%   8  8  1.81%   1.19%   -37.50%   125.00%   

̡  14  15  100.00%   100.00%   11  11  100.00%   100.00%   27.27%   36.36%   

   7 8 50.00%   53.33%   7  7  63.64%   63.64%   0.00%   14.29%   

   1 1 7.14%   6.67%   3  3  27.27%   27.27%   -66.67%   -66.67%   

   0 0 0.00%   0.00%   1  1  9.09%   9.09%   -100.00%   -100.00%   

   6 6 42.86%   40.00%   0  0  0.00%   0.00%   #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

̡  0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 3  3  100.00%   100.00%   -100.00%   -100.00%   

   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 3  3  100.00%   100.00%   -100.00%   -100.00%   

̡  2  2  100.00%   100.00%   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

   0 0 0.00%   0.00%   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! NA 

   2 2 100.00%   100.00%   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

   
0 0 0.00%   0.00%   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

  33  0  100.00%   #DIV/0! 47  0  100.00%   #DIV/0! -29.79%   #DIV/0! 

Ǜ ̣ ̤̘̣ ̤ ̙̙ 
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2.02 105 104  
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2.03 2 ( )  

 

 

2.04 2  
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̘  

681Ǎ 104 677Ǎ 5.90%ǜ

2,105Ǎ 104 2,314Ǎ 9.03%ǜ 8569,958

3,752Ǎ 104 1,2328615,914Ǎ 30.44%̙

Ǜǉ 2.03̘2.04 2.02Ǌ 

ʂ Ǜ145Ǎ 21.29%ǜ 489Ǎ 23.23%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ40 Ǎ 5.87%ǜ 89 Ǎ 4.23%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ21 Ǎ 3.08%ǜ 77 Ǎ 3.66% 

ʂ Ǜ5 Ǎ 0.73%ǜ 9 Ǎ 0.43%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ6 Ǎ 0.88%ǜ 11 Ǎ 0.52%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ15 Ǎ 2.20%ǜ 34 Ǎ 1.62%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ5 Ǎ 0.73%ǜ 29 Ǎ 1.38%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ11 Ǎ 1.62%ǜ 14 Ǎ 0.67%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ67 Ǎ 9.84%ǜ 372Ǎ 17.67%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ60 Ǎ 8.81%ǜ 126Ǎ 5.99%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ18 Ǎ 2.64%ǜ 45 Ǎ 2.14%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ94 Ǎ 13.80%ǜ 354Ǎ 16.82%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ41 Ǎ 6.02%ǜ 106Ǎ 5.04%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ3 Ǎ 0.44%ǜ 6 Ǎ 0.29%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ7 Ǎ 1.03%ǜ 16Ǎ 0.76%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ4 Ǎ 0.59%ǜ 9 Ǎ 0.43%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ100Ǎ 14.68%ǜ 230Ǎ 10.93%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ8 Ǎ 1.17%ǜ 18 Ǎ 0.86%̙ 
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ʂ Ǜ16 Ǎ 2.35%ǜ 23 Ǎ 1.09%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ5 Ǎ 0.73%ǜ 18 Ǎ 0.86%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ10 Ǎ 1.47%ǜ 30 Ǎ 1.43%̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 145Ǎ 104 157Ǎ 7.64%ǜ

489Ǎ 104 677Ǎ 27.77%ǜ 137

7,16426Ǎ 104 85 8,2794,512Ǎ 60.46%̙

ǉ 2.04̘2.05̘2.06̘2.07 2.05̘2.06Ǌ 

Ǜ 

(1) 13 ̙ 

(2) 2 ̙ 

(3) 2 ̙ 

(4) 1 ̙ 

(5) 4 ̙ 

(6) 13 ̙ 

(7) 21 ̙ 

(8) 1 ̙ 

(9) 1 ̙ 

(10) 20 ̙ 

(11) 7 ̙ 

(12)60 ̙ 

ǉ 2.03̘2.07 2.06Ǌ 
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2.05 2 ( )  

 

               
 

 

        

104 1,132    100.00%    100.00%    3,001    100.00%    100.00%    

105 945    83.48%    -16.52%    2,550    84.97%    -15.03%    

2.05 

 

               
 

 

  

  
                   

( ) 
  

              
( ) 

104 677    2,314    123,208,615    441    673    390,763  

105 681    2,105    85,699,583    248    428    247,070  

2.05 

 

               
 

 

 

      ( ) 

104 47    418,414    

105 33    215,818    
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2.06 2  

 
 

                                                
                                    

       
                         

( ) 
 

104 157 100.00% 100.00% 677  100.00% 100.00% 8,582,794 100.00% 

105 145 92.36% -7.64% 489  72.23% -27.77% 13,771,640 60.46% 

 

2.07 2  

 
 
 

                                               
                                    

 
  

  
 

   
 

 
  

 
 

  

104 157 9 5.73% 100.00% 3 1.91% 100.00% 4 2.55% 100.00% 2 1.27% 100.00% 

105 145 13 8.97% 44.44% 2 1.38% -33.33% 2 1.38% -50.00% 1 0.69% -50.00% 

Ụ̈̀ ̤ Ǜ =[(ǎ )/  ] Ž100%̙ 

2.07 

 
 
 

                                              
                                    

 

   

 
 

  

 

   

 

 
  

104 5  3.18% 100.00% 4  2.55% 100.00% 26  16.56% 100.00% 1  0.64% 100.00% 

105 4  2.76% -20.00% 13  8.97% 225.00% 21  14.48% -19.23% 0  0.00% -100.00% 
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2.07 

 

                                                
                                    

 
   

 
   

  
  

 
 

  

104  0  0.00% 100.00% 0  0.00% 100.00% 4  2.55% 100.00% 3 1.91% 100.00% 

105 0  0.00% NA 0  0.00% NA 1  0.69% -75.00% 1 0.69% -66.67% 

2.07 

 

                                                
                                    

    
 

       

104  24  15.29% 100.00% 10  6.37% 100.00% 60  38.22% 100.00% 

105 20  13.79% -16.67% 7  4.83% -30.00% 60  41.38% 0.00% 

 

 

2.05 2  
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2. Ǜ 

(1) Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

9 ǜ Ň ̘ Ň Ň ̘ Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ň Ǎ ̙

Ň Ň Ň ǜ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň ̙ 
 

 97 Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

̘ Ň Ň Ň Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ň Ň

̘ Ň Ň ̘ Ň Ň ̘ Ň

Ň ̘ Ň Ň ̘ Ň Ň ̘ Ň

Ň ̘ Ň Ň ̘ Ň Ň

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň

̘ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň 12 1910

Ǎ 36 6,6919,750 ̘ 2 Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ň Ň ̘ Ň ̘
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Ň ̘ Ň Ň

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘

̘ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

̘

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ 37 7,4887,400Ǎ

̙ 

 

(2) Ň 818 Ň  

 Ň Ň 818 Ň 668 ǜ Ň

Ň 668 Ǎ Ň Ň Ň

ǜ Ň Ň Ň ǜ

Ň 818̘ Ň 668̘ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ 47

Ǎ 82 11 3

̣ Ǎ̤ 96 5 ̙97

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 97 5 28 10512 31 Ǎ ̘

̘ Ǎ

14% ̙ Ǎ ̣

̤ 6 Ǎ ̣ x

x ̤ Ǎ ̣ ̤ ̣

ǉVDRǊ̤ Ǎ Ǎ
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Ạ̌ ̤ Ǎ

̣ ̤ 0.18̘

0.18Ǎ 0.11̙ 
 

 97 2 1039 Ǎ Ň 818 4 Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̣ ̤

13 Ǎ Ň 6

Ǎ Ǎ

GPS Ǎ GPS

Ǎ Ň 818 4 ̣ ǉVDRǊ̤

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

ǉVDRSǊ ̣ ǉVDRǊ̤

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň 818 4

4,0944,455Ǎ

̙ 

 

(3)Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ

AUA Ǌ Ǎ Ǎ

AUA

Ǎ Ǎ AUA

Ǎ 102 7 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ň Ǎ

AUA 100% PT.AUA DEVELOPMENT ( Ǜ
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PT.AUA)Ǎ ǜ ƺ

 AUA 4,400 ǉ 40 ǊǍ

Ǎ 10 Ǎ 110 Ǎ 1,100

Ǎ 4,400

PT ALAM MAKMUR INDAHǉ ǛPT.AMIǊǍ

51% Ǎ

Ǎ 3 Ǎ ̙

Ň

3

ǉ 4,4122,854Ǌ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ Ň

AUA Ǎ

Ǎ 1,4999,770̙  
 

 1034 Ǎ Ň Ň PT.AMI

4,400 Ǎ Ň Ǎ

AUA Ǎ Ǎ

Found Talent ǉ

Ň ) ̘Skyriver(Ň ) 

̙ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň 61 5,000Ǎ

1,5614,770ǉ 4 6,8443,100ǊǍ

̙ 

 

(4) Ň  

 Ň ( Ǜ803 ) ǜ Ň
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Ň ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ Ň ǉ

Ǜ Ň Ǌ Ǎ Ň Ň

( Ǜ Ň Ǌ Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

Ň 3 Ň Ň ̙ 
 

 1011 Ǎ Ň 803 Ǎ

ǉ Ǜ Ǌ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ǉ Ǜ

ǊǍ Ǎ Ň Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

434Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ 6

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ 5 3,0006

Ǎ Ň ǜ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ 1011 10410 Ǎ

Ň Ň 434 Ǎ

2,4316,500̙ 

 

 Ň Ǎ Ň 434

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ 803

Ň Ň Ǎ
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Ň Ň

̙ Ǎ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ 5

4,5975 1,297Ǎ 1011 10410

Ǎ Ň Ň 434 Ǎ

2,3335,398Ǎ

̙ 

 

 (5)Ň  

 Ň Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň

̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ň 33

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 
 

 104 8 Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň 268̘270ǉ

Ǌ 59-1 Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ̙

Ň ̣ ̤̘̣USA̤ 7

Ǎ ̣ ̤
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Ǎ Ǎ

1 ̣ ̤

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

2 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

3 Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ATM

Ǎ

̣ Ǎ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 40 Ǎ 104 56 Ǎ 28.57%ǜ

89 Ǎ 104 137Ǎ 35.04%ǜ 35

8,01098Ǎ 104 28 2,523429Ǎ 26.72%̙

ǉ 2.03̘2.04̘2.08 2.07̘2.08Ǌ 

Ǜ 

(1) 3 ̙ 

(2) 6 ̙ 

(3) 11 ̙ 
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(4) 20 ̙ 

ǉ 2.03̘2.08 2.08Ǌ 

2.08 2  

           
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                    

 
  

 
  

     
( ) 

 

 

  

 
 

104 56   100.00%   100.00%   137   100.00%   100.00%   2,825,230 100.00%   13   14   17   12   

105 40   71.43%   -28.57%   89   64.96%   -35.04%   3,580,100 26.72% 3   6   11   20   

 

 

2.07 2  
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2.08 2  

 

2. Ǜ 

(1)Ň  

 Ň Ň ( : Ň )

Ǎ ̘ ̘

̘ ̘ ̙ 95 Ǎ

Ň Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ǎ

1 5,7476,240̙ 

 

 1013 Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň Ǎ Ň
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̘ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

CB OPTICAL Co.LTDMARC LENS

̣MEDICINA Y DIAGNOSTICO DE LA VISION, S.A̤ ̣TOPSA 

PRODUCTOS OPTICOS S.A.̤ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň ̣MEDICINA̤̘

̣TOPSA̤ Ň Ǎ Ň

̙ 1029 Ǎ Ň Ǎ 467

5,000Ǎ Ň 4675,000

ǉ 1 4,025ǊǍ

̙ 

 

(2) Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ Ň Ǌ

Ǎ Ň̘ Ň Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ

5 Ǎ ǜ Ň

Ň Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ň

ǉ Ň Ǌ ̙ 

 

 88 Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň ̣ ǉ̤ Ǌ̣ ̤̘

̣ ǉ̤ Ǌ Ǎ

Ňǉ Ň̘ Ň ̘ Ň̘ Ň Ǌ̘ Ň

ǉ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ǌ2 ǜ Ň
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6 Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ 1ǉ Ň̘ Ň ǊǛ1ǉ Ň̘

Ň ǊǛ2ǉ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ǌ ̘ 2

ǜ 95 99 2 1,9283,601

ǉ Ň 1 9641,800̘ Ň 1

9641,801Ǌ̙  

 

 100 Ǎ ̘ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ ǜ

Ň

Ǎ ǉ Ǌ ̙102

̘ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

̘ 2 ̙102 8 Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň 8

Ǎ 831588 Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň Ǎ ̘ 2 ǜ

100103 7,4402,588ǉ Ň

̘ Ň 3,7201,294Ǌǜ 95 104

̘ 2 2 9,3686,189Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 21 Ǎ 104 25 Ǎ 16%ǜ

77 Ǎ 104 62 Ǎ 24.19%ǜ 29 2,646
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1,044Ǎ 104 15 4,0018,677Ǎ 90.03%̙

ǉ 2.03̘2.04̘2.09 2.09Ǌ 

2.09 2  

 

                    
      

    
 
 

    
( ) 

 

104 25     100.00% 100.00% 62     100.00% 100.00% 1,540,018 100.00% 

105 21     84.00% -16.00% 77     124.19% 24.19% 2,926,461 90.03% 

 

 

2.09 2  
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2. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ Ǎ

Ň Ň ǉ ǊǍ 100 Ǎ

Ň ǉ 739Ǌ

ǉ 371.48Ǌ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ

Ň Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘

Ň Ǎ Ň

50 Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

5 ǉ 5,5524,000Ǌ 1 ǉ 1,1104,800

1,5066,264Ǎ 2,6171,064ǊǍ

10010 12 ̙ Ň

154 7,834ǉ 371.48*5

*1/12=1547,834ǊǍ 5,3976,166Ǎ

Ň 3,695ǉ 739*5 =3,695Ǌ̘

1,7026,166ǉ 371.48*5

*11/12=1,7026,166Ǌǜ Ň Ň

2,6171,064Ǎ Ň 1,7416,267

ǉ2,6171,064* 739/ 1110.48=1,7416,267

Ǌ̘ 8754,796ǉ2,6171,064*

371.48/ 1110.48=8754,796Ǌ̙ Ň ̘ Ň

Ǎ Ň 5,4366,267Ǎ

2,578962Ǎ

̙ 
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ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 5 Ǎ 104 6 Ǎ 16.67%ǜ

9 Ǎ 104 24 Ǎ 62.5%ǜ 7,083Ǎ

104 3,480Ǎ 103.53%ǉ̙ 2.03̘2.04̘2.10

2.10Ǌ 

 

2. Ǜ  

 

2.10 2  

 

                     
      

    
 
 

    
( ) 

 

104 6     100.00% 100.00% 24     100.00% 100.00% 34,800 100.00% 

105 5     83.33% -16.67% 9     37.50% -62.50% 70,830 103.53% 

 

 

2.10 2  
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ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 6 Ǎ 104 7 Ǎ 14.29%ǜ

11Ǎ 104 24Ǎ 54.17%ǜ 4,4954,648

Ǎ 104 4,4215,902Ǎ 1.67%ǉ̙ 2.032̘.04̘

2.11 2.11Ǌ 

Ǜ 

(1) 4 ̙ 

(2) 0 ̙ 

(3) 2 ̙ 

(4) 0 ̙ 

ǉ 2.12 2.12Ǌ 

 

2. Ǜ  

2.11 2   

 

                                    
   

 
 

  
( ) 

 

104 7    100.00%   100.00%   24    100.00%   100.00%   44,215  100.00%   

105 6    85.71%   -14.29%   11    45.83%   -54.17%   44,954  1.67%   

2.12 2   

 

 

 

     

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

104 7 24 5 18 0 0 2 6 0 0 

105 6 11 4 6 0 0 2 5 0 0 
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2.11 2  

 

2.12 2  
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ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 15Ǎ 104 20Ǎ 25.ǜ

34 Ǎ 104 134Ǎ 74.63%ǜ 28

1,8611,837Ǎ 104 20 54 392Ǎ 40.89%

ǉ 2.03̘2.04̘2.13 2.13Ǌ 

2.13 2  

 

                         
              

         
         

( ) 
 

104 20 100.00% 100.00% 134    100.00% 100.00% 2,000,540 100.00% 

105 15 75.00% -25.00% 34    25.37% -74.63% 2,818,611 40.89% 

 

 

2.13 2  
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Ǜ 

(1) 41 (

)9̙ 

(2) 43 ( )6̙ 

ǉ 2.14 2.14Ǌ 

2.14 2  

 

                        
              

                 
 

     
41  42  43  

44
 

104 20      100.00%     100.00%     16      0      3      1      

105 15      75.00%     -25.00%     9      0      6      0      

 

2.14 2   
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1. Ǜ 

 Ň  

 Ň 81 Ň ǉ Ǜ Ň

Ǌ Ǎ ǜ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň ǜ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň ̙ 

 

 Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ň 5 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

10ǆ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ǜ Ň

Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

̣ ̤̘̣ ̤̘̣ ̤ ̣

̤4 Ǎ Ň ̘

Ǎ Ň Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

ǜ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň ̣ ̤ Ǎ Ň

̣ ǉ̤ ǊǍ

Ň ̧ Ň

ǉA Ǌ̨ Ǎ ǜ ̣A

̤ ̣ ̤ Ǎ Ň ǉ Ň Ǌ

Ň Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ň ̣ Ǎ̤

Ň ǜ Ň 5

Ň 4 1144,5373,548Ǎ
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12 4,1401,705Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 5 Ǎ 104 5 ǜ

29 Ǎ 104 9 Ǎ 322.22%ǜ 2

9156,377Ǎ 104 9,8476,700Ǎ 112.39%̙

ǉ 2.03̘2.04̘2.15 2.15Ǌ 

Ǜ 

(1) 0 ̙ 

(2) 5 ̙ 

ǉ 2.03̘2.16 2.16Ǌ 

2.15 2  

 
 

 
 

  
 

   
( ) 

  

104 5    100.00%  100.00%  9   100.00%  100.00%  98,476 100.00%  

105 5    100.00%  0.00%  29   322.22%  222.22%  209,156 112.39% 

2.16 2  

 
 
 
 

 

̡

 

 

 

 
(

 ) 

    
̡

  
 

104  1 4 1    3   0 0   0   0 0 0   

105  0 5 2    3   0 0   0   0 0 0   
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2.15 2   

 

2.16 2   
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2. Ǜ 

 Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ Ǎ

Ň Ň Ǎ Ň Ň ̘ Ň

Ň Ǎ

ǉ Ǜ Ǌ

ǉ Ǌǜ Ň ̘ Ň

ǉ Ǌǜ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ň ǉ

Ǌ Ǎ ̘

̙ 

 

 1051 2 Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ň

Ň ̘ Ň 2003(A)2006(A)

Ǎ ǉ Ǜ Ǌ Ǎ

ǉ Ǜ Ǌ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ 1 20.2 22.4

Ǎ 21ǆ Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

̘ Ň 13 Ǎ ̘ 2 14

9,000 230 ǉ 2449,000ǊǍ

Ň 1051 7 Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ

Ň ̙ 1052 23



 /  

 57 

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 11 Ǎ 104 11 ǜ

14 Ǎ 104 13 Ǎ 7.69%ǜ 1,138

Ǎ 104 2,7153,000Ǎ 58.09%ǉ̙ 2.03̘

2.04̘2.17 2.17Ǌ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň  

 Ň Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

10211 4 Ǎ Ň ǉ

Ǌ ̣ Ň ǉ̤

̣ Ň Ǌ̤ Ǎ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

1031 25 Ǎ Ň Ǎ

KFICLOGISTICS(HK) LTD

ǉ Ǌ YM MOVEMENT

Ǎ 1 ̙ 103 1

30 Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ̙

Ǎ 1032 5 Ǎ
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16 Ǎ ̣ ̤

1,050Ǎ 2,000Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

2.17 2  

 
 

 

     
 

( ) 
  

104  11 100.00%     13 100.00%     27,153 100.00%     

105  11 0.00%     14 7.69%     11,380 -58.09%     

 

 

2.17 2   
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ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 67Ǎ 104 63Ǎ 6.35%ǜ

372Ǎ 104 285Ǎ 30.53%ǜ 364

6,3597,566Ǎ 104 5017,8856,102Ǎ

27.33%ǉ̙ 2.03̘2.04̘2.18 2.18Ǌ 

Ǜ 

(1) 43 ̙ 

(2) 16 ̙ 

(3) 5 ̙ 

(4) 2 ̙ 

(5) 0 ̙ 

(6) 1 ̙ 

(7) 0 ̙ 

ǉ 2.19 2.19Ǌ 

2.18 2  

 

                
 

   
 
 

   
( ) 

  

104  63   100.00%   100.00%   285   100.00%   100.00%   50,178,856 100.00%   

105  67   106.35%   6.35%   372   130.53%   30.53%   36,463,597 -27.33% 
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2.19 2  

 
 
 

 
 

  
 

 
  

  

 

104 63   100.00%     100.00%     29    31    0    2    0    0    1    

105 67   106.35%     6.35%   43    16    5    2    0    1    0    

 

 

2.18 2   
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2.19 2  

 

2. Ǜ 

 (1)Ň Ň  

 Ň ǉChia Ser LeongǊ̘ Ň ǉSeah Kah YapǊ Ň

ǉ Ǌ ̘ Ǎ Ň ǉChiang Tse BoonǊ̘

Ň ǉAng Boon Siah)Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ǉLee Peck NgohǊ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ǉTeo Poh LengǊ

Ǎ Ň (Lee Pin PinǍ 7 )
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Ň ̙ 

 

 101 Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ň Ň

ǉ APB Ǌ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ǉ Ň

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǌǜ Ǎ Ň Ň

International Bullion Mint Pte LtdMKS

Ǎ Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň ǉ 12 5 Ǌ Ǎ

̣ ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ MEPM 2

Ǎ Ǎ 1% Ǎ

̙ 

 

 1026 Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň

Ň Ň Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ạ̌ ̤

Ǎ 1 260 Ǎ2

Ǎ 1% 2 6,000 Ǎ2 62 4,000

Ǎ 0.5%1 3,000 Ǎ2

31 2,000 Ǎ 36%ǉ

Ǌ̙ 8 800̘480 ̘2,000̘ 6,000

̘1 2,000 Ǎ ̘ ̘ ̘

̘ ̘ Ǎ 5% 10% Ǎ
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Ǎ 16%ǉ

Ǌ̙  

 

 10311 Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ 7 ǉ104 3 8

ǊǍ 1 8 800 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ 1 ǉ ǊǍ 1

5,000 Ǎ 2 ǉ ǊǍ 1

5,000 1 5,000Ǎ

ǉ Ǌ̙ 104

9 17 Ň Ň 33 Ǎ Ň̘ Ň

Ǎ Ň 4,800

20 6,1509,300Ǎ

̙ 

 

 (2)Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň Ň ǉ Ň Ǌ

Ǎ Ň ǜ Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

̙ 1015 Ǎ Ň 4 Ň

ǉ Ň ǊǍ ̣ ̤ Ǎ

̘ ̘

Ǎ ǜ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ ̘ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ 1 ̘3 6 ̣ Ň

̤ Ǎ ̣

Ǎ̤1 ̘3 8%̘6%ǉ 4 Ǎ
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5 ǊǍ6 2 ǉ 12

Ǎ 6 ǊǍ 12 ̣ ̤2

3,100̙103 ̣CB ̤

Ǎ 1 3 Ǎ 5 Ǎ

6% 8%̙  

 

 1052 1 Ň ̣ Ǎ̤ Ň

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ 1 3 Ǎ 5 Ǎ

Ň Ǎ

5%̘ 6% ǜ Ň

Ǎ ̣ ̤ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

1% Ǎ ̣ ̤̘̣ ̤̘̣

̤̘̣ ̤ ̣ ̤̘̣ ̤

Ǎ

̙ 

 

 (3)Ň  

 Ň ǉ Ǎ102 Ǌ Ň

ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ǌ̘ Ň

ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ǌ Ň

ǉ Ň Ǌ Ǎ ǜ Ň ̘

Ň Ǎ Ň ǉ ǊǍ Ň ǜ Ň Ň

ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ Ǎ Ň ̘

Ň Ň ǜ Ň Ň ̙ 
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 101 Ǎ Ň Ň ( Ǜ Ň )

