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Q: Some have described what has emerged as shocking. From KPMG’s perspective, is this 

among the most serious cases you have seen? 

A: We have not made that type of assessment. Our mandate was to describe the activities that 

took place. Assessing severity is not part of our assignment. 

Q: Turning to the board: how is it possible that this could continue for such a long time 

without you noticing anything, especially given that media outlets such as Dagens Industri 

had been scrutinising the company for a long time? 

A: Klaus Lindahl has proven to be an expert fraudster. No one had any idea that this was 

going on. When the economic crime authorities became involved, the fraud was stopped, and 

only then did we fully understand what had happened. 

Q: But how could he be such an expert in fraud when there were warning signs in the media 

long before you intervened? How could you not suspect anything when red flags were raised 

in several media outlets? 

A: It was not easy. We had access to information from audits and due diligence performed by 

other parties, including banks and investors. None of this indicated that a large-scale fraud 

was underway. 

Q: There were reports referring to banks, international structures, and distributors abroad. Did 

none of this raise concerns at the time? 

A: We reviewed the information available to us and asked questions, just as the media did. 

We received many confirmations over time, through audits and external due diligence, that 

supported the picture we had. 

Q: After you conducted your investigation, how difficult was it to uncover what was actually 

going on? 

A: As mentioned, it was a comprehensive investigation. It was not limited to accounting 

records; it involved analysing an extremely large amount of data to piece everything together. 

Q: Have the board members read what has been written in the media during the period this 

was ongoing? 

A: Yes, of course. Our business is not run based on articles we read, but the media coverage 

informed our discussions. We discussed issues raised, such as business terms, customer 

structures, and the nature of the industry. 

Q: So you do not believe that any warning bells were ringing, either in Sweden or elsewhere? 

A: No. What we observed were concerns that are normal for a growing technology company. 

In our experience, these did not constitute warnings of a massive fraud. 

Q: When you read those articles, did you raise these questions directly with Klaus? 

A: Yes, questions were raised. Based on the information we received at the time, there was 

nothing that indicated criminal behaviour beyond what has now been uncovered. 

Q: If we understand you correctly, are there no other people involved? 

A: That is what the report indicates so far. However, the investigation is ongoing, and the 

criminal investigation continues separately. 



Q: You have said that you read the media reports and questioned Klaus, but did you 

yourselves examine customers with little or no revenue who placed orders worth hundreds of 

millions of kronor? For example, customers in China? 

A: Yes. I personally travelled to China to visit our major customer there. I have visited them 

four times and seen their preparations, market research, customer interviews, and clinical 

trials. 

Q: Did you travel together with Klaus and attend customer meetings jointly? 

A: Yes, I did. The discussions were about preparing the market, regulatory processes, and 

future demand. There was strong interest in our products. 

Q: From those meetings, did it not feel as though large orders were imminent? 

A: The dialogue was about preparation and potential. The launch depended heavily on 

regulatory approvals, particularly in China. 

Q: When you were in China last autumn, did the discussions include the claim that orders 

totalling SEK 100 million had already been placed earlier in the year? 

A: No. Those figures were not discussed in that way. The launch in China depends on 

regulatory factors that had not yet been finalised. 

Q: Turning to KPMG again: you concluded that nearly all reported revenues were fake. Have 

you also reviewed investments? 

A: From autumn 2024, together with Deloitte, we introduced additional control routines. 

These included counterparty controls with end customers. 

Q: Intellego has reported large investments in technology and fixed assets over several years. 

Were those included in this investigation? 

A: These investments were not fully included in this investigation. However, additional 

controls were implemented to verify reported figures. 

Q: Regarding the largest fake order, an order of EUR 22 million, how did you reason when 

such a small distributor placed such a large order? 

A: It was a large order in absolute terms, but not in relation to the size of the German market. 

We received misleading and false information regarding delivery and payment terms. 

Q: That would make it the largest UV disinfection equipment order ever in Europe. Did that 

not raise concerns? 

A: The order was assessed in the context of the German market’s size and potential. The 

documentation and delivery confirmations were later found to be falsified. 

Q: Is it reasonable for the board to remain after such a failure? 