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň

̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň Ň Ǎ

̙ Ň Ǎ

̣Po If̤ Ň ̣NARMI̤(

) Ǎ Ǎ 1

2.54 Ǎ Ň

̘ Ň ̙

Ň

Ǎ 150 250

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ň Ǎ

Ǎ ̣NARMI̤

̙ 

 

 Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ

ǜ 0.2

ǉ ̘ ̘

NERIMIǊǍ Ň 10

Ǎ 4 5 Ǎ 1 5 Ǎ 600

1,000 Ǎ
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̣NARMI̤ Ǎ ̣NARMI̤Ǎ

Ň ̣KOTA̤

̣NARMI̤ Ǎ Ň

̙ 1048 3 Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

62 5701,000Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 60 Ǎ 104 46 Ǎ

30.43%ǜ 126Ǎ 104 73 Ǎ 72.60%ǜ

9 1,8024,311Ǎ 104 18 4,1052,787Ǎ

50.14%ǉ̙ 2.03̘2.04̘2.20 2.20Ǌ 

Ǜ 

(1) 40 ̙ 

(2) 20 ̙ 

ǉ 2.03̘2.202.21Ǌ 
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2
.
2
0

 
2
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2.20 2   

 

2.21 2  
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2. Ǜ 

 Ň  

 Ň ̣ Ň ̤ Ǎ

 102 4 Ň ̣ ̤

Ǎ 4 27 ̣ Ň ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ ǜ Ň ̣

̤ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ Ň

Ǎ

Ň Ǎ ̙

Ň ŇŇ

Ǎ ̣ Ň ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ 1

7,7324,800Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 18 Ǎ 104 16 Ǎ

12.50%ǜ 45 Ǎ 104 38 Ǎ 18.42%ǜ

85 6,2352,811Ǎ 104 34 9,0317,428

Ǎ 145.32%ǉ̙ 2.03̘2.04̘2.21 2.22Ǌ 
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2.21 2  

 

                    
      

    
 
 

    
( ) 

 

104 16     100.00% 100.00% 38     100.00% 100.00% 3,490,317 100.00% 

105 18     112.50% 12.50% 45     118.42% 18.42% 8,562,352 145.32% 

  

 

2.22 2  
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2. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň PCN Ǎ Ň Ň

Ň ǜ Ň Ň

Ǎ 2 Ň ̣KOBE4,5,6,7

̤ Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ 1051 18 Ň

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

̣KOBE 4

̤ Ǎ 105 2

Ň ǜ Ň 1052 17 Ǎ

̣KOBE 5 ̘ 6 ̘ 7 ̤ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň

̘ Ň Ǎ Ň ̙ Ň Ǎ

KOBE 4,5,6,74 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 1,000 Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 94 Ǎ 104 116Ǎ

18.97%ǜ 354Ǎ 104 526Ǎ 32.70%ǜ

1411,0165,365Ǎ 104 4947883,929

Ǎ 71.44%ǉ̙ 2.03̘2.04̘2.22 2.23Ǌ 
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2
.
2
2

 
2
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2
.
2
2

ǉ
Ǌ

 
2
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2.23 2  

 

Ǜ 

(1) ̘ 12 ̙ 

(2) 11 ̙ 

(3) 1 ̙ 

(4) 8 ̙ 

(5) 15 ̙ 

(6) 0 ̙ 

(7) ̘ 8 ̙ 

(8) 5 ̙ 

(9)̘ 0 ̙ 

(10) 0 ̙ 

(11) 25  
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(12) 3 ̙ 

(13) 0 ̙ 

(14) 0 ̙ 

(15) 0 ̙ 

(16)6 ̙ 

ǉ 2.22 2.24Ǌ 
 

 

2.24 2  
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2. Ǜ 

 (1)Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ ǜ

Ň ̘ Ň Ň ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ

ǜ Ň Ň ǜ Ň Ň

ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ Ǎ Ň

ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ ǜ Ň Ň

Ǎ ̙ 
 

 1027̘ 8 Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň 5,000̙ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ ̘

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň Ň Ǎ 1029 24

Ǎ 4 Ǎ Ň 1,200

3 ̙ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ň

̘

̘104 ̘

605 ̘ 103

Ǎ 3

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň
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Ǎ Ǎ

10 65 Ǎ

3 7,9908,640Ǎ

̙ 

 

 (2)Ň Ň  

 Ň 96 7 Ň ǉ Ǜ

Ň Ǌ Ň ǉ Ǜ ƺ

Ǌ Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň GLi̘CLS̘SZHL

CLS̘PSL̘SZHL Ǎ A PLUS

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ň

̘ Ǎ

̙ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň 100̘101 Ǎ Ň 101

Ǎ 101

CLS 29 5,4303,291Ǎ

Ǎ ̣ Ǎ̤ Ň

̘

̙ 101 GLi7

Ǎ Ň GLi

CLS Ǎ Ň

Ǎ 102 Ň Ň
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Ǎ 11 Ǎ

102 Ǎ Ǎ

̣ ̤ Ǎ Ň 1031 3

Ǎ Ǎ 102̘103

4 1,973 2 803

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 41 Ǎ 104 28 Ǎ

46.43%ǜ 106Ǎ 104 75 Ǎ 41.33%ǜ

9 6,4341,759Ǎ 104 24 5,0824,916Ǎ

60.65%ǉ̙ 2.03̘2.04̘2.23 2.25Ǌ 

2.23 2  

 
 
 
 

 

   
 
 

  
( ) 

  

104 28 100.00% 100.00% 75 100.00% 100.00% 2,450,824 100.00% 

105 41 146.43% 46.43% 106 141.33% 41.33% 964,341 -60.65% 
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2.25 2  

 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň   

 Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ň

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘

̘ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 1024

Ň Facebook ̣Ň

ǉ̤ Ụ̈̀ Ǌ̤ Ǎ

Line Ǎ ̘

ǉ Ǜ Ǌ Ǎ

Ň Ň Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň
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̣ ̤ Ǎ 2 Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň Ň Ň ̘ Ň Ň

Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň

5% 10% Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

Ň Ǎ Ǎ Ň ̘

Ň Ň Ǎ

̙ Ň 1024 12

10 17 Ǎ 7,600Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 3 Ǎ 104 2 Ǎ 50%ǜ

6 Ǎ 104 7 Ǎ 14.29ǜ 0 Ǎ 104

2 8,2079,600Ǎ 100%̙ǉ 2.03̘2.04̘2.24

2.26Ǌ̙  

2.24 2  

 
 
 
 

         
 

  
( ) 

  
 

( ) 
   (

) 
  

104  2 100.00% 100.00% 7 100.00% 100.00% 282,079 100.00% 

105  3 150.00% 50.00% 6 85.71% -14.29% 0 -100.00% 
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2.26 2  

 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň  

 93 9 Ǎ Ň Ň ǉ

Ň ǊǍ ǜ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ̘ ̘

Ǎ

̣ ̤ Ǎ ̣

̤̙ 6,0001

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ ̣ Ǎ̤

Ǎ Ň ̣ ̤

Ǎ ǉ Ǌ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

2, 7004,500 
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̙ Ň Ǎ Ǎ

93 99 ̘

̘

̣ ṳ̈̀99

̣ ̤ ̣ ǉ̤

95ǆǊ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

1 2,0645,800Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 7 Ǎ 104 9 Ǎ

22.22%ǜ 16 Ǎ 104 20 Ǎ 20%ǜ

10 Ǎ 104 2 8,5029,216Ǎ 99.96%ǉ̙

2.03̘2.04̘2.25 2.27Ǌ̙  

2.25 2  

 
 
 
 
 

 

        
( ) 

  

104 9 100.00% 100.00% 20 100.00% 100.00% 285,029 100.00% 

105 7 77.78% -22.22% 16 80.00% -20.00% 100 -99.96% 
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2.27 2  

 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ Ǜ Ň Ǌ Ǎ

96 Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň 3

Ǎ Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ň ̘

Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň 7 Ǎ IIIP

( ǛIFA)Ǎ VIG Yin 

Nan Wang BPS ( BPS1̘BPS2̘BPS3̘

BPS54 Ǎ )Ǎ

Ǎ IFA Ǎ
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BPS ǉ 3 Ǎ ǊǍ

17ǆǍ Ň 67 Ǎ

Ǎ ̘

Banco PopularǍ BPS1 ǍYin Nan Wang

Ǎ Ǎ

BPS2̘BPS3̘BPS5 ǉ99 Ň

Ň Ǌǜ 5962,070

Ǎ 1 9 ̙ 
 

 1027 ǍBPS Ǎ

Ň Ň BPS

̣ ǉ̤ 5 ̘

17%ǊǍ5 185%Ǎ Ǎ

Nanshan Cultural GardenLTD.Ǎ Ň

2% Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 4 Ǎ 104 9 Ǎ 55.56%ǜ

9 Ǎ 104 22Ǎ 59.09%ǜ 3 5,255

7,677Ǎ 104 1 8,3851,905Ǎ 91.76%̙

ǉ 2.03̘2.04̘2.26 2.28Ǌ̙  
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2.26 2  

 
 
 
 

           
 

        
( ) 

  

104  9 100.00% 100.00% 22 100.00% 100.00% 183,851 100.00% 

105  4 44.44% -55.56% 9 40.91% -59.09% 352,557 91.76% 

 

 

2.28 2  
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2. Ǜ 

 Ň  

 Ň Ň Ǎ Ň Ň ( Ǜ

Ň ) Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ň Ň Ǎ

̙ Ň 99 9 25 ̘10110

2 1029 12 (

) ̣ ̤̘̣

̤ ̣ ̘ ̤3 Ǎ

5,000̘ 800 320 3,900

Ǎ 99 9 27 1038 12

Ǎ 6,105̙ Ň Ň

Ǎ

285 ̘308 ̣ ̤ ̣ Ň (

)̤ 2 Ǎ

Ǎ 2 285 350

6 Ǎ Ň

̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 100Ǎ 104 51 Ǎ 96.08%ǜ

230Ǎ 104 127Ǎ 81.10%ǜ 1,930

Ǎ 104 3,700Ǎ 47.84%ǉ̙ 2.03̘2.04̘

2.27 2.29Ǌ̙  
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2.27 2  

 
 
 
 

           
 

      
( ) 

 

104  51 100.00% 100.00% 127 100.00% 100.00% 37,000 100.00% 

105  100 196.08% 96.08% 230 181.10% 81.10% 19,300 -47.84% 

 

 

2.29 2  
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2. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ Ň Ǌ Ǎ

Ň Ň ǜ 104 5

7 Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň Ň 1045 6 500

Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň 500 Ǎ

Ň 1045 6 500

Ǎ Ň 400

Ň Ǎ 100

Ň ǜ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 1045 13 Ň

Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 8 Ǎ 104 5 Ǎ 60%ǜ

18 Ǎ 104 9 Ǎ 100%ǜ 15 5,540

Ǎ 104 1449,825Ǎ 89.30%ǉ̙ 2.032̘.04̘

2.28 2.30Ǌ̙  
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2.28 2  

 
 

         
 

        
( ) 

  

104  5 100.00% 100.00% 9 100.00% 100.00% 1,449 100.00% 

105  8 160.00% 60.00% 18 200.00% 100.00% 155 -89.30% 

 

 

2.30 2  

 

2. Ǜ 

 ̣TraceMaster̤  

 Ň ̣Tracemasterǉ̤ Ǜ Ǌ ǉ

Ǜhttp://www .tracemaster.twǍ Ǜ

Ǌ ̣android̤ Ǎ
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Tracemaster̤ ̘ ̘

ǜ Ň ̘ ̘

̘ ̘ ̘

3 ̣ Ǎ̤

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ 104 2 Ǎ

̣Tracemaster̤ Ǎ ̣Tracemaster̤

̘GPS ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ LINE̘ W̘eChat̘

WhatsApp Ǎ 600

ǜ Ǎ Ň

googleplayǍ Ǎ

Ǎ ǜ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň ̘ Ň 77 Ǎ

̣Tracemaster̤ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ň

Ǎ ̣Tracemaster̤ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 16 Ǎ 104 37 Ǎ 56.76%ǜ

23 Ǎ 104 39 Ǎ 41.03%ǜ 7,713



 /  

 91 

2,168Ǎ 104 182437Ǎ 4138.02%ǉ̙

2.03̘2.04̘2.29 2.31Ǌ̙  

2.29 2  

 
 
 

 

      
( ) 

 

104  37 100.00% 100.00% 39 100.00% 100.00% 1,820 100.00% 

105  16 43.24% -56.76% 23 58.97% -41.03% 77,132 4138.02% 

 

 

2.31 2  
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2. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ( Ǜ Ň ) Ǎ

Ň ̣KDS̤ ̘̣ ̤

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

95 7 Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

̘ Ň Ň

̘ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ

̣Manufactured by:Nihon heisei kakou kabushikigaisha (ping 

cheng Chemical Corporation,Japan)̤̘̣ Ǜ

̤ ̣ Ǜ ̤ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

Ň

Ǎ 100ml̘250ml̘500ml2000ml

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ň ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̣KDS̤̘̣ ̤

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

̣KDS̤̘̣ ̤ 364 Ǎ

̙ 
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ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 5 Ǎ 104 3 Ǎ 66.67%ǜ

18Ǎ 104 6 Ǎ 200%ǜ 6 1,664

6,000Ǎ 104 1 2,8918,075Ǎ 378.32%̙

ǉ 2.03̘2.04̘2.30 2.32Ǌ̙  

2.30 2  

 
 
 

 

        
( ) 

  

104  3 100.00%   100.00%   6 100.00%   100.00%   128,918 100.00% 

105  5 166.67%   66.67% 18 300.00%   200.00% 616,646 378.32% 

 

 

2.32 2  
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2. Ǜ 

 Ň  

 Ň ̣ Ň ̤ Ǎ Ň

ǜ Ň Ǎ

̘ ̘ ̙ Ň

Ǎ

̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

104 2 Ň

̣ ̤̘̣ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

̤̘̣ Ň Ǎ ̤̘̣ Ň Ǎ

̤ Ǎ 2,800

̣ ̤ Ǎ ̣ ̤ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ ̣ ̤20ǆ̘̣ ̤10ǆ̘̣

̤10ǆ ̣ ̤5ǆǍ

̣ ǉ̤ ̣ ̤20ǆ*2ǌ ̣

̤60ǆǞ100ǆǊǍ ̣ 1 2

Ǎ 10 ĺĺ 20

Ǎ̤ Ǎ ̣ ̤ ̣ ̤ ̙

Ň Ǎ Ň ̘

Ň Bruse Hu Ǎ

Ň ǉ Ǌ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ̙ 1048

Ǎ Ň Ǎ
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600 Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 10Ǎ 104 5 Ǎ 100%ǜ

30Ǎ 104 10Ǎ 200%ǜ 1 8,207

6,525Ǎ 104 6866,050Ǎ 2551.85%ǉ̙

2.03̘2.04̘2.31 2.33Ǌ̙  

 

2. Ǜ  

̘  

248Ǎ 104 441Ǎ 43.76%ǜ

428Ǎ 104 673Ǎ 36.40%ǜ 2 4,70719

Ǎ 104 3 9,0763,576Ǎ 36.77%̙ Ǜǉ

2.03̘2.04̘2.32̘2.33 2.34̘2.35Ǌ 

ʂ Ǜ56 Ǎ 22.58%ǜ 111Ǎ 25.93%̙  

ʂ Ǜ6 Ǎ 2.42%ǜ 7 Ǎ 1.64%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ170Ǎ 68.55%ǜ 276Ǎ 64.49% 

ʂ Ǜ3 Ǎ 1.21%ǜ 4 Ǎ 0.93%̙  

ʂ Ǜ3 Ǎ 1.21%ǜ 5 Ǎ 1.17%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ5 Ǎ 2.02%ǜ 7 Ǎ 1.64%̙ 

ʂ Ǜ5 Ǎ 2.02%ǜ 18 Ǎ 4.21%̙ 
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2.31 2  

 
 
 

           
 

        
( ) 

  

104  5 100.00% 100.00% 10 100.00% 100.00% 6,866 100.00% 

105  10 200.00% 100.00% 30 300.00% 200.00% 182,076 2551.85% 

 

 

2.33 2  
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2.32 2  

 
 
 
 

           
 

 

     
  
 

      

104  441 100.00% 100.00% 673 100.00% 100.00% 390,763,576   100.00% 

105  248 56.24% -43.76% 428 63.60% -36.40% 247,070,019   -36.77% 

 

 

2.34 2  
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2.33 2  

 
 
 
 
 
 

           
 

 
     

 

              

104
 
85 123 7 7    328 501    0 0    5 13    8 21    8 8    

105
 
56 111 6 7    170 276    3 4    3 5    5 7    5 18    

 

 

2.35 2  
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ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 56 Ǎ 104 85 Ǎ 34.12%ǜ

111Ǎ 104 123Ǎ 9.76%ǜ 1,681

2,250Ǎ 104 1 8,6164,721Ǎ 90.97%̙ 

 

2. Ǜ  

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 6 Ǎ 104 7

Ǎ 14.29%ǜ 7 Ǎ 104 7 ǜ

0 Ǎ 104 0 ̙ 

 

2. Ǜ  

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 170Ǎ 104 328Ǎ

48.17%ǜ 276Ǎ 104 501Ǎ 44.91%ǜ

2 3,024 8,280Ǎ 104 1,4855,495Ǎ

1449.92%̙  

Ǜ 

(1) 130̙ 

(2) 9 ̙ 

(3) 2 ̙ 

(4) 11 ̙ 
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(5) 5 ̙ 

(6) 12 ̙ 

(4) 1 ̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

(1)Ň  

 Ň Ň Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ ̙ 
 

 101 Ǎ Ň Ň ̣MIKE

̤ ̘ ̘ Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

Ǎ 3 Tadalafil 

analogue(MW491.6)

3-Trifluoromethyl-N-propylamphetamine

̘ Ǎ Ǎ Ň

̣ ̤ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ǎ ̘

2 Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň ̣ Ň ̤̘̣ Ň

̤ ̣ Ň ̤

ǜ ̣ ̤ 2 5,000Ǎ

Ň Ǎ

15 25 ǜ 6 Ǎ

Ň 25 Ǎ
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50 ̣ ̤ Ǎ

11 7,593 1 2,283Ǎ

̙ 

 

(2) Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ Ň ǊǍ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 100 Ǎ ̣ ̤̘̣ ̤̘̣

̤̘̣ ̤ ̣ ̤ 5 Ǎ ̣ ̤

Ǎ ̙1046

11 ̣ ̤ 2,750

Ǎ ̣ ̤ ̣ ̤ ̣ ̤

̙ Ǎ Ň ̣ ̤ ̣ ̤

2400 Ǎ ̣ ̤ Ǎ

̙ 
 

 Ň Ǎ 100 Ň

̣ ̤ ̣ ̤ ̣ Ǎ̤

Ň ǜ Ň Ň ̣ Ǎ̤

̣ ̤ Ǎ Ň

ǜ Ň ̣ ̤

Ǎ Ň ǉ Ň Ǌ

ǜ Ň Ň Ǎ

100 Ň ̣ ̤ ǉ1027  103

12 1625 ǊǍ ̣ ̤ ̣

Ǎ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 
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ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 3 Ǎ 104 0 Ǎ

300%ǜ 4 Ǎ 104 0 Ǎ 400%ǜ

104 0 ̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň  

 Ň ̣ Ň ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ̙

̣ ̘ ̘

̘ Ǎ ̤ ̣

̘ Ǎ ̘

̘ ̘ Ǎ̤ 1025

17 Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 102 Ǎ Ň 1 5000 Ǎ

Ň Ǎ 20

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 30 Ǎ

Ǎ 200500 Ǎ Ň

Ǎ 30 Ǎ Ň

̙ 
 

 103 5 9 ǉ Ǌ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

1038 8 ǉ 2 Ǌ 1042 4 ǉ 3 ǊǍ
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Ǎ ̘ 2 Ǎ

Ǎ 2̘ 3

Ň ̘ Ň ǉ ǊǍ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ 2 ̣ ̤ ̙ 3

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ 1052 4

Ǎ ̣ Ň ̤

ǉ279Ǌ Ǎ 610 ̘

9 Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 3 Ǎ 104 5 Ǎ

40%ǜ 5 Ǎ 104 13 Ǎ 61.54%ǜ

104 0 ̙ 
 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň ̘  

 Ň Ǎ Ǎ Ň

( www.tw8tonǋǋǋǍ 0983ǋǋǋǋǋǋ)

Ǎ 1027 Ǎ ̘̣ PO ̤̘̣

̤̘̣WPhone ̤̘̣ BAR̤̘̣nice

̤ Ǎ ̣ ̤̘

̣ 3C Ǎ̤̣

L̘INE̘ GPS ̘ ̘ Ǎ̤

Ň 33 3 Ǎ

Ň
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Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ ̘

LINE http://su.seand.net/aǍ

Ň ̘ ̘

̙ Ň 1133,000Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 5 Ǎ 104 8 Ǎ

37.5%ǜ 7 Ǎ 104 21 Ǎ 66.67%ǜ

0 Ǎ 104 1 8,9651,520Ǎ 100%̙ 
 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň  

 Ň Ň ǉ Ň Ǌ Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 1021 Ǎ FERTIAGRO PTE LTD

ǉFenitrothionǊ̘ ǉGlyphosateǊ̘

ǉEthionǊ̘ ǉImidaclopridǊ̘ ǉCarbendazimǊ

CHEMINOVA INDIAǉChlopyrifosǊ 6

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ CHEMINOVA A/S ̘ ̘
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̘ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ ̣ ̤ ǉ A B ǊǍ

ǜ 1043 8 Ǎ

6 13 Ǎ 65.6̙ 
 

 Ň ̣ ̤ 6 Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň CHEMINOVA A/S

STAHLER TEC DEUTSCHLAND GMBH & CO.KG

Ǎ Ň ̘

Ň 13 Ǎ

Ǎ 258.5Ǎ

3,8095,135Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 5 Ǎ 104 8 Ǎ 37.5%ǜ

18Ǎ 104 8 Ǎ 125%ǜ 9,489Ǎ

104 9 1,840Ǎ 89.67%̙ 

 

2. Ǜ  

̘  

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 101Ǎ 104 117Ǎ 13.68%ǜ

447Ǎ 104 513Ǎ 12.87%ǜ 258
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9,362Ǎ 104 5364,613Ǎ 51.73%ǉ̙

2.34̘2.35 2.36Ǌ 

2.34 105 104  

 

105 104 

  
 

  
 

 

 51 291 1,242,779 68 372 4,763,187 

 11 43 365,877 12 95 504,408 

 1 16 11,622 2 4 12,148 

 8 42 128,619 21 113 231,633 

 15 39 14,124 7 14 3,626 

 0 0 0 11 39 580,519 

̡  8 82 195,619 9 37 2,309,281 

 5 61 526,009 6 70 1,121,572 

 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 3 8 909 0 0 0 

 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

 6 18 81,118 0 0 0 

 5 15 67,744 0 0 0 

 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 1 3 13,374 0 0 0 

 

 26 95 409,230 33 103 252,395 

 11 24 123,039 17 66 110,956 

 15 71 286,191 16 37 141,439 

 

 18 43 856,235 16 38 349,031 

 101 447 2,589,362 117 513 5,364,613 
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2.35 2  

 

 
 

 

      
( ) 

 

104  117 100.00% 100.00% 513 100.00% 100.00% 5,364,613 100.00% 

105  101 86.32% -13.68% 447 87.13% -12.87% 2,589,362 -51.73% 

 

 

2.36 2  
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Ǜ 

1. 51 Ǜ 

ǉ1Ǌ 11 ̙ 

ǉ2Ǌ 1 ̙ 

ǉ3Ǌ 8 ̙ 

ǉ4Ǌ 15 ̙ 

ǉ5Ǌ 0 ̙ 

ǉ6Ǌ ̘ 8 ̙ 

ǉ7Ǌ 5 ̙ 

ǉ8Ǌ ̘ 0 ̙ 

ǉ9Ǌ 3 ̙ 

ǉ10Ǌ 0 ̙ 

ǉ11Ǌ 0 ̙ 

ǉ12Ǌ 0 ̙ 

2. 6 Ǜ 

ǉ1Ǌ 5 ̙ 

ǉ2Ǌ 0 ̙ 

ǉ3Ǌ 1 ̙ 

3. 26 Ǜ 

ǉ1Ǌ 15 ̙ 

ǉ2Ǌ 11 ̙ 

4. 18 ̙ 

ǉ 2.36 2.37Ǌ 
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2
.
3
6

 
2
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2.37 2  

 

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

1.Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ( Ň ) Ǎ

Ň ̙ Ň Ǎ1029

17.9Ǎ 2

1043 6 Ǎ Ǎ 1033 7
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Ǎ 40.7Ǎ

30 ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ

Ň Ǎ 102 9

10312 18.1 50.4̙1029

10 10312 31 Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

26 Ň Ǎ 2 3,725Ǎ

1 8,585Ǎ 6,889Ǎ 29.03%Ǎ

37.06% 9.07%Ǎ Ň

1,8496,000Ǎ 7,7015,000Ǎ

9,5511,000̙ Ň 28

Ň 6,018Ǎ Ň 1,755Ǎ

1573,000Ǎ 1 3,507Ǎ

1 3,6643,000̙ 

 

 103 1 Ǎ Ň Ň Ň ̘ Ň ̣

Ǎ̤ Ň

26.33 Ň Ǎ

26.33Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

( Ǜ Ň )Ǎ 1031 27 1033 10

Ň 23 Ǎ Ň ̘

Ň Ǎ Ň

4000Ǎ Ň 2,560Ǎ 2,375

Ǎ 4097,000Ǎ 2164,000

Ǎ 193 3,000Ǎ
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̙ 
 

2.Ň Ň  

 Ň ( Ň ) Ň Ǎ

157 1 5 1 Ǎ Ň

1012 24 18 11Ǎ ̣

Ǎ̤ 11 5,800

12 5,000( 24 800 )Ǎ

11 9,200 Ǎ 157 1

5 6 2 16

̣ ̤ Ǎ

1012 15 10 8,400

11 6,600 Ǎ Ň

Ǎ 1012 24

Ň Ǎ Ň

ǉ2Ǌ 20 ̘21 24

150 1̘00 100 Ň ( 350 )Ǎ

3 7.91ǆǍ

3.20ǆ 2.31ǆ Ǎ ǜ

3 8,841Ǎ 3

1,399 6 Ǎ Ň 60

Ǎ

̙ 
 

3. Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň Ǎ95 10 Ǎ Ň

ŇŇ Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

97 7 102 Ǎ ŇŇ 97.725%
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Ň ̙ Ň

Ǎ 99 10 Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň 30.77ǆ Ǎ

Ň Ň ǜ Ň Ň

ǜ Ň ̘ Ň Ň ̙ 95 4 Ǎ

Ň ̘ Ň 13341335

1335-3 3 Ǎ 8,1184,950

3 Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ň

Ň Ǎ ̣ 1335

300 ̤

Ň Ǎ ŇŇ

Ǎ ( Ǎ Ǜ Ǎ

1334 9885 Ǎ ̣ )̤Ǎ

97 4 Ǎ 97 6 9 Ň

Ǎ ŇŇ Ň

̙ 
 

 ŇŇ Ǎ Ǎ98

3 Ǎ Ň 10 Ǎ99 7

Ǎ ŇŇ Ň Ǎ 120

70  Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň ̙ Ň ̘ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

99 10 Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

99 10 20 Ǎ ̣ ̤ Ǎ Ň
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Ň ̣ ̤ Ǎ Ň ̘

Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň 1 8,0139,876

ǜ Ň Ň  

̣ Ǎ̤99 10 Ň 7 3 Ǎ

Ň ̣ 2 Ǎ̤100

1 17 Ň Ň 1 8,250

̘ 2 2,500Ǎ 1,500

̙1002 Ǎ Ň Ǎ ̣

̤ Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ 1002 25 ̣

̤ Ň Ǎ 1003 18 ̙

100 2 Ǎ Ň Ň

̣ ̤  Ǎ

 Ǎ 1003 10 Ň

Ǎ 18 Ǎ

Ň Ǎ 342 1 ̙

̙ 
 

4. Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň ( Ň ) Ǎ

Ǎ 1036 10411 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘

1,000500 Ǎ 1 (1 10Ǎ1 100

) Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙

1037̘ 8 Ǎ Ǎ
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Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ ̣ ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ 10310̘11 100

Ň Ǎ 1046 15 300 Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 10411

2,000( 400 Ǎ 1,600)Ǎ

̙ 
 

5.Ň Ň  

 Ň Ň Ǎ 103 1

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ10410 Ň (

Ň ) Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň

8 Ǎ ̙ Ň Ň

Ň 2 Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň

̘ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň
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̘

Ň Ǎ Ň Ň ǜ

Ǎ Ň 6 13 8000 Ǎ

10 37 ̙ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň ̘ Ň Ň 13 1

1 1 ̘ 2 13 2 1 Ǎ

̙ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

33 Ǎ 104 47 Ǎ

29.79%Ǎ 2 1,5818,813Ǎ 104 4 1,8415,317

Ǎ 48.42%̙( 2.03̘2.04̘2.37 2.38) 

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ  
 

2.37 2  

       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                    

 
         

 

          

104 
 
47  100.00% 100.00% 418,415,317 100.00% 22   1 2 0 0 0 21 0 1 0 

105 
 
33  70.21% -29.79% 215,818,813 -48.42% 6   0 1 0 0 0 13 8 0 5 
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2.38 2  

 

̘  

̣ Ǎ̤

̘ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ ̘

̙ 1053 Ǎ

̙105 33 ̘ 1
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̘ 39 ̘ 3 ̘ 0

20 Ǎ 104 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǜ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ň Ǎ95 Ǎ Ǎ

5 4 Ǎ Ǎ

96 2 Ǎ 96 5 Ǎ

Ǎ 13 Ǎ

8 8 Ǎ Ǎ1051 15

Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ň Ǎ91 Ǎ 11

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

103 12 Ǎ Ǎ

1055 31 Ǎ

̙ 
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̘  

ǉ Ǌ 

3 Ǎ 105 1 6

9 4 3 Ǎ

̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

Ǎ ǜ

̙

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 9 Ǎ

1052 14 19 ̣

̤ Ǎ 2 17

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 1055 10 13 ̣

9 ǉ̤IAACAǊǍ ̘

Ǎ ǉ Ǌ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ 6 10511 7 11

̣ ̘ Ǎ̤

Ǎ ̣

Ǎ̤

2

̙ 
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ǉ Ǌ 10511 8 11 9 ̣

9 Ǎ̤

̣ ̤ Ǎ

̘ 3

̙ 

̘  

   ̘

Ǎ Ň ŇŇ

Ǎ Ǎ 105 12

1 ̙ 

̘  

   ̣ ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ105 Ǎ

̙ 
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Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǜ 

̘  

̘ Ǎ  

   ̘ Ǎ

̣ Ǎ̤ Ǎ ̘ ̘ ̘

̙ 

̘ Ǎ  

   Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

̘ Ǎ  

   ̘ Ǎ Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ ǉ Ǌ Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

̘ Ǎ  

   Ǎ ̘

Ǎ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ ̘
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̙ 

̘ Ǎ  

   ̘ Ǎ ̣

Ǎ̤ ̘ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ ̣ ̤ ̣ Ǎ̤

̘ ̘ ̙ 

̘  

̘ Ǎ Ǎ  

   ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

̘ Ǎ Ǎ  

   Ǎ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ ̙ ̣ ̤ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

̘ Ǎ Ǎ  

   Ǎ ̘ ̘

̘ ̘ ̘
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̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

̘ Ǎ ̘  

   Ǎ Ǎ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ǜ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

̘ Ǎ Ǎ  

   ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

̘  

̘  

ǉ Ǌ ̘  

 ǉ

ǊǍ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ
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̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ  

 ̘ ̘ ̘ ̘

̘ ̘ ̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘

̘ Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

   Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ 1055 12 Ǎ 4 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

̘ ̘  

ǉ Ǌ ̘  

 ̘ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ ̘ ̘

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǎ  

 ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 
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Ŧ Ł  

 

Ǜ  

̘ Ǜ 

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

Ǎ

16 Ụ̈̀

̥ ̦ Ǎ

é Ǎ̤ Ạ̌ ̤

̙

Ǎ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 
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̘ - Ň  

̘ Ň  

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ň 94 2 1 Ň SMT(

) ( ̘ ̘ ̘

̘ )Ǎ Ň 99 5 14

Ň SMT ( ̘

)Ǎ Ň 99 Ň SMT

( )Ǎ Ň 94 Ň

(innovation Digital System Business 

GroupǍ ǛiDSBG Ǎ ) Ǎ99

Ň iDSBG ǜ Ň 95

Ň Ǎ98 iDPBG( ̘

intergrated Digital Product Business GroupǍ ǛiDPBG

Ǎ ) ̙ SMT

Ǎ Ǎ

Ň SMT Ǎ ̘

Ǎ 1 8,261

4,674Ǎ Ǎ

̘ ̘ ̘

̘ Ň Ǎ Ň

1 9,5333,102̙ 
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ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

1. Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ

̡ ̢ 171 1 2̘ 3

Ǎ Ǎ ̡ ̢ 31

̙ 

2. Ň Ň Ǎ 500

Ǎ ̡ ̢ 342 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň SMT Ǎ

̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ ̣ ̤ ̣ ̤

Ǎ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ ̘

̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

SMT Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň Ň

Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ SMT ̘iDSBGiDPBG

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

̙ Ň SMT Ǎ Ǎ
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Ǎ SMT

Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň

Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 

3. Ǜ 

 ( ) Ň

SMT Ǎ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǜ 

 (1)Ǜ 

 Ň 99 11 Ǎ

Ň Ǎ

Ň ̙ 

 (2)Ǜ 

 99 11 Ǎ Ň Ň

Alliance Ǎ Ň

Hongyada Ǎ

2 Ǎ Ň

̙ Ň ǜ Ň

Hsu Yuan Chih ̘ Ň

Ň ǜ Ň

Ň Ň Ň ǜ Ň

̙ 

 (3) Ǜ 

 Ň 93 Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ93 Ň
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Ǎ Ň Ǎ

100 Ǎ Ň 15ǆǍ Ň Ň

iDSBG Ǎ Ň Ň

̣ ̤ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň

Ň Ǎ Ň 1011 6

1,1252,000 Ň ̙ 

 

4. Ǜ 

 ̣ (incentives)(pressures)̤̘̣

(Opportunity)̤ ̣ (Rationalization)̤ Ǎ

Donald R. Cressey 1960 Ǎ

Ǎ (Fraud 

Triangle)Ǎ ̙

Ǜ 

 (1) Ǜ 

 Ǎ ̙ Ň

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 (2) Ǜ 

 Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ň SMT Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 (3) Ǜ 

 Ǎ
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̘ Ǎ ̙

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

̘ Ň  

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ň 100 Ň iDPBG (Post Ramp 

QualificationǍ ǛPRQ ) Ǎ Ň

APPLE iPhone ̘ ̘ ̘

ǜ Ň( ) PRQ

̘ Ň ( ) PRQ ̘

Ň ( ) ̘ Ň ( )

1 ̘ Ň ( )

2 ̘ Ň ( ) BOM

Ǎ Ň( ) 3 ̘

Ň ( ) 1 Ǎ

̙ Ň 8 Ǎ 102

7 10312 iPhone5iPhone5S

Ǎ Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ iPhone52,100̘iPhone5S

2,800Ǎ Ň 2,1155,400(

1 5777,000)̙  

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ň Ň Ǎ ̡ ̢ 171 1
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3 ̙ Ň ̘ Ň̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň ̘

Ň̘ Ň Ň Ň Ǎ ̡ ̢

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 Ň 100 Ň PRQ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ PRQ Ň

APPLE iPhone5iPhone5S

Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň

Ň̘ Ň Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň PRQ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň ̙ 

 

3. Ǜ 

 (1) Ǜ 

 Ň Ǎ

̙ 
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 (2) Ǜ 

 Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 (3) Ǜ 

 Ň iPhone5iPhone5S Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

̙ 

̘ Ň  

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ň Ň (Cloud Enterprice Solution 

Business GroupǍ ǛCESBG)̙ 10210 ̘11

Ǎ Ň ( Ǜ Ň ) Ň

( Ǜ Ň ) ( Ǜ

Tranceiver)Ň Ǎ Ň Ň Ň

Ǎ Ň ̙

Ň Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň NSG 

Technology Lnc.(ǛNSG ) Ǎ Ň

Ň NSG Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

Ň 500 Ǎ 250 Ǎ Ň

Ň NSG Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ
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Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ

Ň ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ǎ ̡ ̢ 171 1 3

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ ̡ ̢ 339 ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň

NSG Ǎ Ǎ

Ň ̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 (1) Ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 (2) Ǜ Ň Ň Ň Ǎ2

Ǎ Ň Ň Ň

Ǎ Ň Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň ̙ 
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̘ Ň  

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ň Ň 98 Ǎ

Ǎ Ň

( Ň ) Ň ( Ň ) Ǎ

2 Ň Ǎ

Ň ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ǎ SMT Ǎ

̘ ǜ Ň Ň

Ň Ǎ Ň

̘ ̘ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ň

̙ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 H.E.Sutherland(1949) ̣ Ǎ

̙̤Ǎ Ň Ň ̘

Ň ̘ Ň Ǎ Ǎ

(trust)̘ (respectability)(risk)Ǜ 

1. Ǜ 

 ̣ Ǎ̤ Ǎ
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Ǎ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ ̙ 

 

2. Ǜ 

 Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

̙ 

 

3. Ǜ 

 Ň ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň

Ǎ ̡ ̢ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ň Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ǎ ̘

̙ Ǎ

Ǎ ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ ̙ 
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 Ň Ǎ MRT ̘iDSBGiDSBG

Ǎ Ň PRQ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ň ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ǎ ̡ ̢ 342

̡ ̢ 336 2 Ǎ

̡ ̢ 171 1 3 ̘ ̙ 

 

 Ǎ Ǎ

1 Ǎ

̙ Ň Ǎ Ň Ň SMT Ǎ SMT

Ǎ Ň

ǜ Ň Ǎ Ň PRQ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ ̘  

 Ň SMT Ǎ 400500

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

̙ 

 Ň Ǎ Ǎ
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̣ ̤ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

̘ Ǎ  

   Ň ̘ Ǎ ̡ ̢

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ ̡

̢ ̡ ̢ ̘ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 

   Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̡

̢ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ

Ǎ ǜ Ň Ǎ Ň 1

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̡

̢ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň

̡ ̢171 1 3 ̙ 
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̘ Ǎ ̘  

   Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

̘  

   Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň

Ň Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ň Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

   Ǎ
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Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ Ň

Ǎ Ň Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 

   Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̡ ̢ 171 1 3 ̡

̢ 342 ̙ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ Ň 500

Ǎ ̡ ̢ 342 ǜ Ň Ǎ ̣

̤ ̘ ̘ Ň

Ǎ ̡ ̢ ǜ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ň Ǎ

̙ 3 Ǎ Ň

Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

   ̡ ̢ ̣

̘ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙̤ Ǎ

Ň ̣ ̤ ̣ ̤ ̙

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ
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Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ň ̙ 

 

   ̣ ̤ Ǎ

̣ ̤ ̣ ̤ Ǎ Ǎ

Ň ̣ ̤̘̣ ̤

̣ ̤ Ǎ ̣ ̤

7 Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ ̣ ̤

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ň Ǎ

̙ 

̘  

   ̡ ̢ 171 4 ̣ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ĺ̤̙ Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň ̘ Ň Ň 4

Ǎ Ň ̘ Ň Ň

301 Ǎ Ň 1034

3 3,0085,726̘1035 6

1,6629,000Ǎ

2,5608,025Ǎ 7,2322751Ǎ Ň

1034 30 4712,950 Ǎ Ň 103 4 16

3856,245Ǎ 8,0891,946Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ǎ
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Ǎ Ǎ 1,7151,858 Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

   Ň Ǎ 1018 Ň Ǎ101

9 Ň Ǎ10110 12

Ǎ Ǎ1021 Ň Ň Ǎ102

10 Ň Ǎ1031 21 Ǎ

Ň 12 Ǎ1031 22 Ň Ǎ ̙

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ň Ň Ǎ Ň

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

̘  

   1037 16 ̣ Ǎ̤

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǜ ̘ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ ̙

̘ Ǎ

̘ ̘ ̘ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ
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Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ Ǜ 

 Ǎ Ǎ

̙ ̡ ̢ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ  Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

    Ǎ

Ǎ 61% Ǎ21%

Ǎ Ǎ11%

̙ 2 Ǎ 36ǆ
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Ǎ 2 Ǎ Ǎ 50ǆ

 Ǎ ̙

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ň Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

̘ ̡ ̢  

   Ǎ ̡ ̢ Ǎ

̡ ̢ Ǎ 4 1 5

 Ǎ 5 1 3  Ǎ

Ǎ ̘ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ̡ ̢ 35 ̡ ̢ 17 4 Ǎ

̘ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ Ǎ ̡ ̢̘

̡ ̢ ̡ ̢ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 

   Ǎ ̡ ̢ Ǎ

Ǎ ̡ ̢ 171 1 3

Ǎ ̣ ̤̘̣
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500 ̤ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ ̡

̢ Ǎ ̡ ̢̡̘ ̢

̡ ̢ Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

̘ ̡ ̢  

   Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̘ ̙

̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̡

Ǎ̢ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 98 ̡ ̢ Ǎ

1052 Ǎ 460Ǎ ̘

̙ Ň Ǎ ̡

Ǎ̢

Ǎ Ň Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̡ ̢

Ǎ ̙ 
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̘ Ǜ 

Ǎ Ǎ Ň

̘ Ň Ň

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ 95 1049 Ǎ

756Ǎ 3,011 Ǎ ̣ ̤

 Ǎ Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ 1037 16 ̣

Ǎ̤ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

̘ Ǜ 

̘ Ǜ 

ǉ Ǌ (2009)̙ ( )̙ Ǜ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ (2001)̙ - ̘ ( )̙ Ǜ

̙ 
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ǉ Ǌ (2010)̙ ( )̙ Ǜ ̙ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ (1999)̙ ̙ Ǎ

445Ǎ13̙ 

ǉ Ǌ (2008)̙ ̙ Ǎ97̙ 

ǉ Ǌ (2012)̙ ̙

Ǎ201Ǎ122~155̙ 

ǉ Ǌ (2011)̙ ̣ ̤ -

99 31 ̙ Ǎ193Ǎ194ȟ204̙ 

ǉ Ǌ (2015)̙ ̘

 ( )̙  

ǉ Ǌ (201412 )̙ -

̙ ( )Ǎ

̙ 49

Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ̡ ̢̟ Ǜhttp://law.moj.gov.tw̠̙  

ǉ Ǌ̡ Wiki- ̢̟ https://zh.wikipedia.org/zh-tw̠̙  

ǉ Ǌ̡ ̢̟ http://udn.com/news/index̠̙  

ǉ Ǌ̡ ̢̟ http://www.chinatimes.com̠̙  

  



 /  

149 

 

Ŧ Ǹ ǹ

 

 

Ǜ  

̘ Ǜ 

86 Ǎ 20 Ǎ ̘

̙̣ ̤(Warrant)

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ ̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

20 Ǎ Ǡ ̘ ̘

Ǡ Ǡ

Ǎ Ǡ

Ǎ

̘ ̘ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

Ǎ ̘

̘ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ ̙

Ǎ
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Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ ̘ ̙ 

̘  

̘  

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ǎ ̣ ̤ ̣ Ǎ̤ ̣Warrantṳ̈̀

̣ ̤̙ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ ǍWarrant

̙ 

(American Stock Exchange)ǍWarrant

(the underlying)

̙ 

 Ǎ

̙ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

( )Ǎ ( ̘ ̘ ̘

)̙ ̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 



 /  

151 

 Ǎ ̘

̙

̙ ( )

( ) ̙ (

)Ǎ ǜ

̙ 

 Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ Ǎ ( ) Ǎ ( )

Ǎ Ǎ ( )

̙ 

 Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ

̙ ̘ ̘ Ǎ

̘ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ǎ ( ) (

)̙ Ǎ (American Style 

Warrant)̘ (European Style Warrant)

(Bermuda Style Warrant)̙ 

 ǜ

ǜ

Ǎ

Ǎ 5 ̙ 
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 Ǎ (Equity Warrant)

(Covered Warrant) ̙ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙

Ǎ ̙

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

 Ǎ 9 Ǜ 

1.  

 Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

 

2.  

 Ǎ

̙ Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 
 

3.  

 ( ) ̙

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 
 

4.  

 Ǎ
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ǜ Ǎ

̙ 

 

5. ( ) 

 Ǎ

̙ 

 

6.  

 ̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

 

7.  

 ̙

( ) Ǎ ǜ

Ǎ ̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 

8.  

 Ǎ

0.1Ǎ ̙ 

 

9. (Leverage ratio) 

 

̙ Ǎ Ǟ /( ņ

)̙ Ǎ
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Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ ( )  

 ̡ ( ) ̢ 3 Ǎ

̘

̙ ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ

( ) ̙ 

 ( ) Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ ( )

Ǎ ̘ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̡

( ) ̢̡̘ ( ) ̢ ̡

( ) ̢ Ǎ Ǜ 

1.  

 (1)  

 ( )

̘

̙ 

 (2)  

 Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ ̙ 
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 (3)  

 ( ) ( ) Ǎ

 twBB- 

BB- (twn )

 Ba3.tw  Moody's Investers Service 

 Ba3   Standard & Poor's Corp.  BB- 

 Fitch, Inc.  BB- ̙ 

 ( ) Ǎ

 twBBB- 

 BBB- (twn) 

 Baa3.tw  Moody's Investers Service  Baa3 

 Standard & Poor's Corp.  BBB-  Fitch, 

Inc.  BBB- ̙ 

 (4) ̘ ̘

̙ 

 (5)  

 Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

1 5,000

̙ Ǎ

̙ 

 (6) ̙ 

 (7) ̙ 

 5 Ǎ 10

Ǎ



 /  

156 

Ǎ Ǎ

( ) Ǎ 3

5 ̙ 

 ( ) Ǎ

( ) Ǎ

Ǎ 96 12 28

( ) Ǎ ( ) ̙

( ) Ǎ

( ) Ǎ ̙ 

 

2.  

 Ǎ ( )

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

 (1)( ) ( )  

 ̡ ( ) ̢ 10 Ǎ

( ) Ǎ

( )

Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ ( )

( )

Ǎ

̙ 

 ( ) Ǎ

( ) 1,000 5,000 ǜ ( )
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500 2,000 ̙ 

 (2)  

 ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ ̘

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

( ) ̙

Ǎ ( ) Ǜ 

 100 Ǎ ( ) ǜ

40 Ǎ ( ) ̙ 

 (3)  

 1. 3 20% Ǎ

3 1 ̙ 

 2. 3 10% Ǎ

3 3,000 ̙ 

 3. Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 4. Ǎ

̙5. Ǎ

̙ 

ǉ Ǌ ( )  

 ̡  ( ) ̢ 

 ( ) Ǎ

( )Ǎ
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̙ ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ Ǜ 

1.  

 ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

( ̘ ) ̙ 

 

2.  

 ( ) Ǎ ( )

ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 

3.  

 ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ ( ) ( )

Ǎ ( ) ( ) Ǎ

̙ 

 

4.  

 ( ) ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

̘ Ǎ ̙ 

 

5.  

 ( ) Ǎ ( ) 1 Ǎ

Ǎ  ( ) 5 1

Ǎ5 10 5 Ǎ10 50 1 Ǎ50
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100 5 Ǎ100 500 1 Ǎ500

5 ̙ 

 

6.  

 10% Ǎ

( ) ( )

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ( ) ̙

Ǜ 

 (1) ( )  

 Ǟ ǌ( ǎ

)Ĭ  

 Ǟ ǎ(

ǎ )Ĭ  

 Ǟ ǌ(

ǎ )Ĭ  

 Ǟ ǎ( ǎ

)Ĭ  

 (2) ( )  

 ( ) Ǎ ̣(

ǎ )Ĭ

̤ ̣( ǎ

)Ĭ Ǎ̤ Ǎ

̙ 

 

7.  

 100 Ǎ
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30% Ǎ

̙ 

 

8.  

 ( ) 2 Ǜ 

 (1) Ǜ ( ) Ǎ

̙ 

 (2) Ǜ ( ) Ǎ ̣ ̤

̙ 

 

9.  

 ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ ̣ ̤

( ) Ǎ  ̙

 

10. Ǜ ( ) T+2̙ 

 

11.  

 (1) Ạ̌ ( )

Ǎ ̤ ( )

̙ 

 (2) ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

 (3) ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ ( ) ( ) Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 



 /  

161 

̘  

ǉ Ǌ  

1.  

 Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ 

 

2.  

 Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ

Ǎ Ǎ

̙ 

 

3.  

 Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ

̙ ̙

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ

( ) Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ ̙ 
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4.  

 Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ ̙ 

ǉ Ǌ  

1.  

 ̡ ̢ 3 1 2

Ụ̈̀ Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

ǜ Ǎ ǜ

̤̙  

 

2.  

 ̡ ̢ 3 Ǎ ̘ ̘

̙ Ǎ ̣

̤ Ǎ (

)Ǎ ụ̈̀

̤ Ǎ (

)Ǎ Ǎ

̙ Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ

Ǎ

Ǎ Ǎ
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for  
Starting from early 2016, the global economic momentum has not 

resuscitated. The financial markets were tightened, and the trading 

momentum of each country has been very low. The central banks of 

multiple countries have tried to reduce interest rate or announced 

negative interest rate as a result, leading to the devaluation of their own 

currency, or avoiding deflation. However, the US Fed promulgated 

increasing the rate, contributing to the rise of bonds yield and US-indexed 

commodities. The stronger USD and stabilized price of international 

commodities is likely to stimulate the exporting/importing activities of the 

global economy. Nonetheless, the global economic growth is still rather 

slow as a result of increased market rates, which is not beneficial to 

emerging markets, Brexit and weakened economic momentum in China. 

All these factors impacted Taiwanõs economic growth. In addition, the 

consumers in Taiwan are not very confident about spending, leading to 

underperformance of domestic investment/consumption, as well as 

exports. As a result, a lot of illegal economic crimes occurred 

domestically, such as nonstop cross-country telecom frauds, food safety 

issue, fake drugs, abuse of repellents and so on, indicating that many 

ill-hearted business owners seek to profit at the expense of the health of 

the citizens. We are in the progress of cracking down on these crimes, 

building a sound ecosystem to ensure food/drug/repellent safety as part 

of the government priority. With the goal of preventing major crimes, the 

Bureau will continue to abide by the food safety policies stipulated by the 

Executive Yuan, and to establish a platform to crack down on 



Foreword  

A-2 

cross-border crimes to maintain justice, and maintain a sound, 

sustainable, economic, living environment.   Looking forward to the 

future, we take full responsibility and aim to prevent the possibility of 

money laundering with virtual currencies, corporate corruption (stocks, 

financial corruption, hollowing out of company assets and infringing of 

business secrets), the obtaining of profits illegally, the impacting of stock 

markets with fake foreign accounts, and also massive cross-border 

smuggling and frauds. 

 

In 2016, the Bureau investigated a total of 945 cases of economic 

and general crimes, involving 2,550 criminals and NTD$ 

85,946,653,771. The Bureau turned away from a passive attitude to 

taking the initiative by sharing our experiences and case studies with 

corporations to assist and educate the corporate owners to prevent 

illegal matters from occurring and to build crisis management mech-

anisms since passively waiting for the corporations to report suspicious 

activity makes it difficult to uncover the crimes. By doing so, weõre able 

to manage our risks and reduce damages. To understand the 

perspective of the corporate owners, and to help them understand our 

work and prioritize future tasks during these 2 years, the Bureau hosted 

òForum of Looking Back at Corporate Corruption Cases and Looking 

Forward to the Futureó on Nov. 24th 2016, at which many experts from 

industry, the public sector and the judicial system were invited. Their 

valuable comments and suggestions will inform our basis as we decide 
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what areas to focus on in our investigations in the future, as well as in 

drafting policies and amending current regulations. This forum also 

helps experts of all fields to understand what the Bureau has been 

working on and to recognize our roles and responsibilities. The Bureau 

has done a great deal of work on crime prevention in the past few years, 

contributing hugely to maintaining the economic growth of the country, 

protecting the rights of the people and to stabilizing financial market 

order. However, as society evolves, we still need to continue to monitor 

stock and financial crime trends in order to adjust our pace and priorities 

and to live up to the expectations of the people and the government in 

combatting crimes effectively.  

 

Since the òCross-strait Joint Fight against Crime and Mutual Legal 

Assistance Agreementó was signed on April 26, 2009, the Bureau has 

visited counterparts across the Strait 96 times, exchanged 972 cases for 

information, collaborated on 28 cases, arrested 49 people from China to 

Taiwan for investigation, assisted the Chinese government to extradite 1 

person, collected evidence for 30 cases, taken back 19 criminals and 

reported 9 cases of infringement of personal freedom. Weõve managed 

to achieve a tremendous amount. Based on the current interaction 

model, we have improved from merely exchanging information to 

collaborating on investigations, hugely and directly benefiting our work 

on combating crimes. Based on these developments, the Bureau will 

continue to interact with our counterparts with sincerity and friendliness 
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to reach a win-win situation for the collective combat of crimes 

cross-strait.  

 

This Annual Report provides an overview, presenting the outcomes 

of investigations into major economic crime cases, of criminal cases 

against the public good, and of the execution of prevention, training, 

enterprise anti-corruption experience exchanges, and the development 

of cross-Strait affairs in the last year.  The Annual Report incorporates 

different categories, statistics and descriptions of the above-stated areas, 

as well as comparisons and analysis based on performance in the 

previous year for future reference. Additionally, the Annual Report also 

discusses related issues concerning major economic crimes, recent 

criminal trends and feature reports presented at seminars to stimulate 

collective innovative thought. As it is currently time for Criminal Law to 

begin rolling out a new system, and with the passing of Anti-Money 

Laundry Law, the Bureau will conduct more training, will integrate 

information and will update our technical facilities to ensure that we 

have a sound coherent mechanism for the òReport of Economic Crime 

Enforcementó. We will continue to combine the powers of all public 

sectors, collect the expertise of all groups to further our innovation and 

to combat crimes as soon as they occur with the hope that we will be 

able to demonstrate the power of our judicial system, to protect victims, 

and ultimately, to prevent economic crimes. It is our hope that readers 

will continue to scrutinize the Bureau and to point out any shortcomings 
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and improvements needed so that the Bureau will be able to excel in the 

prevention and control of economic crimes and to live up to the 

expectations of this country and the people. 
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1. Purpose 

This Annual Report compiles data and information related to 

activities against economic crimes that were performed by the Bureau 

over the year 2016. Statistics have been compiled and analysis 

performed, and used to study the causes of crimes, understand the 

occurrance of crimes and prepare corresponding measures. Two articles 

that show our staffõs research activities are also included in this report 

for reference. 

2. Contents 

(1) This Annual Report is divided into four parts: Part One briefly 

introduces the organization structure; Part Two presents an 

overview of our work; Part Three concerns future operations; and 

Part Four presents project study reports (not included in the English 

version). Data, such as percentages and rates of variation, is also 

included. Charts and tables are used according to types and time to 

provide a complete presentation. The purpose is to discuss the past 

and to study future development trends. 

(2) Report are compilations of data concerning economic crime-related 

investigation and prevention work performed by the Bureau in the 

last year. Should there be any discrepancy with previously published 

statistics, the data provided in this Annual Report shall take 

precedence. 



Editorial Notes   

A-7 

3. Annotations 

(1) In this Annual Report, enumeration units are the following: solar 

calendar for year, case for case numbers, person for numbers of 

suspects, New Taiwan Dollars for amount, kilograms or grams for 

weight, or as otherwise specifiedin specific circumstances. 

(2) All percentages used have been rounded off to the second decimal 

place. 

(3) Connected cases, for the convenience of compilation, are cate-

gorized here by major offense. Special cases, if any, are annotated 

with explanations. 

(4) The meaning of symbols used in Graphs and tables: 

ʃ Means no data, or data unknown. 

NA means calculation not available. 

(5) Figures on cases of economic crimes in this Annual Report include 

cases where the number of victims and the amount involved do not 

meet the definitions in the Special Notes for Serious Economic 

Crimes Investigated by Prosecutors Offices set forth by the Ministry 

of Justice (MOJ) and the Recognition Guidelines for Serious 

Economic Crimes of the MJIB. Therefore, figures on economic crime 

cases as tallied by the MJIB are greater than the statistics of the 

MOJ or other government agencies. 
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(6) Referred cases means cases referred to and prosecuted by the 

public prosecutorõs office and sent by letter to the competent 

authorities for administrative action. 

(7) The statistical analysis of various types of crimes is made based on 

cases investigated by the Bureau only. Therefore, the conclusions 

may differ from some crime studies made by other government 

agencies. 

(8) The òpercentagesó listed in tables and charts of this Annual Report 

are calculated using 2015 as the base year. òRate of Changeó is 

calculated as follows: Rate of Change = [(Current Period ð Previous 

Period) / Previous Period] x 100%. 
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I. Authority and Basis of Establishment  

On May 10, 1979, in light of the soaring incidence of economic crime 

that threatened to stifle our economic vitality, the Executive Yuan passed a 

resolution assigning the Investigation Bureau, under the Ministry of Justice, 

the mission of òEconomic crime preventionó. The mission entails 

investigating and preventing activities that may undermine our social order 

and economic development. This move by the government was based on 

Article 11 of the Statutory Job Descriptions, promulgated by the Executive 

Yuan, that specifies, òSpecial matters for investigation and prevention as 

instructed by the higher authoritiesó; and on Article 2 of the Statute 

Governing the Organization of the Investigation Bureau. On the basis of 

Executive Yuanõs Directive Letter Tai-68-Fa-Tze-#5584, dated June 8, 1979, 

the Bureau established an Economic Crime Prevention Center exclusively 

in charge of tasks related to the prevention of economic crimes. After 

three readings in the Legislative Yuan on November 30, 2007, the òMJIB's 

Organizational Ordinanceó was announced by the President on December 

19, 2007, under the order of Hua-Tung-I-Yi-Tze-#09600170531, through 

amendment, and promulgated by the Executive Yuan on March 20, 2008 

under the order of Yuan-Shou-Yen-Tzung-Tze-#0972260255, to be  

effective as of March 1, 2008. The Investigation Bureau under the Ministry 

of Justice (MJIB) is in charge of preventing serious economic crimes 

according to Article 2 of the Organic Act of the Investigation Bureau
1
, 

                                                                                                                          
1According to Article 2 of the Organic Act for Investigation Bureau, Ministry of Justice, the Investigation Bureau under the Ministry of 
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Ministry of Justice; on the basis of Article 3 of the Ordinance, the 

òEconomic Crime Prevention Divisionó was established in the MJIB 

II. Overview of the Organization and Business  

The Economic Crime Prevention Division is in charge of the 

prevention of economic and general crimes, and supervises the field 

offices/stations and regional mobile task forces in undertaking 

investigative and preventive work. Its scope of work includes information 

gathering, research and compilation of economic and general crimes, as 

well as prevention and investigation of crimes. The organization of the 

Economic Crime Prevention Division is as follows: one director, who 

oversees the business of the Division; and two deputy directors, who 

assist the director in handling general business. The Division has four 

sections: the Crime Prevention Section, the Enterprise Anti-Corruption 

Section
2
 , the Crime Investigation Section, and the Cross-Strait Affairs 

                                                                                                                          
ƉƴƲƳƨƢƤşŧƌƉƈƁūşƧƤƱƤƨƭƠƥƳƤƱşƱƤƥƤƱƱƤƣşƳƮşƠƲşɼƳƧƤşƁƴƱƤƠƴɽŨşƨƲşƨƭşƢƧƠƱƦƤşƮƥşƳƧƤşƥƮƫƫƮƶƨƭƦŹşŰŭşƏƱƤƵƤƭƳƨƮƭşƠƦƠƨƭƲƳşƣƮƬƤƲƳƨƢşƨƭƲƴƱƱƤctions. 2. 

Prevention against foreign aggression. 3. Prevention against disclosure of classified national information. 4. Prevention against corruption 

and investigation of vote-buying during elections. 5. Prevention against major economic crimes. 6. Prevention against narcotics. 7. 

Prevention against money laundering. 8. Prevention against computer crimes, information security authentication, and information and 

communication security management. 9. Coordinated prevention against organized crimes. 10. Investigations concerning domestic security. 

11. Coordination and implementation of institutional infrastructure security operations and national infrastructure security details and related 

education. 12. Coordination and correspondence between related domestic or overseas institutions, international collaboration, national 

security investigation involving a foreign country, and assistance in investigating and tracking international crimes. 13. Collection, filing, 

research and analysis of cross-strait status and criminal activities. 14. Counseling, planning, and management regarding domestic security 

and criminal investigation and prevention. 15. Chemistry, documentation, physics, forensics and technology support. 16. Support in 

ƢƮƬƬƴƭƨƢƠƳƨƮƭşƲƴƱƵƤƨƫƫƠƭƢƤşƠƭƣşƬƠƭƠƦƤƬƤƭƳşƮƥşƤƵƨƣƤƭƢƤşƢƮƫƫƤƢƳƨƭƦşƣƤƵƨƢƤƲŭşŰŶŭşƌƠƭƠƦƤƬƤƭƳşƮƥşƳƧƤşƁƴƱƤƠƴɻƲşƯƱƮƯƤƱƳƨƤƲūşƣƮƢƴƬƤƭƳs, files, 

ƢƠƲƧƨƤƱşƠƭƣşƦƤƭƤƱƠƫşƠƥƥƠƨƱƲŭşŰŷŭşƂƮƬƬƴƭƨƢƠƳƨƮƭƲşƮƭşƳƧƤşƁƴƱƤƠƴɻƲşƳƠƲƪƲūşƠƢƢƤƯƳƠƭƢƤşƮƥşƯƤƳƨƳƨƮƭƲşƠƭƣşƱƤƯƮƱƳƲūşƵƨƲƨƳşƱƤƢƤƯƳƨƮƭūşnews contact, 

public service, and other public affairs. 19. Audits of MJIB special agent ethics, supervision and inspection of operations. 20. National 

security and national interest-related investigations and infrastructure security upon special orders from higher-ranking authorities 

2The Bureau established the Anti-Corporate Corruption Division on July 16, 2014 in accordance the instructions of the Executive Yuan to 

prevent corporate corruption and major economic crimes. 
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Section
3
. Separately, they take charge of the following operations

4
: 

(1) Planning, directing, coordinating, and evaluating preventive 

measures for serious economic crimes; 

(2) Planning and executing preventive approaches towards serious 

economic crimes; 

(3) Investigating, and directing and evaluating investigation of serious 

economic crimes; 

(4) Guidance and review of detection, investigation of corporate 

anti-corruption cases; 

(5) Comprehensive international criminal affairs and seizing of fugitives 

abroad; 

(6) Secretarial cooperation in cross-strait crime fighting; 

(7) Information exchange and cooperative investigations in the fight 

against cross-strait economic crime; 

(8) Editing of Annual Report and procedural handbooks, data filing, and 

management; 

(9) Other relevant action in the prevention of economic crimes. 

  

                                                                                                                          
3ƀƢƢƮƱƣƨƭƦşƳƮşƳƧƤşƁƴƱƤƠƴɻƲşƫƤƳƳƤƱşƃƨƠƮ-Ren-Yi-Zi No.10406500210 dated January 7, 2015, Division for Arrest of Fugitives was renamed 

Cross-strait Affairs Division in charge of arresting fugitives fleeing to China, Hong Kong, and Macao, secretariat of cross-strait joint fight 

against crimes, and transferring the pursuit of criminal fugitives fleeing to countries (areas) outside China, Hong Kong, and Macao to 

International Affairs Department, which shall take effect on January 16, 2015. 

4Please refer to Article 7 of the Regulations for Departmental Affairs of Investigation Bureau, Ministry of Justice. 
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III. MJIB Recognition Guidelines for Serious Economic 

Crimes 

In line with the socio-economic conditions and trends in criminal 

activities, Economic Crime Offenses and Criteria have undergone 

amendments since first being promulgated by the Ministry of Justice 

(MOJ) in 1980. In 2004, as crime patterns and related dollar amounts 

changed along with economic development and financial liberalization, 

the MOJ amended the definitions of òSerious Economic Crimesó to 

reflect the status quo and issued a letter under Fa-Chieh-Tze--

#0930803048 containing the clauses òSpecial Notes for Serious 

Economic Crimes Investigatedó for Prosecutors Offices and other 

remarks on August 26 of the same year as guidelines for prosecutors to 

swiftly take on serious economic crime cases. A letter of amendment 

under Fa-Chieh-Tze-#0970801 707 was then announced on May 19th, 

2008. The òRecognition Guidelines for Serious Economic Crimes
5
ó was 

established and approved by the Ministry of Justice on January 7, 2009, 

according to the above-mentioned special notes. The revised content is 

as follows: 

1. The following offenses, depending on the number of victims and dollar 

amount involved, are defined as serious economic crimes:  

(1) Offenses as stipulated in Article 339 of the Criminal Code, and 

                                                                                                                          
5For detailed information, please refer to the Notes 3 & 4 of the Prevention and Investigation of Economic Crime Yearbook 2009 of 

the Bureau. 
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Articles 154 and 155 of the Bankruptcy Act 

(2) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 335 and 336 of the Criminal 

Code; 

(3) Offenses as stipulated in Article 342 of the Criminal Code; 

(4) Offenses as stipulated in Article 344 of the Criminal Code. 

 

Criteria for determining offenses mentioned above pertaining to the 

number of victims and dollar amounts vary by the socio-economic 

conditions of the areas that fall under the jurisdiction of respective 

public prosecutor offices of district courts or their branches: 

(1)For Public Prosecutor Offices in Keelung, New Taipei, Shilin, Taoyuan, 

Taichung, Tainan, and Kaohsiung District Court, where the number 

of victims reaches over 50, or the dollar amount involved exceeds 

$20,000,000.  

(2) For districts other than those listed above, where the number of 

victims reaches over 30 or the dollar amount involved exceeds 

$10,000,000.  

2. The following offenses are identified as serious economic crimes, pro-

vided damages to interests protected by the law exceed $2,000,000: 

(1) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 2 of the Punishment of Smuggling 

Act; 

(2) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 41 to 43 of the Tax Collection Act; 

(3) Offenses as stipulated in Article 71 of the Business Entity 

Accounting Act;  
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(4) Offenses as stipulated in Article 22 of the Foreign Exchange 

Regulation Act. 

3. The following offenses identified as serious economic crimes that may 

endanger the economic development and financial stability of the 

nation:  

(1)Offenses as stipulated in Articles 195 and 196 of the Criminal Code, 

and in Article 3 of the Act Governing Punishment for Damaging the 

National Currency;   

(2) Offenses as stipulated by Articles 201 and 201-1 of the Criminal 

Code; 

(3) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 339-1 to 339-3 of the Criminal 

Code; 

(4) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 81 and 82 of the Trademark Act, 

and in Articles 91 and 92 of the Copyright Act;  

(5) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 171 and 174 of the Securities and 

Exchanges Act; 

(6) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 112 to Article 116 of the Futures 

Trading Act; 

(7) Offenses as stipulated in ParaGraph 2, Article 35 of the Fair Trade 

Act; 

(8) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 125, 125-2, 125-3, 127-1, and in 

127-2 of the Banking Act; 

(9) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 57, 57-1 and ParaGraph 1 of 

Article 58 of the Financial Holdings Company Act;  
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(10) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 58, 58-1, 59 and 60 of the 

Financial Management Act; 

(11) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 48, 48-1, 48-2, 49, 50 and 51 of 

the Trust Enterprise Act; 

(12) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 38-2, 38-3, 39 and 40 of the 

Credit Cooperatives Act; 

(13) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 167, ParaGraph 5 of Article 168, 

Articles 168-2 and 172-1 of the Insurance Law; 

(14) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 39, 40, 44 and 45 of the 

Agricultural Finance Act;  

(15) Offenses as stipulated in Articles 108 and 109 of the Financial 

Assets Securitization Act; 

(16) Offenses as stipulated in Article 105 to 109 of the Securities 

Investment Trust and Consulting Act; 

(17) Offenses as stipulated in Article 38 of the Securities Investor 

Protection Act; 

(18) Offenses as stipulated in Article 148 and ParaGraph 1 of Article 

149 of the Consumer Insolvency Proceedings. 

4. Offenses as stipulated in ParaGraph 1-2, ParaGraph 7-10, ParaGraph 

12-17, and ParaGraph 2-1 of Article 3 of the Money Laundering 

Control Act which are identified as serious economic crimes.   

5. Other offenses of a serious nature that violate economic control 

regulations or use illegal practices to disrupt social and economic 

order. 
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I. Convening of Inter-agency Meetings on the Execution 

of Economic Crime Prevention  

The 129th Inter-agency Meeting on Execution of Economic Crime 

Prevention was held on December 1st, 2016 with the following important 

tasks accomplished: 

1. Measures Taken for Prevention of Economic Crimes 

(1) Fair Trade Commission, Executive Yuan 

 The Commission handled 2 cases involving violations of the Fair 

Trade Act forwarded by the MJIB, processing 12 cases sent by letter 

to MJIB. 

(2) Banking Bureau, Financial Supervisory Commission, Executive Yuan 

 Complying with the decision made on February 19, 2003 by the 

Financial Crime Investigation Taskforce, an affiliated unit of the 

Financial Reform Subgroup, Executive Yuan, the Bureau subsumed 

insurance crimes into the scope of financial crimes, and requested 

competent authorities to coordinate relevant organizations to 

regularly hold professional training in financial crime prevention for 

prosecutors, police officers, and judicial officials. The Insurance 

Bureau coordinated with the Insurance Anti-fraud Institute of the 

R.O.C., the Taiwan Insurance Institute, the Life Insurance 

Association of the R.O.C., and the Non-life Insurance Association of 

the R.O.C. to hold the òSymposium on Insurance Crime Prevention,ó 

from August 10 to 12, 2016. The 150 participants included judges, 
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prosecutors, MJIB officers, officers of the National Fire Agency, the 

Criminal Investigation Bureau, Ministry of the Interior, and insurance 

claims supervisors of the insurance industry. 

(3) Bureau of Consular Affairs (BOCA), Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

(MOFA) 

 The Bureau cooperated with other agencies in various tasks 

concerning economic crime prevention, and assisted MJIB to 

understand the whereabouts of fugitives abroad on the MJIB list. 

The Bureau provided the related passport information, photos and 

suspended the passports of 5 foreign fugitives after informing 

related embassies for assistance.  Among these suspects, we 

successfully extradited Mr. Hsu and Mr. Chen back to Taiwan. 

(4) Intellectual Property Office, Ministry of Economic Affairs (MOEA) 

1. MOEA hosted 2 coordination meetings to carry out the goal of 

protecting intellectual property rights on February 26th and 

August 29th, 2016 to present reports about òConcepts of 

copyright for citizens using social media such as Facebook and 

YouTubeó and the Ministry of Justiceõs òNotes of Executive 

Sectors handling violations of Business Secrets Actsó. The 

meeting also promoted education concerning the related laws of 

patent and copyrights in line with the new Criminal Law òDraft 

Amendment 98 of the Copyrights Lawó, òDraft Amendment 98 of 

the Trademark Lawó (the effective date of the former one is on 

December 01, 2016 and the latter is subject to announcement by 

the Executive yuan) completed on July 01, 2016.  
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2. Team 2 of intellectual protection has handled a total of 2,167 

cases related to intellectual property rights infringements from 

January to the end of October 2016, sending 2,491 suspects to 

court. Among these cases, there are 1,554 cases related to 

violations against trade marks, or 1,730 suspects; 613 cases 

pertinent to violations against authorship, or 761 suspects. In 

terms of categorization, there are 1,823 cases related to 

infringements of internet rights, which totals 84.13% of the 2,167 

cases. 

3. Update from MOEA on preventing economic crimes: The spec-

ialized task force audited CD manufacturers and factories on an 

ad-hoc basis 303 times from January to October 2016. No 

violations against the CD Management Acts were found. 

(5) Department of Prosecutorial Affairs, Ministry of Justice (MOJ) 

1. The new Criminal Confiscation Law took effect on July 1, 2016, 

and all criminal cases are applicable under Article 133 of 

Criminal Law in regards to confiscation. Under the new Law, the 

investigation of related cases is not limited to the whereabouts of 

people and commodities, but also cash flows, especially for  

financial crime cases . Each enforcement team should pay 

attention to other related confiscations. Also, even though the 

new Law has a principle of reserving a judgeõs ruling in advance, 

under emergency situations, the enforcement teams are allowed 

to confiscate goods before reporting to the court. Each financial 

service should cooperate accordingly.  

2. The MOJ is planning to revise a new regulation for the òAnti-Money 
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Laundering Actó. In the future, financial service institutions and 

personnel and non-financial services all have to enforce due 

diligence of their clients, reserve transaction records and report 

overlarge/suspicious trades. There will be drastic changes in 

terms of ensuring transparency of cash flows, and therefore, 

cross-sector collaborations will be needed for future invest-

igations of economic crime. We need to guarantee both the 

execution of the financial and non-financial services, as well as 

the enforcement of anti-money laundering behind the scenes. In 

line with the third round peer review of the APAC Anti-Money 

Laundering Organization in 2018, we need each team and unit to 

push the enforcement of policies, provide training on cash flow 

investigations, and review performances on a regular basis to 

ensure that we can improve our enforcement of anti-money 

laundering policies. 

(6) Taiwan High Prosecutors Office 

1. Total cases: (1) From January to October 2016, the Taiwan High 

Prosecutors Office has investigated a total of 246 cases. (2) Each 

district court of the Taiwan High Prosecutors Office has restricted 

a total of 1,484 people from traveling abroad from January to 

October 2016. 

2. The òAnti-Stock Vultureó Team was established on September 01 

2016 to maintain economic order and ensure investorsõ rights, 

and to prevent investigation processes from leaking and profiting 

opportunists. On September 05 and 30 of 2016, the team 

conducted the meetings òDiscussions on how to prevent inform-



 PART TWO / PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW 

 14 

ation leakage that contributes to abnormal shorting during 

executive and judicial investigationsó. In the meetings, we invited 

FSCõs SFB, the Executive Bureau, TSE, TPEX, the Economic Crime 

Prevention team of the Investigations Bureau, prosecutors of MOJ 

stationed in FSC, Executive Investigators and Prosecutors of the 

Taiwan High Prosecutors Office to discuss how to formulate a 

mechanism. 

3. On April 28th 2016, we established a òPlatform for cross-border 

tracking of telecom fraudsó with the goal of ensuring that assets 

that victims have lost during telecom frauds can be returned as 

soon as possible. Besides the first and second trial prosecution 

institutions, the members of this Platform include the National 

Police Agency of the Ministry of Interior Affairs, the Investigation 

Bureau of MOJ, NCC, FSC, the Department of Commerce under 

MOEA, NCCC, FISC, and so on. During multiple meetings, the 

team members proposed effective solutions and measurements 

to prevent telecom fraud criminals from withdrawing any money 

stolen and for the confiscation of illegal assets etc. It is our goal 

to disrupt similar crimes from happening and effectively track 

them to ensure that we are able to conduct a thorough 

investigation, to confiscate all the illegal assets and to return as 

much as possible to the victims. 

4. A request for Prosecutors Teams at each level of the court to 

create òSpecial task forces for the tracking of illegal assetsó and a 

single contact window. In line with the new Criminal Confiscation 

Law,, each prosecutors team should build a òSpecial task force 
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for the tracking of illegal assetsó to enforce the targeting of high 

exposure cases and incidents that the general public especially 

resent, such as drug dealing, fraud and financial crimes, food 

safety etc. The team should also calculate the profit of illegal acts 

to prevent criminals from profiting and repeating their crimes.  

(7) National Immigration Agency, Ministry of the Interior 

 Security operations for serious economic crime cases (including 

corruption) are as follows: 

1. 785 security cases were listed. 

2. 390 security cases were seized. 

(8) Investigation Bureau, Ministry of Justice (MJIB) 

 From January to October, a total of 798 cases of economic crime 

and general crime, involving NT$5,961,172 and 1,983 suspects 

were transferred to Prosecutorõs Offices. (Additional investigations 

of 31 cases of tax evasion, involving fines of $215,690,000, were 

transferred to tax collection organizations and customs admin-

istrations). These included: 

1. Enterprise corruption crime: 86 cases, involving an underlying 

$23,226,150,000, of which: 

 (1) Stock market crimes: 42 cases; $10,139,720,000.  

 (2) Emptying out of assets crimes: 23 cases; $3,859,040,000. 

 (3) Infringement of the Trade Secrets Act: 15 cases;  

$8,416,210,000.  

2. Illegal fund raising crimes: 33 cases, involving an underlying 

$16,855,470,000.  



 PART TWO / PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW 

 16 

3. Infringement of intellectual property rights: 54 cases, involving an 

underlying $473,690,000. 

4. Crimes against public goods: 91 cases, involving an underlying 

$69,280,000, of which: 

 (1) Adulterated foods: 101 cases. 

 (2) Adulterated goods: 9 cases; $38,330,000. 

 (3) Adulterated drugs: 67 cases; $12,000,000. 

 (4) Usury: 4 cases; $3,083,000. 

5. Telephone fraud and intimidation: 4 cases involving the def-

rauding of NT$1,300,000. 

2. Presentation of feature reports  

Business Secrets Act (proposed by the Intellectual Property Bureau of 

MOEA) 

II. Prevention of Economic Crimes 

The Bureau upholds the principles of òPrevention over Investigation 

and Investigation for Preventionó when performing economic crime 

prevention work. Aside from collaborating with other attendees at 

inter-agency meetings, the Bureau embarked on the following actions for 

crime prevention: 

1. Data Collection and Analysis 

 Our field offices collect all types of industrial and commercial 

information via an integrated information platform, which is subjected 

to analysis and distribution, or is provided to internal sectors and 
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fieldwork teams. We also closely monitor domestic businesses or 

individuals that engage in irregular practices and illicit activities, in 

order to take preventive action in a timely fashion. This year, we 

gathered intelligence on 608 cases of various financial and 

operational abnormalities in industry and business and of possible 

illegal activity, 55 cases of special investigations, and 87 cases of 

illicit or illegal activities and referred them to the competent 

authorities (see Tables 2.01 & 2.02 and Graph 2.01). 

Table 2.01 Statistics of Economic Crime Prevention Efforts in 2016 

        Item  
 
         
Month 

Distributed and 
promotion 
materials 

Project 
(Presentation) 
Information 

Routine Violation 
Administrative 
Processing 

Economic Crime 
Prevention 
Seminars Held 
(No. of Times) 

Total 608   55   87   1   

January  29   0   7   0   

February  13   5   4   0   

March  43   0   8   0   

April  72   1   6   0   

May  76   0   8   0   

June  102   1   10   0   

July  103   8   3   0   

August  59   0   9   0   

September  30   0   7   0   

October  21   0   5   0   

November  30   38   6   1   

December  30   2   14   0   

 



 PART TWO / PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW 

 18 

Table 2.02 Statistics of Economic Crime Prevention Efforts over the 
Past 2 Years 

              
Item 

                 
Year 

Information Collection Routine 
Violation 

Administrative 
Processing 

Economic Crime 
Prevention 
Seminars Held 
(No. of Times) Distributed and 

promotion materials      

Project 
(Presentation) 
Information 

Total 1,271   117   219   3    

2015  663   62   132   2    

2016  608   55   87   1    

 

 

Graph. 2.01 Comparision of Crime Prevention Efforts over the Past 2  
Years 
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2. Preparing Special Reports for Reference  

(1) The Bureau produced special reports on the current status of 

society and the economy, on irregular financial activities, new 

economic crime patterns, and large corporations and groups with 

financial or operating abnormalities. Besides, concerning such 

major criminal issues as food safety and crimes against the public 

good, field offices were instructed to study and prepare special 

reports about current situations, systems and responsive actions, 

as a reference for government authorities to take preventive 

actions. 

(2) The Bureau compiled and printed the ò2015 Compilation of Special 

Reportsó  (37 chapters in total), which is distributed to field offices 

in order to improve professional knowledge and investigative 

techniques amongst staff.  

3. Discovering Problems and Taking Preemptive Measures 

 The Bureau filtered out a total of 3,732 companies and corporations 

that had a problem with overlarge numbers of bounced checks. After 

investigation, the Bureau assigned fieldwork teams to investigate 97 

companies. Moreover, the Bureau also delved deeply into companies 

that had incurred huge losses or financial crises. If they were found to 

be involved in malicious bankruptcy or organized fraud, the Bureau 

proceeded with evidence collection and investigation to uphold 

economic order. 
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4. Exchanging Experience and the Establishment of Contact Windows  

 In order to establish partnerships with enterprises to jointly combat 

enterprise corruption, assist enterprises to prevent and block insiders, 

since September 2014 the MJIB has successively visited such 

enterprises or industrial/commercial groups as Hsinchu Science Park, 

Taichung Science Park, Tainan Science Park, Foxconn, Formosa 

Plastics Group and national business/industrial groups to discuss the 

topic of òCollaboration between MJIB and Private Sectors to Combat 

Enterprise Corruptionó with 158 meetings featuring the òEnterprise 

Anti-Corruption Experience Exchangeó. More than 7,906 companies 

and a total of 25,342 representatives have attended the meetings.  

Meanwhile, MJIB also instructed its field offices/stations to actively 

establish òEnterprise Anti-Corruption Contact Windowsó with local 

enterprises and industrial/commercial groups to be able to engage in 

in-depth cooperation with enterprises, to attain advance prevention, 

in-time discovery, and accelerated investigation performance. 

5. Notifying Competent Authorities for Administrative Action 

(1) 5 people, including Mr. Chen in Pingdong County, sold illegal drugs 

for animals without obtaining certificates. The Bureau sent an 

official letter to the investigation team of Pingdong County 

Government, and the county government fined each of the 5 people 

NTD$90,000 for violating Article 19 of the Animal Drug Manage-

ment Act on March 3rd 2016.  

(2) Far East Lan Incorp. had outdated stock of òHigh fiber cholera 
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powderó, òkonjac noodlesó etc. and was audited by the Bureauõs 

team in Pingdon county, along with Health Bureau experts. The 

Pingdong County Government fined the company NTD$420,000 on 

August 29th 2016 for their violations against Article 15 and Article 

44 Section 1 Subsection 2 of the Food Safety Management Act. 

6. Holding Symposiums and Collaborations on Economic Crime Pre-

vention 

 Given that domestic enterprises, specialized groups and the general 

public have high hopes for the Bureau to take on the responsibilities 

of anti-corruption, and based on development trends in the past 2 

years, reactions from each sector and the examination of future 

trends, the Bureau hosted a forum on the òPast and Future of 

Combating Enterprise Corruptionó on November 24th 2016 at 

Taipower Building. We invited the associate general director of MOJ, 

the chief investigator of the Supreme Court Yen Da-Ho, Vice President 

of FSC Zheng Zhen-Mao etc. to give speeches. In addition, we also 

invited experts from related industries, public sectors, academic fields 

and of judicial laws to discuss specific topics. It is our hope that their 

suggestions can help us with the future focus of our investigations, in 

drafting related policies and with amending related laws. There were 

3 topics at this forum: 

(1) Fraudulent financial statements, the current status of fake profit 

reporting and issues 

1. Members: 

 The former chief of the Judicial Yuan Prof. Lai Yin-Zhao was the 
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moderator, and guest speakers included the dean of National 

Chengchi University Law School Lin Guo-quan, lawyer Chen 

Fung-fu from Da-Tong Commercial law, the former general 

manager of TPEX Zhang Li-zheng, and the team head of the 

Economic Crime Prevention Bureau Wu Rong-chun. We also had 

the team head of Investigations at Taipei City Lu Jin-song 

presenting a report to share his work experiences.  

2. Suggestions: 

 (1) Zhang Li-zheng: OTC companies reporting incorrect profit can 

usually be detected by checking whether or not these companies 

have a new transaction model, revenue growth with continuing 

increases of receivables and payments in advance and identical 

new customers. However, the most difficult part of this type of 

case is that itõs hard to distinguish between the business risks of 

uncollected payments and fake revenues, and the difficulty of 

overseas transactions. These are issues that need to be faced. 

 

 (2) Chen Fung-fu: I am offering a few indicators of fake financial 

reports. Check whether there have been unreasonable increases 

in a companyõs gross margins, increases in operation costs (the 

purpose being to lower gross margins), increases in receivables 

and uncollected debts. In addition, the Supreme Court has rule 

No. 1948 from 2016 that provides some standards for detecting 

financial fraud reports. 

 

 (3) Lin Guo-quan: There are rules related to fraudulent financial 
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statements in Article 171 and 174 of the Securities Transaction 

Act. However, they do not specify in what situations they are 

applicable. Moreover, Taiwan needs to understand the roles and 

responsibilities of CPAs, especially because we rely on them most 

of the time for financial laws. Because domestic CPAs are 

relatively cheap as a result of pricing wars, they are not very 

responsible in their work, while foreign CPAs are often 

responsible in their work due to their high pricing strategies. The 

fact that foreign CPAs are willing to actually do due diligence for 

companies should be examples for our law making. 

 

 (4) Recommendations from guest speakers. CPA Hsu Hsung-Xing: 

There is no specific standard in Taiwanõs law in regards to 

forensic accounting. However, Taiwan has 3 guiding principles for 

forensic accounting. In addition, it is difficult to judge whether a 

company indeed reports higher revenues than it actually makes 

from the perspective of law. I advise people to refer to the experts 

in forensic accounting and use their opinions as evidence in the 

court to ensure that judgments of financial statements are 

reasonable and necessary. 

 

 (5) Conclusions from Prof. Lai Yin-zhao: This is a very meaningful 

forum because it allows those of us from related industries, the 

government and academic fields to gather together and exchange 

ideas. From the discussions in this forum and the court rules, we 

can conclude that there are usually no consistent views on rulings. 
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And thatõs why people usually doubt the rules of law practitioners 

and question why the rules can be so different between similar 

cases with similar facts. What they do not understand is that 

there are usually very complicated reasons behind them. It is my 

utmost hope that you can provide recommendations for law 

making to the authorities concerned when faced with related 

dilemmas. For example, what are the applicable situations for 

Article 171 and 174 of the Securities Transaction Act in regards to 

the incorrect reporting of financial statements. If we can clarify 

this point by amending the related articles, we can help the 

corporations and law practitioners understand where the 

boundaries are and make our law enforcement more transparent. 

I really appreciate the Investigation Bureau effort in holding such 

a successful forum. 

(2) Current status and issues of commercial bribery ð The Achilles heel 

of corporate management 

1. Members: 

 Former minister of Ministry of Justice Shi Mao-lin was the 

moderator, and the guest speakers included the Deputy Dean of 

Soochow University Law School Wang Hsu-Chi, Taiwan Supreme 

Court Prosecutor Hsu Yong-qing, the Team head of crime 

prevention at Foxconn Hong Meng-hong, and the team head of 

the Bureauõs Agency against Corruption Huang Yi-cun. The team 

head of the Investigation Department of New Taipei City Bureau 

Chen Mao-yi also presented a report on his work experience.  
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2. Recommendations: 

 (1) Wang Hsu-chi: In the recent years, Iõve seen many Taiwanese 

managers in China get involved with illegal matters and sneak 

back to Taiwan once discovered. However, in Chinaõs Criminal Law 

with regards to òBribery of Non-Governmental Officialsó, the crime 

is still de facto. The truth is whether or not the business bribery 

was intentional: as long as the suspects deliberately disrupted 

the order of fair trading, then they should be prosecuted; it is not 

as limited as the rules in Taiwan. 

 

 (2) Hsu Yong-qing: There are so many types of bribery in the 

business world, such as offering mistresses, or providing insider 

information for the stock market. These crimes occur behind 

closed doors so you cannot see or catch them. In addition, it is 

extremely difficult to obtain a license for prosecution overseas 

and collect evidence. Not to mention that the victims are usually 

unwilling to cooperate because they are afraid of damaging the 

reputation of their company, losing a contract, or being inflicted 

with pressure from company owners. There are so many 

roadblocks when it comes to investigating commercial bribery. 

Most importantly, Taiwanõs laws and regulations are not 

well-rounded. So far, we can only investigate suspects in the 

name of Breach of Trust. Thus, bribery in the business world is 

still prevalent. We need holistic rules and regulations to curb 

these habits. In addition, Iõd like to remind the investigators that 

they can only investigate suspects in the name of Breach of Trust. 
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Other than tracking down illegal assets, they should also figure 

out whether the suspects violated justice or obstructed the 

investigation process.  

 

 (3) Hong Meng-hong: The CEO of Foxconn has questioned why it 

took more than a year for the SMT case. I explained that it was 

because the crime was committed very secretly through 2 ways of 

money transfer (agency). In addition, it is very difficult to collect 

evidence overseas with suspectsõ accounts distributed every-

where else in the world. There is also a requirement for 

companies suffering from loss to provide evidence in order to be 

eligible for cross-strait collaborations in the judicial system. In 

addition, just because someone profits illegally does not 

necessarily mean that corporations involved suffer from damages. 

In other words, it is beyond difficult for our investigators to work 

on business bribery. Iõd like to advocate that our government 

stipulate a òCorporate Bribery Prevention Actó. 

 

 (4) Suggestions from the guests. Executive Prosecutor Chen 

Yu-ping: The specifics of corporate bribery law in Taiwan are 

scattered between different regulations. So in the future, Iõd 

suggest we regulate this type of crime within the Criminal Law or 

the Securities Exchange Laws. 

Suggestions from guests. CPA Hsu Shung-xong: Cracking down on 

bribery in the business world is crucial for corporate management. 

We should push ourselves to prevent these crimes and corpor-

ations should build a mechanism themselves to prevent bribery 
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from happening.  

Suggestions from guests. Manager Chiu Yong-shung from the 

Formosa Plastics Group: Itõs very important that we focus on 

bribery in the corporate world. Formosa Plastics Group would like 

to show our appreciation for for all the help and hard work of the 

Investigation Bureau. It also helps us witness the professionalism 

of investigations.  

 

 (5) Conclusions from Shi Mao-lin: In the past few years, there 

have been many occasions where managers received kickbacks. 

The corporate world takes it very seriously. The Ministry of Justice 

distinguished between administrative corruption and corporate 

corruption because many people thought they were two different 

things. However, the Bureau has realized that the future focus 

should be on investigating major corporate corruption cases. And 

in the past few years, the Bureauõs active approach has received 

a lot of recognition from many fields and industries. It looks like 

all the guest speakers and moderators invited today agree upon 

the concept of penalizing corporate managers for bribery; 

however, the authorities concerned need to face the difficulties of 

the investigation process and the feasibility of adjusting regul-

ations. Corporate corruption not only slows down a countryõs 

economic growth, but also damages the stability and fairness of 

capital markets. The Bureau is working on something completely 

necessary and it will continue to become a very important aspect 

of our work in the future.  
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(3) Current status and issues of business secrets infringements ð A war 

of invisible assets 

1. Members: 

The Deputy President of the Bureau Lin Ling-lan was the 

moderator. The guest speakers included the Intellectual Property 

Court Judge Xong Song-mei, Taiwan Supreme Court Prosecutor 

Chu Shui-jun, Executive Manager of MOEAõs Intellectual Property 

Bureau Legal office Lin Qing-jie, the Legal head of Media Tek Su 

Wen-tang, and the Economic Crime Prevention Department 

Bureau team head Lin Wei-cheng. We also had the team head of 

the Taoyuan City Investigation Department Bureau Lin Shan-jun to 

present his report and share his professional experiences. 

2. Recommendations: 

 (1) Su Wen-tang: Any prosecution concerning corporate business 

secrets needs to be well-thought out. First, we need to explain 

what weõd like to prosecute to the authorities concerned. Secondly, 

we need to explain how business secrets are disclosed. What we 

worry about most is that the business secrets are disclosed yet 

again during the process of prosecution. Iõd recommend that the 

authorities concerned look at the elements of a crime holistically 

rather than just the 3 elements of the Business Secrets Law. For 

example, are business secrets developed by the corporationõs 

research and investment? Are the secrets developed to distinguish 

the corporation from its competitors and therefore make their own 

products more competitive? Are the business secrets desired by 
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their competitors? In addition, the corporations have to pay a high 

price in order to keep these secrets. Itõs my hope that the public 

sectors can share some of the costs needed and secure the 

secrets together.  

 

 (2) Lin Qin-jie: Taiwanõs regulations for business secrets are very 

sound and include many types of crimes; however, the 

enforcement of these laws is far from satisfactory. For example, 

for water, electricity and gas companies obtaining operations data, 

whose business secrets are they stealing? What about a 

Taiwanese company opening a subsidiary in China and the 

employees in the subsidiaries infringing a business secret? Can 

the head office based on Taiwan prosecute the employees? What 

is the difference between disclosing business secrets under 

Article 317 of the Criminal Law and the business secrets defined 

in the Business Secrets Act? Must the employees who have left 

the company keep the secrets indefinitely? These are all pending 

questions that we need the judicial system to resolve. 

 

 (3) Chu Shui-jun: The judicial system of Taiwan is too cheap. I 

hope we can copy the Korean way of doing things by separating 

public prosecution into different aspects, including national 

interests, societal interests, and personal interests. That way, we 

can ensure that judicial resources are appropriately allocated and 

leveraged.  

 

 (4) Xong Song-mei: The truth is that if a law stipulates every detail, 
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it does not help when it comes to judgment at court. Keeping a 

certain level of flexibility helps judges to make calls based on 

evidence and experience. Especially when it comes to criminal 

crimes where evidence talks. In a lot of cases, business secret 

infringements are not going to become a crime and, therefore, 

the prosecutors can review these cases with more humanity. For 

example, they can evaluate the roles, duration of employment, 

importance within a company and important meetings that the 

accused has attended in order to convince the judge to accept 

attainable and confirmed evidence and support the infringement 

against the corporation. The corporations involved will not have to 

worry about leaking their business secrets again because the 

ruling will not list what secrets were revealed. Moreover, we need 

to consider cases where the accused works overseas. For 

example, if the accused switches from company A to B 

domestically and does not damage a countryõs interests, then the 

judge can take that into consideration. I also recommend that 

corporations stop focusing on the information in criminal policies. 

They should think about violations against contracts and 

prosecute with civil laws. By doing so, the corporations will not 

have to prove that they have been damaged. Finally, Iõd like to 

show my appreciation to the Bureauõs contribution to keeping 

Taiwanõs assets safe. Our court will put our best foot forward and 

work together. 
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 (5) Conclusions from Deputy President Lin Ling-lan:  

 Protection of business secrets is a very important issue for all 

industries and fields in Taiwan. In January 2013, we amended the 

business secrets law, and ensured penalties for criminals who 

infringe business secrets to improve the criminal responsibility of 

foreign burglary. In the law amended, it is specified that 

"economic spies from other countries involved in the illegal theft 

of business secrets have impacted the international compe-

titiveness of Taiwan, interrupted corporationsõ innovation, and 

posed a threat to our national securityó. It shows that business 

secrets are not only the property of enterprises, but also the 

assets of the nationõs people. Once leaked, they will cause 

irreversible damage, and threaten the country's security. After the 

law was amended, the Bureau of Investigation began to actively 

investigate such major economic crimes, especially in the case of 

major commercial espionage cases. When establishing the 

Corporate Anti-Corruption Team, we sought to assist enterprises 

in protecting their business secrets and incorporating them into 

the scope of corporate corruption. The work of protecting 

business secrets is divided into two major aspects ñ one is the 

investigation of the case to crack down on crime, and to stop the 

damage expanding in impact the the industry overall. On the 

other hand, weõd like to learn from experience to give feedback to 

enterprises, and actively communicate with them. Itõs our hope 

that we can work together to effectively prevent the occurrences 
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of crime and to nip the crimes in the bud. It is undeniable that the 

current business secrest law still has many problems that need to 

be resolved with the collaboration of everyone. Finally, Iõd like to 

conclude my statement with a quote from an exclusive interview 

with Judge Xiong in the Commonwealth magazine, "How many 

large enterprises does Taiwan have? And if we cannot protect 

them, who will?"  

III. Criminal investigations  

Among the investigations that the Bureau has completed this year, 

we have referred a total of 945 cases, with 2,550 suspects and a 

monetary loss of $85,946,653,771. Among all these cases, economic 

crimes account for 681 cases, with 2,105 suspects and a monetary loss 

of $85,699,583,752. General crime accounts for 248 of the total 

number of cases, with 428 suspects and a monetary loss of 

$24,707,019. We have 14 cases with 15 suspects still at large. 

Moreover, we had 33 cases of tax evasion, with penalties of 

$215,818,813 (please refer to Table 2.03, 2.04 and Graph 2.02, 2.03 

and 2.04). 
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Table 2.03 Statistics Investigated Economic and General Crimes 
cases in 2015 and 2016 

                        Year 

                                             
Type of Cases 

2016  2015  

No. 
of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspect 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

No. 
of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspects 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

I. 
Economic 
Crime 
Cases 

Total 681 2,105 85,699,583,752 677 2,314 123,208,615,914 

Fraud 

Subtotal 145 489 13,771,640,026 157 677 8,582,794,512 

Loan Fraud 13 85 4,361,536,306 9 70 1,138,121,153 

Foreign trade fraud 2 3 20,040,000 3 3 90,861,082 

Fraudulent bankruptcy 2 9 318,188,212 4 5 292,747,690 

Fraudulent closedown of 
private loan association 

1 1 2,157,100 2 2 13,139,800 

Real estate fraud 4 14 622,980,000 6 9 341,041,362 

Fraud of negotiable 
instrument 

13 38 191,311,051 4 6 42,635,000 

Investment Fraud 21 43 2,579,530,363 26 73 4,656,341,169 

Credit Card Fraud 0 0 0 1 27 1,265,500 

Insurance Fraud 1 4 24,201,575 4 16 99,496,384 

Cyber Fraud 1 1 70,000 3 3 137,880 

Health insurance Fraud 20 82 34,918,843 25 191 160,515,107 

Phone Fraud and Coercion 7 72 2,851,750 10 131 38,480,218 

Others 60 137 5,613,854,826 60 141 1,708,012,167 

Embezzlement 

Subtotal 40 89 3,580,100,098 56 137 2,825,230,429 

General Embezzlement 3 5 240,000 13 25 179,288,123 

Embezzlement Involving 
Public Interest 

6 27 865,841,059 14 26 364,982,829 

Business Embezzlement by 
Emptying out Assets 

11 24 1,230,395,461 17 66 1,109,566,148 

Embezzlement by 
Employees of Private 

20 33 1,483,623,578 12 20 1,171,393,329 

Breach of 
Trust 

Subtotal 21 77 2,926,461,044 25 62 1,540,018,677 

Breach of trust of empty 
out assets 

15 70 2,861,910,737 16 37 1,414,394,470 

General breach of trust 6 7 64,550,307 9 25 125,624,207 
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Usury 5 9 70,830,000 6 24 34,800,000 

Smuggling 6 11 44,954,648 7 24 44,215,902 

Violation of Tax Collection Act 15 34 2,818,611,837 20 134 2,000,540,392 

Counterfeit 
/Alteration of 
Currency or 
Valuable 
Securities 

Subtotal 5 29 209,156,377 5 9 98,476,700 

Counterfeit /Alteration of 
Currency 

0 0 0 1 4 1,500,000 

Counterfeit /Alteration of 
Valuable Securities 

5 29 209,156,377 4 5 96,976,700 

Violation of Tobacco and Alcohol 

Administration Act 
11 14 11,380,000 11 13 27,153,000 

Violation of 
Banking Act 

Subtotal 67 372 36,463,597,566 63 285 50,178,856,102 

Raising Illegal Capital 
Funds 

43 313 28,016,742,113 29 215 23,597,697,885 

Unauthorized Operation of 
Remittance and Acceptance 

16 37 3,842,262,374 31 62 23,127,158,217 

Breach of trust by financial 
personnel 

5 15 677,440,833 0 0 0 

Fraud against financial 
institutions 

2 4 3,793,414,246 2 7 3,454,000,000 

Others 1 3 133,738,000 1 1 0 

Infringement 
of Intellectual 
Property Right 

Subtotal 60 126 918,024,311 46 73 1,841,052,787 

Violation of Trademark Act 40 99 61,622,880 17 23 16,881,880 

Violation of Copyright Act 20 27 856,401,431 29 50 1,824,170,907 

Violation of Trade Secrets Act 18 45 8,562,352,811 16 38 3,490,317,428 

Violation of Securities & Exchange Act 94 354 14,110,165,365 116 526 49,407,883,929 

Violation of Futures Exchange Act 41 106 964,341,759 28 75 2,450,824,916 

Violation of Insurance Law 3 6 0 2 4 41,515,632 

Violation of Securities Investment Trust and 
Consulting Act 

7 16 100,000 9 20 285,029,216 

Violation of Commercial Accounting Act 4 9 352,557,677 9 22 183,851,905 

Violation of Company Law 100 230 19,300,000 51 127 37,000,000 

Infringement of Computer Usage 8 18 155,540 5 9 1,449,825 

Offenses against Agriculture, Industry, and 
Commerce 

16 23 77,132,168 37 39 1,820,437 

Violation of Fair Trade Act 5 18 616,646,000 3 6 128,918,075 



 PART TWO / PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW 

 35 

Others/ Financial Crimes 10 30 182,076,525 5 10 6,866,050 

II.General Crimes 248 428 247,070,019 441 673 390,763,576 

 
Documentary forgery 56 111 16,812,250 85 123 186,164,721 

 

Violation of Firearm,  Ammunition and 
Instruments Control Act 

6 7 0 7 7 0 

 
Violation of health regulations 170 276 230,248,280 328 501 14,855,495 

 
Violation of disease control regulations 3 4 0 0 0 0 

 
Violation of personal privacy 3 5 0 5 13 0 

 

Violation of environmental protection 
regulations 

5 7 0 8 21 189,651,520 

 
Others/ General 5 18 9,489 8 8 91,840 

III.Tracking and Apprehension of Fugitives Abroad 14 15 0 11 11 0 

 
Apprehension through Extradition 7 8 0 7 7 0 

 
Surrender under Persuasion 1 1 0 3 3 0 

 
Apprehension with Assistance 0 0 0 1 1 0 

 
Others/ At large 6 6 0 0 0 0 

IV. Escort back Cases 0 0 0 3 3 0 

 

Apprehension and extradition of Overseas 
Criminals 

0 0 0 3 3 0 

V.Broadening International Cooperation 2 2 0 0 0 0 

 

Apprehension and extradition of Overseas 
Criminals 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

 

Execution of mutual judicial assistance 
agreement 

2 2 0 0 0 0 

 

Assisted investigated cases consigned by a 
foreign court 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 945 2,550 85,946,653,771 1,132 3,001 123,599,379,490 

Tax Evasion 33 0 215,818,813 47 0 418,415,317 
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Table 2.04 Comparison of Statistics of  Investigated Economic and 
General Crimes cases in 2015 and 2016 

                             
Year 

                               
Crime 

2016  2015  Compare to last year 

No. 
of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspects 

No. of 
Cases 
% 
(Note) 

No. of 
Suspect 
% 
(Note) 

No. 
of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspect 

No. of 
Cases 
% 
(Note) 

No. of 
Suspects 
%  
(Note) 

No. of 
Cases %  
=  

[(2015- 
2014)/2014] 

No. of 
Suspects % 

=  
[(2015- 
2014)/2014] 

I. Economic Crime Cases 681  2,105  100.00%   100.00%   677  2,314  100.00%   100.00%   0.59%   -9.03%   

  Fraud 145 489 21.29%   23.23%   157  677  23.19%   29.26%   -7.64%   -27.77%   

  Embezzlement 40 89 5.87%   4.23%   56  137  8.27%   5.92%   -28.57%   -35.04%   

  Breach of Trust 21 77 3.08%   3.66%   25  62  3.69%   2.68%   -16.00%   24.19%   

  Usury 5 9 0.73%   0.43%   6  24  0.89%   1.04%   -16.67%   -62.50%   

  Smuggling 6 11 0.88%   0.52%   7  24  1.03%   1.04%   -14.29%   -54.17%   

  
Violation of Tax Collection 
Act 

15 34 2.20%   1.62%   20  134  2.95%   5.79%   -25.00%   -74.63%   

  
Counterfeit /Alteration of 
Currency or Valuable 
Securities 

5  29  0.73%   1.38%   5  9  0.74%   0.39%   0.00%   222.22%   

  
Violation of Tobacco and 
Alcohol Administration Act 

11  14  1.62%   0.67%   11  13  1.62%   0.56%   0.00%   7.69%   

  Violation of Banking Act 67  372  9.84%   17.67%   63  285  9.31%   12.32%   6.35%   30.53%   

  
Infringement of Intellectual 
Property Right 

60  126  8.81%   5.99%   46  73  6.79%   3.15%   30.43%   72.60%   

  
Violation of Trade Secrets 
Act 

18 45  2.64%   2.14%   16 38  2.36%   1.64%   12.50%   18.42%   

  
Violation of Securities & 
Exchange Act 

94  354  13.80%   16.82%   116  526  17.13%   22.73%   -18.97%   -32.70%   

  
Violation of Futures 
Exchange Act 

41  106  6.02%   5.04%   28  75  4.14%   3.24%   46.43%   41.33%   

  Violation of Insurance Law 3  6  0.44%   0.29%   2  4  0.30%   0.17%   50.00%   50.00%   

  
Violation of Securities 
Investment Trust and 
Consulting Act 

7 16  1.03%   0.76%   9 20  1.33%   0.86%   -22.22%   -20.00%   

  
Violation of Commercial 
Accounting Act 

4 9  0.59%   0.43%   9 22  1.33%   0.95%   -55.56%   -59.09%   

  Violation of Company Law 100 230  14.68%   10.93%   51 127  7.53%   5.49%   96.08%   81.10%   

  
Infringement of Computer 
Usage 

8 18  1.17%   0.86%   5 9  0.74%   0.39%   60.00%   100.00%   

  

Offenses against 
Agriculture, Industry, and 
Commerce 

16 23  2.35%   1.09%   37 39  5.47%   1.69%   -56.76%   -41.03%   
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  Violation of Fair Trade Act 5 18  0.73%   0.86%   3 6  0.44%   0.26%   66.67%   200.00%   

  Others/ Financial Crimes 10 30  1.47%   1.43%   5 10  0.74%   0.43%   100.00%   200.00%   

II.General Crimes 248  428  100.00%   100.00%   441  673  100.00%   100.00%   -43.76%   -36.40%   

  Documentary forgery 56  111  22.58%   25.93%   85  123  19.27%   18.28%   -34.12%   -9.76%   

  
Violation of Firearm,  
Ammunition and 
Instruments Control Act 

6 7 2.42%   1.64%   7  7  1.59%   1.04%   -14.29%   0.00%   

  
Violation of health 
regulations 

170 276 68.55%   64.49%   328  501  74.38%   74.44%   -48.17%   -44.91%   

  
Violation of disease control 
regulations 

3 4 1.21%   0.93%   0  0  0.00%   0.00%   #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

  
Violation of personal 
privacy 

3 5 1.21%   1.17%   5  13  1.13%   1.93%   -40.00%   -61.54%   

  
Violation of environmental 
protection regulations 

5 7 2.02%   1.64%   8  21  1.81%   3.12%   -37.50%   -66.67%   

  Others/ General 5  18  2.02%   4.21%   8  8  1.81%   1.19%   -37.50%   125.00%   

III.Tracking and 
Apprehension of Fugitives 
Abroad 

14  15  100.00%   100.00%   11  11  100.00%   100.00%   27.27%   36.36%   

  
Apprehension through 
Extradition 

7 8 50.00%   53.33%   7  7  63.64%   63.64%   0.00%   14.29%   

  Surrender under Persuasion 1 1 7.14%   6.67%   3  3  27.27%   27.27%   -66.67%   -66.67%   

  
Apprehension with 
Assistance 

0 0 0.00%   0.00%   1  1  9.09%   9.09%   -100.00%   -100.00%   

  Others/ At large 6 6 42.86%   40.00%   0  0  0.00%   0.00%   #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

IV. Escort back Cases 0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 3  3  100.00%   100.00%   -100.00%   -100.00%   

  
Apprehension and 
extradition of Overseas 
Criminals 

0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 3  3  100.00%   100.00%   -100.00%   -100.00%   

V.Broadening International 
Cooperation 

2  2  100.00%   100.00%   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

  
Apprehension and 
extradition of Overseas 
Criminals 

0 0 0.00%   0.00%   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! N/A 

  
Execution of mutual judicial 
assistance agreement 

2 2 100.00%   100.00%   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

  

Assisted investigated cases 
consigned by a foreign 
court 

0 0 0.00%   0.00%   0  0  #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 

Tax Evasion  33  0  100.00%   #DIV/0! 47  0  100.00%   #DIV/0! -29.79%   #DIV/0! 

 

Note:"No. of Cases %" and "No. of Suspects %" in this table are calculated based on the total number of such. 
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Graph. 2.02 Comparison of Economic Crime Style Investigated in 
2016 and 2015 
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Graph. 2.03 Comparison of Statistics of Investigated Cases Referred 
to Public Prosecutor Office (or Letter Sent) over the Past 
2 Years 

 

Graph 2.04 Comparison of Cases and Suspects concerning 
Economic Crimes over the Past 2 Years 
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1. Economic crimes  

 The Bureau investigated 681 economic crime cases in 2016, a 

decrease of 5.90% as compared to 677 cases in 2015; a total of 

2,105 suspects, a decrease of 9.03% as compared to 2,314 suspects 

in 2014; the monetary loss was $85,699,583,752, a decrease of 

30.44% as compared to $123,286,105,914 in 2015. Below is a list of 

all types of cases (please refer to Table 2.03 and 2.04 as well as 

Graph 2.02)  

ʂ Fraud: 145 cases, accounting for 21.29%, with 489 suspects, 

accounting for 23.23% 

ʂ Misappropriation/embezzlement: 40 cases, accounting for 5.87%, 

with 89 suspects, accounting for 4.23%. 

ʂ Breach of trust: 21 cases, accounting for 3.08%, with 77 suspects, 

accounting for 3.66%. 

ʂ Usury: 5 cases, accounting for 0.73%, with 9 suspects, accounting 

for 0.43 %.  

ʂ Smuggling: 6 cases, accounting for 0.88%, with 11 suspects, 

accounting for 0.52%. 

ʂ Violations of the Tax Collection Act: 15 cases, accounting for 2.20%, 

with 34 suspects, accounting for 1.62%. 

ʂ Counterfeiting or alteration of currency or negotiable securities: 5 

cases, accounting for 0.73%, with 29 suspects, accounting for 

1.38%.  

ʂ Violations of the Tobacco and Alcohol Administration Act: 11 cases, 

accounting for 1.62%, with 14 suspects, accounting for 0.67%.  
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ʂ Violations of the Banking Act: 67 cases, accounting for 9.84%, with 

372 suspects, accounting for 17.67%.  

ʂ Intellectual property right infringements: 60 cases, accounting for 

8.81%, with 126 suspects, accounting for 5.99%.  

ʂ Violations of the Trade Secrets Act: 18 cases, accounting for 2.64%, 

with 45 suspects, accounting for 2.14%.   

ʂ Violations of the Securities and Exchange Act: 94 cases, 

accounting for 13.80%, with 354 suspects, accounting for 16.82%.  

ʂ Violations of the Futures Trading Act: 41 cases, accounting for 

6.02%, with 106 suspects, accounting for 5.04%.  

ʂ Violations of the Insurance Act: 3 case, accounting for 0.44%, with 

6 suspects, accounting for 0.29%.   

ʂ Violations against the Securities Investment Trust and Consulting 

Act: 7 cases (1.03%), 16 suspects, accounting for 0.76%. 

ʂ Violations of the Business Entity Accounting Act: 4 cases (0.59%), 

9 suspects, accounting for 0.43%. 

ʂ Violations of the Company Act: 100 cases (14.68%), 230 suspects, 

accounting for 10.93%. 

ʂ Infringement of Computer Usage: 8 cases (1.17%), 18 suspects, 

accounting for 0.86%. 

ʂ Offences against agricultural, industrial and business corporations: 

16 cases (2.35%), with 23 suspects, accounting for 1.09%. 

ʂ Violations of the Fair Trade Act: 5 cases (0.73%), with 18 suspects, 

accounting for 0.86%. 

ʂ Other economic crimes: 10 cases (1.47%), with 30 suspects, 

accounting for 1.43% 
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(1) Fraud 

1. Statistics 

 There were a total of 145 fraud cases this year, a decrease of 

7.64% as compared to 157 cases in 2015; a total of 489 

suspects, a decrease of 27.77% as compared to 677 suspects in 

2014; a monetary value of $13,771,640,026, a decrease of 

34.84% as compared to $8,582,794,512 in 2015 (please refer to 

Table 2.04, 2.05, 2.06 and 2.07, and Graph 2.05 and 2.06). 

 

Types of cases: 

(1) Loan fraud: 13 cases.  

(2) Foreign trade fraud: 2 cases. 

(3) Fraudulent bankruptcy: 2 cases. 

(4) Fraudulent closedown of private loan associations: 1 case. 

(5) Real estate fraud: 4 cases. 

(6) Negotiable instruments fraud: 13 cases. 

(7) Investment fraud: 21 cases. 

(8) Insurance fraud: 1 case. 

(9) Internet fraud: 1 case. 

(10) National health insurance fraud: 20 cases. 

(11) Telephone fraud and intimidation: 7 cases. 

(12) Others: 60 cases 

(Please refer to Table 2.03, 2.07 and Graph 2.06) 
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Table 2.05 Comparison of Statistics of Investigated Cases Referred 
to Public Prosecutors Office (or Letter Sent) over the Past 
2 Years 

   Item 

                      
Year 

No. of Cases Percentage  
Rate of 
Change 

No. of 
Suspects 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change  

2015  1,132    100.00%    100.00%    3,001    100.00%    100.00%    

2016  945    83.48%    -16.52%    2,550    84.97%    -15.03%    

Table 2.05 (cont.) 

        
Item 

 
 

                  
Year 

I. Economic Crime Cases II. General Crimes 

No. of Cases 
No. of 
Suspects 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

No. of Cases 
No. of 
Suspects 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

2015  677    2,314    123,208,615    441    673    390,763  

2016  681    2,105    85,699,583    248    428    247,070  

Table 2.05 (cont.) 

        Item 

                     
Year 

No. of Evasion Case 

No. of Cases Underlying Amount     ($1,000) 

2015  47    418,414    

2016  33    215,818    
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Table 2.06 Comparison of Statistics of Fraud Cases over the Past 2 
Years 

           
Item 

                   
Year                                    

No. of 
Cases 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change  

No. of 
Suspects 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Change 

2015  157 100.00% 100.00% 677  100.00% 100.00% 8,582,794 100.00% 

2016  145 92.36% -7.64% 489  72.23% -27.77% 13,771,640 60.46% 

Table 2.07 Comparison of Statistics of Fraud Cases over the Past 2 
Years, by Type 

     
Item 

 
 
 
 
 

                    
Year                                    

No. 
of 
Cases 

Loa
n 
Frau
d 

Perce
ntage 

Rate of 
Change  

Forei
gn 
trade 
fraud 

Perce
ntage 

Rate 
of 
Chang
e  

Frau
dule
nt 
bank
ruptc
y 

Perce
ntage 

Rate 
of 
Chang
e  

Fraudu
lent 
close 
down 
of 
private 
loan 
associ
ation 

Perce
ntage 

Rate of 
Change  

2015  157  9  
5.73
% 

100.00
% 

3  
1.91
% 

100.00
% 

4  
2.55
% 

100.00
% 

2  
1.27
% 

100.00
% 

2016  145  13  
8.97
% 

44.44% 2  
1.38
% 

-33.33
% 

2  
1.38
% 

-50.00
% 

1  
0.69
% 

-50.00% 

Note:òRate of Change (ROC)ó is calculated by: ROC =[( this period ð last period)/last period ] ×100%. 

Table 2.07 (cont.)  

     
Item 

 
 
 

                    
Year                                    

Real 
estate 
fraud 

Percen
tage 

Rate 
of 
Chang
e  

Fraud 
of 
negoti
able 
instru
ment 

Percen
tage 

Rate 
of 
Chang
e  

Invest
ment 
Fraud 

Percent
age 

Rate of 
Change  

Cred
it 
Card 
Frau
d 

Perce
ntage 

Rate of 
Change  

2015  5  3.18% 
100.00
% 

4  2.55% 
100.00
% 

26  16.56% 
100.00
% 

1  0.64% 
100.00
% 

2016  4  2.76% 
-20.00
% 

13  8.97% 
225.00
% 

21  14.48% 
-19.23
% 

0  0.00% 
-100.00
% 
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Table 2.07 (cont.)  

     Item 
 

                     
Year                                    

Adve
rtise
ment 
Fraud 

Perce
ntage 

Rate of 
Chang
e  

Tax 
Refun
d 
Fraud 

Perce
ntage 

Rate of 
Change  

Insur
ance 
Frau
d 

Perce
ntage 

Rate 
of 
Chang
e  

Cybe
r 

Fraud 

Percen
tage 

Rate 
of 
Chang
e  

2015  0 0.00% 
100.00
% 

0 0.00% 
100.00
% 

4 2.55% 
100.0
0% 

3 1.91% 
100.00
% 

2016  0 0.00% N/A 0 0.00% N/A 1 0.69% 
-75.00
% 

1 0.69% 
-66.67
% 

Table 2.07 (cont.)  

     
Item 

 
                    
Year                                    

Health 
insurance 
Fraud 

Percentag
e 

Rate of 
Change  

Phone 
Fraud 
and 

Coercion 

Percentag
e 

Rate of 
Change  

Others 
Percentag
e 

Rate of 
Change  

2015  24 15.29% 100.00% 10 6.37% 100.00% 60 38.22% 100.00% 

2016  20 13.79% -16.67% 7 4.83% -30.00% 60 41.38% 0.00% 

 

Graph 2.05 Comparison of Fraud Cases and Suspects over the Past 
2 Years 
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Graph 2.06 Statistics of of Fraud Cases over the Past 2 Years 

 

2. Significant cases: 

(1) Illegal acts of Ding Ň Corporation, Ho Ň-Ying: 

 Ho Ň-Ying is the person legally responsible for Ding Ň 

Corporation. There are 9 subsidiaries under this brand. Zhang 

Ň-Han and Jiang Ň Yushi are the General Manager and Chief 

Financial Officer of Ding Ň Group. Liao Ň -Chun, He Ň-Li, Huang 

Ň- Lian served as accountants responsible for internal account 

records. Lai ʼ-Zhi is the brother-in-law of Taichung factory director 

Wang Ň Yin's sister; Zhang Ň-Jun is the brother of Zhang Ň-Han, 
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and Cao Ň-Hui is Zhang Ň-Junõs spouse. 
 

 Starting from 2008, in order to maintain the operation of the 

Group, He  Ň-Ying, Jiang Ň-Yu and Chang Ň-Han sought to 

obtain loans from financial institutions or leasing companies in 

order to make up a cash flow gap. They collaborated to illegally 

profit from the Ding Ň group with Liao Ň-Chun, He Ň-Li and 

Huang Ň-Lian and intentionally made fraudulent documents. 

They had Jian and Chang contact Ji Ň Dentistõs Wang Ň Ching, 

Cheng Ň Dentistõs Wang Ň Lian, Bai Ň Dentistõs Hsieh Ň-Yu, 

XinŇ Dentistõs Zheng Ň Guo, Banqiao Chen ʼ Dentistõs Liao Ň 

Wen, Quan Ň Dentistõs Ren Ň-Xien, Li Ň Hospital Dentist Wang 

Ň-Ren, Sheng Ň Lu Hospital Dentist Wu Ň- Yi, Ruo Ň Hospital 

Dentist Guo Ň-Zhong etc to leverage checks that these people 

signed off on. Mr. Wang and his gang illegally profited from fraud 

invoices. Based on their educational levels and personal 

experience, they should have known that the issuers were 

responsible for the debt of the checks and that if they failed to 

pay for the checks, the checks would be bounced. However, they 

deliberately filled in incorrect accounting certificates and issued 

the checks beyond solvency. Mr. Wang and his gang (a total of 12 

people) issued 1,910 checks, totaling NT$366,919,760, provided 

to Jian and Zhang. Later on, Jian instructed Liao, He and Huang to 

fake contracts and records in account books based on how many 

checks they issued. Wang, Wu and Guo also signed fake 

contracts in order to obtain invoices. Liao then used fake stamps 
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on the back of the checks as endorsements, along with Xin Ň 

Dentist, Banqiao Chen Ň Dentist, Xin Ň Dentist, He Ň Dentist 

and Hua Ň Dentis. They not only used the checks as collateral 

but also leveraged the business and practice licenses to apply for 

loans from SK Commercial Bank, First Commercial Bank, Banqiao 

Commercial Bank, Taishin Commercial Bank, Taichung Comm-

ercial Bank, Chinatrust, Jihsun Bank, Changhua Bank, Huata 

Bank, Chunghua Financial Corporation, Chailease Financial Corp., 

Huannan Leasing Corp. and Huakai Leasing Corp. They mislead 

the banks and leasing companies into believing that there were 

de facto transactions between the company and these hospitals 

and dentists and therefore received approved loans totaling 

NT$3,774,887,400. The entire case was referred by the North 

Field Office and prosecuted by the Taipei District Prosecutors 

Office. 

 

(2) Mr. Chen Ň-Wan and several people involved in fraud for No. 

818 Shun Ň-Tai fishing boat 

 Chen Ň- Wan is the captain of No. 818 Shun Ň-Tai fishing boat, 

as well as the owner; Chen Ň Lian is the captain of fishing boat 

No. 668. Guo Ň- zhen and Guo Ň-long are captains and crew of 

Hai Ň-Yi fishing boat. Chen Ň- hong and You Ň-Yi are the 

captain and crew of Chang Ň-Lu fishing boat. All these 3 fishing 

boats are Type A fishing boat based in Hsin-chu City and 

applicable for the preferred gas policy. Starting from 1958, they 

have been benefiting from the preferred price for the gas they 
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needed from China Petrol. There have been 5 amendments to the 

òStandards for Preferred Gas Pricing for Fishing Boatsó stipulated 

by the Executive Yuan on November 3rd 1993. The price of oil 

started to climb during 2008, impacting the development of 

fishing in Taiwan. The Executive Yuan decided to subsidize type A, 

B and C fishing boats by 14% of the gas price promulgated by 

China Petrol per KL from May 28th 2008 to December 31st 2016 

to ensure the fishing industry could continue to grow. The 

standards for such subsidies were based on Article 6 of the 

òStandards for Preferred Gas Pricing for Fishing Boatsó and the 

formula was as follows: Operating hours x horse power x subsidy 

index. The operating hours refers to the records of VDR of the 

fishing board. The index increases only when fishing boats move 

from point A to point B. The horsepower index depends on the 

type of boat. The subsidy index varies based on the type of boat. 

For example, the gas for the main machine of Type A fishing boats 

is 0.18 liter, and 0.18 for those with a freezer for a secondary 

machine, or 0.11 for those without. 
 

 Between February 2008 and September 2014, the 4 fishing 

boats stated above embarked to the port of Huang-Qi town in 

Fuzhou city, Fujian province of China to procure fish while faking 

to be out to the sea for fishing. As a result, they wered not 

applicable for the subsidy based on Article 13 of òStandards for 

Preferred Gas Pricing for Fishing Boatsó. However, the 6 people 

involved deliberately moved he GPS around, or tied it up with the 

boats to manipulate the records of VDR and to incorrectly report 
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the time of sailing and the route. Before returning, they went to 

the gas station of the Hsin-Chu Fishery association to purchase 

gas and leverage the fraudulent operating hours to apply for 

subsidies from the government. Based on the data of the Fishery 

Agency, they conned a total of NT$40,944,455. The entire case 

has been referred by Jilong City field station to be prosecuted by 

the Hsinchu District Prosecutors Office.    

 

(3) Fraudulent acts by Huang 

 Mr. Xu is the person legally responsible for Sylvia Republic, which 

is registered by Global Ň Da land Development company 

(hereinafter òAUAó). He has attempted to absorb illegal profits. He 

knew that AUA obtained the ownership of land for the Tai-Wang 

Industrial Park without paying anything and therefore had no right 

to develop the land, and that AUA could not operate in Taiwan as 

it is a foreign company. However, in July 2013, he leveraged the 

conference room of the Overseas Chinese Satelite Company in 

Taipei to solicit business, and claimed to several people, including 

Wang Ň Long, Wu Ň Xhong, Wu Ň Xiong, Ching Ň Sheng and 

Wu Ň Ying, that their money would go into 100% investment of 

the PT AUA Development Company (hereinafter òpT. AUAó) for 

business related to land development. Xu also falsely claimed 

that the companyõs total capital was USD 44 million (an 

estimated 400,000 shares) and that he had all the shares. He 

would release ¼ of them for subscription at 110 USD per share. 

He also claimed that he had paid USD 44 million to PT Alam 
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Makmur Indah in India (hereinafter òPT. AMIó) in order to obtain a 

51% right to develop the land and the entire amount had been 

used to purchase the land for the upcoming 3 years of the 

development plan. Therefore, the investors would be able to 

benefit from a huge ROI.  He even forged information about land 

development by copying/pasting the news of government officials 

in Taiwan and Indonesia on the news and forged 3 HSBC 

transaction receipts (a total money transfer of 44,122,854) as 

well as a balance sheet as a powerpoint to con the investors. He 

profited USD 14,909,770 in total from the above investors for this 

project. 
 

 In April 2014, Wang Ň Long and others learned that Xu had not 

invested USD 44 million in PT. AMI and asked him for a refund. Xu 

pretended to terminate the contract with AUA after subscribing 

stocks and agreed to a full refund. However, he actually trans-

ferred the funds to Found Talent, Skyriver and other personal 

accounts overseas for other purchases. Meanwhile, Xu purchased 

USD 615,000 from Xiao  Ň Hua in Shang  Ň Company so that 

the total illegal profit was up to 15,614,770 USD (total NTD 

468,443,100). The entire case was transferred from the South 

field station and prosecuted by the Taiwan Kaohsiung District 

Prosecutors Office. 

 

(4) Fraud committed by Chief Physician of Taichiung Taichung 

Armed Forces General Hospital Wang Ň Ying and others 

 Wang Ň Ying was the former chief physician of orthopedics at 
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Taichung Armed Forces General Hospital (hereinafter ò803 

Hospitaló) Chang Ň Cheng was the person legally responsible 

for Wei Ň Medical Device Ltd (hereinafter Wei Ň company) 

and Yu Ň Ltd. Wei Ň Medical Device Ltd was the agent in 

central Taiwan for Taiwan Jie Ň Medical Device Ltd., selling 

artificial knees, hips and elbows produced by Jie Ň company in 

the US. And Mr. Zhan Ň Quan, WangŇ Feng and Luo Ň Hui 

were all sales people for the company.  
 

 Starting from Janurary 2012, Wang broke the rules of 803 

Hospital. He knew that if the National Health Agency did not 

approve of surgeries, the patients would have to provide approval 

and purchase them through the hospitals. He learned that each 

artificial knee from Jie Ň  company was sold for only NTD 

40,000 so he collaborated with others, including Zhang Ň Chen, 

Zhan Ň Quan, Wang Ň Feng and Luo Ň Hui to hide the fact 

that the hospital provides the option for patients to pay for their 

own materials and illegally profited from 434 patients. He even 

claimed to some patients that each artificial knee cost NTD 

60,000 and that they should be purchased from Wei Ň 

company. These patients trusted the doctorõs opinion and 

therefore purchased the artificial knee ranging from NTD 53,000 

to NTD 60,000 from Wei Ň  company. After Wang finished 

surgery, Luo Ň Hui used the invoice issued by Yu Ň company 

to collect payment from the patients or their families, or had them 

wire the payment to the company accont. Between Janurary 2012 
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and October 2015, they illegally gained about NTD 24,316,500 

from the patients. 
 

 In addition, Wang and others knew that the 434 patients actually 

paid for their own artificial knees, yet still profited illegally from 

the process to further their own interests. Prior to surgery, Wang 

would lie to the administration staff at the hospital that the 

patients used materials from the National Health Agency to 

mislead them into fabricating documents accordingly. On the day 

of surgery, Wei Ň  Companyõs Luo Ň  Hui would deliver 

materials to Huang Ň Rong at the hospitalõs Health Office who 

had no idea about the arrangement, while actually delivering the 

ones that the patients had actually paid for to the operation room 

for Wang to use, and settled the bill with Wei Ň Company on a 

monthly basis. After the patients were discharged, the hospital 

would then produce documents accordingly and apply for subsidy 

from the National Health Agency (Central office), thus each time 

there was an operation, the National Health Agency paid NTD 

5,4597 or NTD 5,1297. From Jaunaary 2012 to October 2015, 

Wang and others profited illegally from the National Health 

Agency (Central Office) for a total of NTD 23,335,398. Thie entire 

case was transferred by the Bureauõs Investigation Unit and 

prosecuted by the Taiwan Taichung District Prosecutors Office.  

 

(5) Zhan Ň Cheng was involved in phone fraud 

 Zhan Ň Cheng collaborated with Zhang Ň Jie, Hsu Ň Rong, Hong 

Ň Yang, Chen Ň Jie, Huang Ň Jia, Zhuang Ň Ming, Chen ŇYa, 
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Zhou Ň Hsien, Que Ň Yen, Chen Ň Rong, Liao Ň Kai, Guo Ň Jun, 

Wang Ň Jie, Lin Ň Wei, Tsai Ň Yi, Li Ň Bing, Zhou Ň Yu, Zhang 

Ň Ping, Huang Ň Lin, Zhang Ň Ming, Zhang Ň Yun, Lin Ň Xuan, 

Chen Ň Jia, Li Ň Feng, Lin Ň Nan, Wu Ň Lun, Li Ň Zhe, Lu Ň Rn, 

Su Ň Lan, Tsai Ň Lun, Lin Ň Yi and Li Ň Sheng to formulate a 

phone fraud group and made money illegally in Taiwan from 

people in Mainland China through the internet and phone. 
 

 During August 2015, the key person in the group Zhen Ň Cheng 

instructed Lu Ň Ren and Lin Ň Yi to rent a place in Yilan (No. 

268 and 270 San Jie Er Rd., Wujie County, and 59-1 Dahu Rd., 

Sanxin county) as the operational center of the group. Then he 

hired Lu Ň Ren to be responsible for cooking. Every morning, 

they used a computer to connect 7 telecom platforms on the 

internet to send out SMSs to unspecified people in Mainland 

China saying that they had uncollected delivery items from 

Shunfeong. When the victims called back to inquire about them, 

the system would directly transfer the call to a fake rep who 

asked to identify the IDs of the victims to collect their personal 

information, and then told them that they had uncollected 

passports. If the victims said they had never applied for a 

passport, they then told the victims that their IDs may have been 

stolen so they should report it to the police in China. Once they 

agreed to do so, they then connected them to another fake rep 

who pretended to be a police man and told the victims that their 

personal information had been leaked and used for bribery so 

they needed to go to their banks to verify their assets: this was in 
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order to obtain of all of their bank account information as well as 

their deposit amounts. Then the victims, who believed it to be 

true, would transfer all their money from their bank accounts via 

ATM to the appointed accounts. The group would then pick it up 

by collaborating with a group of motorbike riders and transfer the 

money back to Taiwan via unknown underground remittance 

channels. The entire case was transferred from the Bureauõs 

Central workstation and prosecuted by the Taiwan Yilan District 

Prosecutors Office.  

(2) Embezzlement  

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 40 cases of smuggling and securities, 

which was 28.57% less than the 56 cases in 2015. The number 

of suspects involved was 89, which was 35.04% less than that in 

2015 (137 people). The amount of illegal profit involved was NTD 

3,580,100,098, which was higher than that of last year by 

26.72%. In 2015, illegal acts totalled NTD 2,825,230,429 (See 

details in Table 2.03, 2.04, 2.7and 2.7). 

 

Case Type: 

(1) General embezzlement: 3 cases. 

(2) Civil servantsõ embezzlement: 6 cases. 

(3) Emptying of business assets: 11 cases. 

(4) General business embezzlement: 20 cases. 

(Details 2.03, 2.08 and Graph 2.08) 
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Table 2.08 Comparison of Statistics of Embezzlement Cases  and 
Types over the Past 2 Years 

           
Item 

 
 

                    
Year                                    

No. 
of 
Cas
es 

Percent
age 

Rate of 
Change 

No. 
of 
Susp
ects 

Percen
tage 

Rate of 
Change 

  
Underlyin
g Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Chang
e 

Type of Embezzlement 

Genera
l 

Embez
zlemen
t 

Embezzl
ement 
Involvin
g Public 
Interest 

Business 
Embezzle
ment by 
Emptying 
out Assets 

Embezz
lement 
by 

Employ
ees of 
Private 

2015  56   
100.00
%   

100.00
%   

137   
100.00
%   

100.00
%   

2,825,230 
100.00
%   

13   14   17   12   

2016  40   
71.43
%   

-28.57%   89   
64.96
%   

-35.04
%   

3,580,100 
26.72
% 

3   6   11   20   

 

 

Graph 2.07 Comparison of Embezzlement Cases and Suspects over 
the Past 2 Years  
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Graph 2.08 Comparison of Statistics of Embezzlement Cases over 
the Past 2 Years 

 

2. Major cases: 

(1) Li Ň Ling was involved in special breach of trust 

 Li Ň Ling was the business manager of Yin Ň Optical 

Incorporation, responsible for business development, due 

diligence of clients, handling of orders, delivery of goods, 

collecting payables and providing feedback of the market. In 

2006, Li collaborated with her team members Wu Ň Zhen, Chen 

Ň Hui, Guo Ň Xiu and Tsai Ň Ching to indemnify the profit of the 

company. They leveraged their roles to deliberately increase the 

unit price of imports and resold their goods with triangular trading 

to profit from the margin. The illegal acts totalled up to NTD 

157,47 6,240.  
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 Starting in March 2012, Li wanted to gain more illegal profit and 

to avoid the company from being investigated, so she used the 

name of the company of her spouse to place an order with Yin Ň 

Company, then told clients that both companies were related in 

order to lead the original clients of Yin Ň Company to place 

orders from the other company with a higher price, and then 

ordered from Yinõs suppliers with a much lower price. Then using 

this triangular trading, she changed the seller on the invoices 

from Yin Ň Company to Jie Ň Company, and changed the buyer 

from CB OPTICAL Co.LT or MARC LENS to TOPSA PRODUCTOS 

OPTICOS S.A. By doing so, Yin Ň Company exported and 

delivered to the actual buyers, including Medicine and Topsa or 

potential clients, while Jie Ň Company profited from the margin. 

As of September 2013, Li profited from a total of USD 4,675,000, 

incurring a loss at the Yi Ň Company for the same amount (about 

NTD 140,250,000). The entire case was transferred by the 

Kaohsiung City Investigation Unit and prosecuted by the Taiwan 

Kaohsiung District Prosecutors Office.  

 

(2) Private Ji Ň Middle and High School Chairman Sheng Tian 

Ň was involved in embezzlement 

 Sheng Tian Ň was the chairman of Private Ji Ň Middle and High 

School in New Taipei City. His brother Sheng Ping Ň, Xiong Ň 

Hua couple, Yang Ň Jian and Wang Ň Yi (also spouse) were 

directors on the board of the school. These 5 people ran the 

school on a daily basis and made financial decisions. They also 
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decided how to utilize assets. Mao Ň Ling was the spouse of 

Sheng Tian Ň. Yangõs son Yang Ň Ching also served as the 

secretary to the principle of the school. Li He Ň Xia and Guo Ň 

were the directors of general affairs, consecutively, responsible 

for managing the finances of the school and the collection of 

related coaching fees. Lin Ň Ting was the person legally 

responsible for Shang Ň Culinary Incorporated. 
 

 Starting in 1999, Sheng Tian Ň and Yang Ň Jian intended to 

embezzle money from the school, so they instructed Li He Ň Xia 

to deposit money collected from students for evening coaching 

fees (all), summer/winter break coaching fees and uniform costs 

(after the deducting necessary costs) into their personal account, 

then they distributed it to the members of other 2 families 

proportionally. Li did so, and deposited the money into 6 different 

accounts for custody. After the Sheng Tian brothers came back to 

Taiwan from the US for a Board of Directors meeting, they went to 

withdraw cash from the afore-mentioned accounts, and 

distributed the money 50:50 to the members of the two families. 

From 2006 to 2010, they embezzled up to NTD 219,283,601 (the 

Sheng Tian Family embezzled NTD 19,641,800 while the Yang 

family embezzled NTD 19,641,801). 
 

 During 2015, Sheng and Yang were afraid that they would be 

reported, so they instructed Li to deposit incorrectly accounted 

money into the schoolõs account. So Li deposited the money into 

the account at Shanghai Commercial Bankõs Sanming branch, 
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and created false invoices, such as textbook purchases, or 

construction for the school. In 2013, Sheng and Yang then asked 

the vendors they hired for construction to falsify invoices for the 

account book to make sense. This cash was all deposited into the 

accounts of the sons and daughters of Li and then Li distributed 

accordingly.  
 

 In August 2013, the school planned the building of a central 

kitchen and outsourced it to Shang Ň Culinary Incorporated. They 

both agreed that the company would obtain the right to run the 

cafeteria for 8 years, but the company had to absorb the cost of 

construction up to NTD 8,310,588 and then falsified invoices for 

the school to use for their own personal use. After the company 

received construction costs, Lin Ň Ting then sent it back to Li and 

had Li and Guo distribute it proportionally to the family members. 

From 2011 to 2014, they embezzled up to NTD 74,402,588 (Each 

family embezzled NTD 37,201,294). So from 2006 to 2015, 

these two families embezzled NTD 293686189. The entire case 

was transferred by the Jilong City Investigation station and 

prosecuted by the Taiwan New Taipei District Prosecutors Office. 

(3) Breach of Trust  

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 21 cases for breach of trust and 

securities which was 25% less than the 25 cases in 2015. The 

number of suspects involved was 77, which was 24.19% more 

than that of 2015 (62 people). The amount of illegal profit involved 
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was NTD 2,926,461,044, which was higher than that of last year 

by 90.03%. In 2015, illegal acts totaled NTD 1,540,018,677 (See 

details in Table 2.03, 2.04, 2.9 and Figure 2.9). 

Table 2.09 Comparison of Statistics of Breach of Trust Cases over 
the Past 2 Years 

           
Item 

 

                    
Year      

No. of 
Cases 

Percentage  
Rate of 
Change 

No. of 
Suspects 

Percentage   
Rate of 
Change 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Change 

2015  25 100.00% 100.00% 62 100.00% 100.00% 1,540,018 100.00% 

2016  21 84.00% -16.00% 77 124.19% 24.19% 2,926,461 90.03% 

 

 

Graph 2.09 Comparison of Usury Cases and Suspects over the Past 
2 Years  
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2. Major cases: 

 Jin Ň  Food Company former chairman Zhong Ň  Ren and 

others were involved in breach of trust 

 Zhong Ň Ren was the chairman of Jin Ň Food Incorporation. Chen 

Ň Cheng was the Executive Director of the company (and later 

became the GM). In 2011, Zhong knew that the company intended 

to sell 2 pieces of land ð One in Taoyuan (739 pings) and Zhongõs 

family land (371.48 ping), so he entrusted the executive director at 

that time, Chen, to negotiate with the buyer Zhao Ň Fa who was 

the chairman of Ji Ň Construction Company. He knew that he 

should seek the best deal for the seller and should not negotiate 

for a commission for his own profit, yet he intended to do so by 

negotiating a deal with the buyer. The deal was that Ji Ň Company 

would purchase the land at NTD 50,000 per ping and pay Zhong 

and Chen a kickback of NTD 50,000 (a total of NTD 55,224,000) 

and NTD 10,000 (totaling NTD 11,104,800 and a kickback of NTD 

15,066,264) respectively. Both parties signed the contract on 

October 12th 2011. Zhong profited by NTD 53,976,166 after 

deducting the kickback of 1,547,834 and therefore cost the 

company NTD 36,950,000, and 17,026,166 for the Zhong family. 

Chen Ň Cheng received a kickback of NTD 26,171,064, incurring 

a loss of 17416267 for Jin Ň Company, and 8754796 for the 

Zhong family. The others incurred losses of NTD 54,366,267 for 

Jin Ň Company, and NTD 25,780,962 for the Zhong family. The 

entire case was transferred by North Workstation and prosecuted 

by the Taiwan Taoyuan District Prosecutors Office.  
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(4) Usury  

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 5 cases of usury and securities, which was 

16.67% less than the 6 cases in 2015. The number of suspects 

involved was 9, which was 62.5% less than that of 2015 (24 people). 

The amount of illegal profit involved was NTD 70,830,000, which was 

higher than that of last year by 103.53%. In 2015, illegal acts totaled 

NTD 34,800,000 (See details in Table 2.03, 2.04, 2.10 and 2.10). 

2. Major cases: N/A 

Table 2.10 Comparison of Statistics of Usury Cases over the Past 2 
Years 

   Item 

                     
Year      

No. of 
Cases 

Percentage  
Rate of 
Change 

No. of 
Suspects 

Percentage   
Rate of 
Change 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Change 

2015  6     100.00% 100.00% 24     100.00% 100.00% 34,800 100.00% 

2016  5     83.33% -16.67% 9     37.50% -62.50% 70,830 103.53% 

 

Graph 2.10 Comparison of Usury Cases and Suspects over the Past 
2 Years  
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(5) Smuggling  

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 6 cases of smuggling and securities, 

which was 14.29% less than the 7 cases in 2015. The number of 

suspects involved was 11, which was 54.17% less than that of 

2015 (24 people). The amount of illegal profit involved was NTD 

44,954,648, which was higher than that of last year by 1.67%. In 

2015, illegal acts totaled NTD 44,215,902 (See details in Table 

2.03, 2.04, 2.11and 2.11). 

 

Case Type: 

(1) Container smuggling: 4 cases. 

(2) Fishing boat smuggling: 0 case. 

(3) Entrainment smuggling: 2 cases. 

(4) Air smuggling: 0 case. 

(Table 2.12 and Figure 2.12) 

2. Major cases: N/A 

Table 2.11 Comparison of Statistics of Smuggling Cases over the 
Past 2 Years 

    Item 

                     
 
Year                                    

No. of 
Cases 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change 

No. of 
Suspects 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Change 

2015  7    100.00%   100.00%   24    100.00%   100.00%   44,215  100.00%   

2016  6    85.71%   -14.29%   11    45.83%   -54.17%   44,954  1.67%   
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Table 2.12 Comparison of Statistics of Smuggling Cases over the 
Past 2 Years, by Type 

Item 
 
 

Year 

Total 
Smuggling By 
Container 

Smuggling By 
Fishing Boats 

Smuggling by 
carry-on 

Smuggling by 
air freight 

No. 
of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspects 

No. 
of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspects 

No. 
of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspects 

No. of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspects 

No. 
of 
Cases 

No. of 
Suspects 

2015  7    24    5    18    0    0    2    6    0    0 

2016  6    11    4    6    0    0    2    5    0    0 

 

Graph 2.11 Comparison of Smuggling Cases and Suspects over the 
Past 2 Years  
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Graph 2.12 Comparison of Statistics of of Smuggling Cases over the 
Past 2 Years, by Type 

 

(6) Violations against the Tax Collection Law   

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 15 cases of violations against the Tax 

Collection Law, which was 25% less than the 20 cases in 2015. 

The number of suspects involved was 34, which was 74.63% less 

than that of 2015 (134 people). The amount of illegal profit 

involved was NTD 2,818,611,837, which was higher than that of 

last year by 40.89%. In 2015, illegal acts totaled NTD 

2,000,540,392 (See details in Table 2.03, 2.04, 2.13 and 2.13). 
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Case Type: 

(1) Violations of the Tax Collection Law Article 41 (taxpayerõs fraud or 

other improper methods to evade taxes): 9 cases. 

(2) Violations of the Tax Collection Law Article 43 (abetting or helping 

to evade tax): 6 cases. 

(Table 2.14 and Figure 2.14) 

Table 2.13 Comparison of Statistics of Cases concerning Violation of 
Tax Collection Act over the Past 2 Years 

  Item 

                     
Year              

No. of 
Cases 

Percenta
ge  

Rate of 
Change   

No. of 
Suspects 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change 

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Change 

2015  20 100.00% 100.00% 134 100.00% 100.00% 2,000,540 100.00% 

2016  15 75.00% -25.00% 34 25.37% -74.63% 2,818,611 40.89% 

 

Graph 2.13 Comparison of Cases and Suspects concerning Violation 
of Tax Collection Act over the Past 2 Years 
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Table 2.14 Comparison of Statistics of Cases concerning Violation of 
Tax Collection Act over the Past 2 Years, by Type 

      
Item 

                   
Year              

No. of 
Cases                 
Total 

Percentage  
Rate of 
Change   

Article 41 of 
the Tax 
Collection 
Act 

Article 42 of 
the Tax 
Collection 
Act 

Article 43 of 
the Tax 
Collection 
Act 

Article 44 of 
the Tax 
Collection 
Act and 
others 

2015  20      100.00%     100.00%     16      0      3      1      

2016  15      75.00%     -25.00%     9      0      6      0      

 

Graph 2.14 Comparison of Statistics of of Cases concerning Violation 
of Tax Collection Act over the Past 2 Years, by Type  

 

2. Major cases: 

 Ju Ň Fa company was involved in illegal matters 

Chen Ň Kun has been serving as the chairman of Ju Ň Fa 
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Construction Incorporated since 1992 and the person legally 

responsible for the company. Chen Ň Juan was his spouse, and 

used to be the person registered as responsible for the company. 

Qi Ň Guo was the Managing Director, as well as GM of the 

company. Chen Ň Ling was the special assistant to the chairman 

and the accountant who was responsible for auditing, while Chen 

Ň Feng was the accountant who produced the accounts. 
 

 These 5 people knew that any profit from selling land and its 

transactions needed to be counted as current gain (loss), even 

though it did not have to be taxed as income tax, otherwise they 

needed to pay 10% business income tax. Plus, even though the 

individuals were not profitable businesses, in the case of profit, 

they still had to declare income tax for business income. They 

knew that they should be loyal to the company and serve their 

duty in managing the company with integrity, but they intended to 

profit illegally. They first used Chen Ň Kun, Chen Ň Juan and Qi 

Ň Guo to purchase 4 pieces of land and then used the 

companyõs name as a guarantor to apply for loans from banks in 

order to pay for the interest and capital to purchase the land. 
 

 Chen Ň Kun then instructed Chen Ň Feng to deposit the money 

from land purchases to appointed bank accounts, then he 

purchased the properties from the land owners. Soon afterwards, 

Chen pretended to be the land owner and signed a contract with 

Ju Ň Company to sell the land together, leveraging this contract 

to list the profit incorrectly as òCompany Aó when it should have 

been listed as òRevenueó (Gain from selling lands) on the balance 
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sheet, and the numbers distributed based on investment 

percentages. For the profit and undistributed portions among 

òInvestmentó of òCompany Aó, Chen Ň Kun and Qi Ň Guo took 

shares equally, making Chen Ň Kun, Chen Ň Juan and Qi Ň 

Guoõs have personal sales of their land so that they didnõt have to 

pay taxes even though the lands were bought and later developed 

by Ju Ň Fa Company. These 5 people embezzled a total of NTD 

11,445,373,548 from these 4 properties and evaded personal 

income tax of NTD 1,241,401,705. The entire case was 

transferred by Central Workstation and prosecuted by the Taiwan 

Taichung District Prosecutors Office. 

(7) Counterfeit currencies and securities notes 

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 5 cases of faking currencies and 

securities which was the same as 2015. The number of suspects 

involved was 29, which was 322.22% more than that of 2015 (9 

people). The amount of illegal profit involved was NTD 

29,156,377, which was higher than that of last year by 112.39%. 

In 2015, illegal acts totaled NTD 98,476,700 (See details in Table 

2.03, 2.04, 2.15 and 2.15). 

 

Case Type: 

(1) Fake currency: 0 case. 

(2) Fake securities: 5 cases. 

(Details 2.03, 2.16 and Figure 2.16) 
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Table 2.15 Comparison of Statistics of Counterfeit/Alteration of Nat-
ional Currency and Securities over the Past 2 Years 

  Item 
 

                    
Year 

No. of 
Cases 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change 

No. of 
Suspects 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change  

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Change  

2015  5    100.00%  100.00%  9   100.00%  100.00%  98,476 100.00%  

2016  5    100.00%  0.00%  29   322.22%  222.22%  209,156 112.39% 

 

 

Graph 2.15 Comparison of Counterfeit/Alteration of National Currency 
and Securities Cases and Suspects over the Past 2 Years  
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Table 2.16 Comparison of Statistics of Counterfeit/Alteration of 
National Currency and Securities over the Past 2 Years, 
by Tytpe 

Item 
 

 
 
 
Year 

Counterfeit/
Alteration of 
National 
Currency 

Counterfeit/Alteration of Valuable Securities 

Subto
tal 

Foreign 
Currency 
(Excluding 
Mainland 
China ) 

Check 
Promi
ssory 
note 

Share 
Stock 

Bond 

Counter
feit/Alte
red 
Credit 
Card 

Currency 
or 

Securities 
of 

Mainland 
China 

Others 

2015 1 4 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2016 0 5 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 

 

Graph 2.16 Comparison of Statistics of Counterfeit/Alteration of Nat-
ional Currency and Securities over the Past 2 Years,by 
Type  
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2. Major cases: 

 Zhang Ň Li was involved in faking securities notes 

 Wu Ň Shien was the person legally responsible for Lian Ň 

International Ltd. Zhang Ň Li was the partner in the company, 

as well as the accountant. Hsieh Ň Heng also assisted Wu and 

Zhang exchange currencies and contacted Hsu, and others, who 

served as middlemen. They took fake US dollars to Sinopac 

Bankõs Dunhua branch for exchange (they were buyers) 
 

 Zhang Ň Jing and Pan Ň Nan were the suppliers of the fake 

dollars noted in hundreds (seller). Hsu Ň Cheng, Hsu Ň Ren, 

Li Ň Heng, Chen Ň Cheng, Guo Ň Zheng, Zhang Ň Neng, 

Chien Ň Zong, Chen Ň Hong, Hong Ň Chang, Zhou Ň, Li Ň 

Liang, Lu Ň  Ming and Zhang Ň  Bing (not arrested) were 

middlemen in the process and wre responsible for connecting the 

clients and the suppliers together, as well as assisting transfers. 
 

 Between January and February of 2016, Wu, Zhang and Hsieh 

knew that the US dollars, dated 2003 and 2006, that Zhang Ň 

Jin and Pan Ň Nan had were illegal and that they could pass the 

old counterfeit money detectors (the so-called òNo.6 detectoró) 

but not the new ones (the so-called òNo. 8 detectoró). But they 

intended to buy NT dollars with lower-than-market price listings at 

banks with USD 1 equivalent to 20.2-22.4 or charge 21% 

commission to obtain USD 149,000 and USD 2.3 million from 

Zhang and Pan through 13 middlemen (totaling USD 2,249,000). 

Then Zhang Ň Li went to Sinopacõs Dunhua branch to exchange 



 PART TWO / PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW 

 74 

the money, starting from January 7th 2016. After the US dollars 

passed the old type money detectors, the money was deposited 

to Lian Ň Companyõs US dollar account. Wu and Zhang took 

their share of the profit, and then had Zhang deposit the NT 

dollars directly into the NT dollar accounts at the same bank. 

Meanwhile, in order to circumvent investigation, Zhang provided 

Hsu and other middlemen with large sums of cash that were 

agreed upon beforehand in NT dollars. Then these middlemen 

provided cash as well to Zhang and Pan at an agreed price. And 

the middlemen divided the rest. When the branch staff sent the 

counterfeit money back to headquarters on February 23rd 2016, 

they found out that the batch of US dollars had failed to pass the 

detector and therefore uncovered the illegal acts. The entire case 

was transferred by the Bureauõs Taoyuan Investigation Unit and 

prosecuted by the Taipei District Prosecutors Office in Taiwan. 

(8) Violations against Tobacco and Alcohol Management Law 

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 11 cases of violations against the 

Tobacco and Alcohol Management Law, which was the same as 

2015. The number of suspects involved was 14, which was 7.69% 

more than in 2015 (13 people). The amount of illegal profit 

involved was NTD 1,138 million, which was lower than that of last 

year by 58.09%. In 2015, illegal acts totaled NTD 27,153,000 

(See details in Table 2.03, 2.04, 2.17 and 2.17). 
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Table 2.17 Comparison of Statistics of Cases concerning Violation of 
Tobacco and Alcohol Administration Act over the Past 2 
Years 

Item 
 
 

                      
Year 

No. of Cases 
Rate of 
Change 

No. of 
Suspects 

Rate of 
Change  

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Change  

2015  11 100.00%     13 100.00%     27,153 100.00%     

2016  11 0.00%     14 7.69%     11,380 -58.09%     

 

 

Graph 2.17 Comparison of Statistics of Cases and Suspects con-
cerning Violation of Tobacco and Alcohol Administration 
Act  over the Past 2 Years  



 PART TWO / PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW 

 76 

2. Major cases: 

 Yi Ň Company He Ň Hong was involved in violating the Tobacco 

and Alcohol Management Law 
 

 He Ň Hong agreed to become the person legally responsible for 

the company but allowed others to use his name and potentially 

committed the crime of smuggling tobacco. On November 4th 

2013, he knew that the company had not obtained an importing 

license for tobacco based on the pursuant laws, yet imported 

tobacco for profit. On January 25th 2014, he used the name of 

the company KFICLOGISTICS(HK) LTDas a consignee and applied 

for a container, YM MOVEMENT, from Yangming Marine Transport 

Corporation, claiming that the shipper was KFICLOGISTICS (HK) 

LTD, Hong Kong., The employees produced a delivery notice for 

the goods in Jilong Harbor because they were not aware of this, 

and provided a receipt to Yi Ň Company. The container contained 

tobacco undeclared to customs. On January 30th 2014, the 

Treasury Department of the Treasury in Keelung inspected the 

container because they suspected there was something wrong 

with the items within it, and disclosed the whole thing on 

February 5th 2014 at Terminal No. 10, 16th Street, Keelung City. 

After opening the cabinet, they found 1,050 boxes of cigarettes, 

which was worth about $ 20 million, The entire case was 

transferred by the Transport Bureau of the Bureau and 

prosecuted by the Procuratorate of Jiling District Prosecutors 

Office in Taiwan. 
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(9) Violations against Banking Act 

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 67 cases of violations against the 

Business Secrets Law, which was 6.35% higher than the 63 

cases in 2015. The number of suspects involved was 372, which 

was 30.53% more than in 2015 (285 people). The amount of 

illegal profit involved was NTD 36,463,597,566, which was higher 

than last year by 145.32%. In 2015, illegal acts totaled NTD 

50,178,85 6,102 (See details in Table 2.03, 2.04, 2.18 and 2.18). 

 

Case Type: 

(1) llegal absorption of capital cases: 43 cases. 

(2) Transactions conducted for domestic and foreign exchange 

businesses without the approval of the government: 16 cases. 

(3) Breach of trust by employees at financial institutions: 5 cases. 

(4) Fraudulent Solicitation for money from financial institutions: 2 

cases. 

(5) Accepting improper interest as employees working in financial 

services: 0 cases. 

(6) Illegal lending by financial institutions: 0 cases. 

(7) Others: 0 cases. 

(Table 2.19 and Figure 2.19) 
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Table 2.18 Comparison of Statistics of Cases concerning Violation of 
Banking Act over the Past 2 Years 

Item 
 
 

                
Year 

No. of 
Cases 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change 

No. of 
Suspects 

Percenta
ge 

Rate of 
Change  

Underlying 
Amount             
( Dollars) 

Rate of 
Change  

2015  63   100.00%   100.00%   285   100.00%   100.00%   50,178,856 100.00%   

2016  67   106.35%   6.35%   372   130.53%   30.53%   36,463,597 -27.33% 

 

Graph 2.18 Comparison Statistics of of Cases and Suspects con-
cerning Violation of Banking Act over the Past 2 Years  
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Table 2.19 Comparison of Statistics of Cases concerning Violation of 
Banking Act over the Past 2 Years, by Type 

Item 
 
 
 
 
 

                     
Year 

No. of 
Cases 

Percentage 
Rate of 
Change 

Raisin
g 

Illegal 
Capita
l 

Funds 

Unauthori
zed 

Operation 
of 

Remittanc
e and 

Acceptanc
e 

Breach 
of trust 
by 

financial 
personne
l 

Fraud 
against 
financial 
institutio
ns 

Illegal 
proceeds 
received 
by 

financial 
personne
l 

Illegal 
loan 
released 
by 

personnel 
of 

financial 
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2015  63   100.00%     100.00%     29    31    0    2    0    0    1    

2016  67   106.35%     6.35%   43    16    5    2    0    1    0    

 

 

Graph 2.19 Comparison of Statistics of Cases concerning Violation of 
Banking Actover the Past 2 Years, by Type 
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2. Major cases: 

(1) Amazing Ň Conductive Material Company Ň Ser Leong was 

involved in violations against the Banking Act 

 Chia Ser Leong and Seah Kah Yap were the chairman and GM of 

Tien Ň Group (headquartered in Singapore). Chiang Tsen Boon 

and Ang Boon Siah were VPs of the company managing all 

administrative affairs and decision making in Taiwan. Lee Peck 

Ngoh was the finance manager responsible for managing the 

assets of the company. Lee Pin Pin was responsible for taking 

care of clientsõ orders and assisting Lee to take care of 

accounting. All the above 7 people are Singaporeans.  
 

 In 2012, sales directors of APB, including Chieh, engaged in gold 

sales to ensure payments of interest and gold purchases. They 

knew that it was extremely profitable to buy back gold in Taiwan, , 

so he formulated  companies with Song, Wu and Liao etc. (Tien 

Ň Group formulated Guo  Ň Company, Qi  Ň Company, Heng  

Ň Company and Zhong  Ň Company in Taiwan and the actual 

person responsible for all these companies was Chieh).  The 

sales model was that Singapore International Bullion Mint Pte Ltd, 

which was controlled by Chieh, purchased gold from Singapore 

MKS Company. After the declaration of imports, Chieh and Lee 

carried them in on their own from Singapore and deposited them 

at the company on Zhongxiao East Road ,Taipei City. Then they 

sold the products in the name of the òGold Investmentó project to 

solicit clients and claimed that they were guaranteed to buy back 

the contract after 2 years of commitment with Singaporeõs MEPM 
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Company after they became dealers. During the lock-down period, 

they were entitled to receive 1% interest every month and 

therefore attracted a lot of investors to join forces with them.  
 

 Starting in June 2013, Chia Ser Leon, Seah Kah Yap, Chiang Tse 

Boon, Ang Boon Siah, Lee Peck Ngoh, Teo Poh Leng and Lee Pin 

Pin worked with Qi Lee Pin Pin Companyõs Song Ň Hua, Wu Ň 

Mo, Liao Ň Yi and Huang Ň Lun to solicit funds from clients even 

though they knew that non-banks were not allowed to loan, 

accept investments, join funds as shareholders or as other titles, 

from the public or non-specific people, thus actually violating the 

provisions of the "gold investment" project to customers by 

absorbing funds. For example, 1 kg of gold is worth NTD 2.6 

million. That means that during the 2 years of the lock-up period, 

the customers could receive 1%, or NTD 26,000 as interest on a 

monthly basis, totaling NTD 624,000 a year in interest. The 

referred dealer received 0.5%, which was NTD 13,000 as interest, 

so they received a total of NTD 310,000, accounting for 36% of 

the contract amount (hereinafter referred to as the deposit). If the 

sales amount reached NTD 80,000. NTD 4.8 million, NTD 20 

million, NTD 60 million, NTD 120 million and so on, they could 

serve as director, deputy manager, manager, associate, president 

and other positions respectively and receive 5% to 10% of the 

direct sales bonuses, plus consultation bonuses and dividends. 

The president could receive the largest sales bonus at 16% 

(hereinafter referred to as sales bonus).  
 

 Starting in August 2014, Song Ň Hua and others hoped to increase 



 PART TWO / PERFORMANCE OVERVIEW 

 82 

sales of gold, so they introduced multi-level MLMs, i.e. customers 

had to pay NTD 70,000 to buy their gold skin care products 

(increased to NTD 80,000 in March 2015), and if they purchased 

more than 1 ounce at more than NTD 80,000, they obtained 

qualifications to become a dealer. After becoming a dealer, if they 

successfully referred a person to buy the rights to operate (ball), 

they could receive a bonus of NTD 15,000, and if they referred 2 

people to buy the right to operate (ball), they could receive a NTD 

15,000 bonus and another NTD 15,000 for a collision bonus. Since 

September 17th 2015, the Group of 33 people has solicited about 

4,800 people through the organization, profiting from a total of NTD 

2,061,509,300. The entire case was transferred by workstations in 

the northern part of the Council and was prosecuted by the Taoyuan 

District Prosecutors Office in Taiwan. 
 

(2) Tai Ň International Company Zhang Ň Hao was involved in 

violations against the Banking Act 

 Zhang Ň Hao was the chairman of Taiwanõs ̓ Ming Group, as 

well as Tai ̓  International Marketing company. Lin ̓  Jun was 

the CFO. Zhang ̓  Lin was the GM. Chiu ̓  Lin was the VP. Yan ̓  

Yeh was the Executive VP. In May 2012, Zhang and 3 other people 

established the Taiwan ̓  Huo Business, and they thought to 

attract clients to invest even though they knew that they were not 

legally allowed to raise funds or collect funds without the 

permission of the authorities concerned in the name of loans, 

investment receipts or shareholdings. They also knew that since 

the marketing model had multiple layers, if the participants 
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received commissions, bonuses or other income by referring 

others instead of selling products and services, they should not 

distribute this money. But they collaborated together to illegally 

raise funds in the name of Taiwan ̓  Huo company, marketing 

investment products for 1 year, 3 years and 6 years and 

guaranteeing interest rates at 6-8% (for 1-year and 3-year 

products) aside from principle upon expiration. For the 6-year 

product, the clients were required to pay NTD 20,000 every year, 

and in exchange they could be refunded NTD 120,000 upon 

expiration and an additional NTD 23,100. In 2014, they changed 

the name of the product but continued to market to clients, and 

the product was for only 1 year or 3 years of tenure with NTD 

50,000 per unit at 6-8% interest per annum.  
 

 Since February 1st 2016, Zhang Yinghao, who launched the 

"Overflow service project" , used Taiwan Ň Mission Museum, 

located in the Guiyi section, Pingtung City, Pingtung County, as the 

base, entrusting his own company to sell the land. The contract 

was divided into 1 year and 3 years, each unit costing NTD 

50,000. Upon expiration, the investors could buy back the land 

and take back the principal, along with annual interest rates of 

5% or 6%. Taiwan Ň Huo company also used multiple layers of 

marketing strategies. In addition to the "management bonus", 

investors who attracted off-line investment contracts could get 

performance bonuses, with 1% allowance of the sales as a 

reward. They also had consultation allowances and travel 

activities, such as a "Recommended Bonus", an "Organizational 
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Bonus", an "Excess Bonus", a "Year-end bonus" and an "Elite trip" 

and "Premium luxury travel" as incentive measures. The entire 

case was transferred by the Bureau of Kaohsiung City 

Investigation Office and was prosecuted by the Taiwan Kaohsiung 

District Court Prosecutors Office.  
 

(3) Zhang Ň Tang was involved in violations against the Banking 

Act 

 Zhang Ň Tang (originally an Indonesian citizen who acquired 

Taiwanese citizenship in 2013) was the actual person responsible 

for three companies, including Bao Ň Cheng Ltd., Zheng Ň Ltd. 

and Ke Ň Business Company, selling products from Indonesia. 

Zhou Ň Jie, Tan Ň Jun and Zhong Ň Quan were all his 

employees. Wang Ň Zhong was the actual person responsible for 

Jia Ň Tang International Ltd., and Wang Ň Chang Xi and Wang Ň 

Zu Xi were the brother and son of Wang Ň Zhong respectively. 

Chen Ň Wei was a relative of Zhang Ň Tang.  
 

 During 2012, Zhang leveraged the name of the Zhong Ň 

International Development Co., Ltd. (hereinafter referred to as 

Zhong Ň company) to legally acquire the business of remittances 

for foreign workers' salaries, soliciting business from Zhuo Ň Yi 

and other downstream Indonesian store operators to process 

remittances of their Indonesian laborersõ wages. Zhang knew that 

he was not allowed to conduct remittance unless he had a 

banking license, but he sought to break the law and profit illegally. 

He made a profit by conducting remittances in foreign exchange 

businesses at home and abroad in the name of the company via 
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the banking law. Most new Taiwan cash notes were brought 

overseas by Zhou Ň Jie, Tan Ň Chun, leaves Ň Di, Zhong Ň right, 

Wang Ň Zhong, Wang Ň Chang, Wang Ň Zu, Chen Ň Wei, 

Zhang O Fu and Chen Ň Tao by putting them into their luggage 

and then exchanging them to Indonesian rupiah in Hong Kong or 

other countriesõ underground exchange markets. They used the 

communication software LINE to conduct conversations by setting 

up a group nicknamed òPo Ifó to contact their Indonesian 

counterparts Chen Nmei "NARMI" (Indonesian) and so on, and 

they agreed to use the same day exchange rate of the NTD 

against the Indonesian rupiah. Then they used NTD 1 to exchange 

2.5 to 4 yuan for the Indonesian rupiah, collecting the price gap 

as a margin of profits. Then they collected the NT dollars and 

remittance information from the Indonesian workers who needed 

this service and charged NTD 150-250 as a service fee. Zhang Ň 

Tang or Zhuo would collect the money and information before 

depositing it to Zhang Tangõs designated post office account. 

Zhang then converted it to the Indonesian rupiah at the agreed 

exchange rate, notifying the "NARMI" Transfer from the 

Indonesian bank to the Indonesian Laborerõs designated account. 
 

 In addition, Zhang Ň Tang also deposited only part of the workersõ 

wages to the companyõs account in Taiwan Bankõs Songshan 

branch before transferring it to the companyõs overseas account 

for remittances. He used the rest to multiply it by 0.2 and divided 

the exchange rate with the Rupiah as compensation (Nermimi 

paid for the round-trip ticket, check-in luggage, accommodation 

and commission). He instructed Zhou and 9 other people to carry 
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an average of NTD 6-10 million without declaring it to the 

airportõs customs at least 4-5 times a month with 1-5 people 

each time. This money was hidden in suitcases and was met by 

the person appointed by Marimi in Hong Kong, so that the money 

could be delivered to Narmi in Indonesia; or he would have Zhou 

and others to find exchange places in Hong Kong to wire the 

remitted amount to the appointed bank account by Narmi before 

transferring the profit to Zhongõs own account. As of August 3rd 

2015, they had illegally handled up to NTD 625,701,000. The 

entire case has been transferred by the Investigation Unit of the 

Bureauõs Air Business and is being prosecuted by the Taiwan 

Taichung District Prosecutorsõ Office.  

(10) Infringement of Intellectual Properties   

1. Comparison: 

 This year, we prosecuted 60 cases of violations against the 

Business Secrets Law, which was 30.43% higher than the 46 

cases in 2015. The number of suspects involved was 126, which 

was 72.60% more than in 2015 (73 people). The amount of 

illegal profit involved was NTD 918,024,311, which was higher 

than last year by 145.32%. In 2015, illegal acts totaled NTD 

1,841,052,787 (See details in Table 2.03, 2.04, 2.20 and 2.20). 
 

Case Type: 

(1) Violations of Trademark Law: 40 cases. 

(2) Violations of the Copyright Act: 20 cases. 
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(Table 2.01, 2.20 Figure 2.21) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
























































































































































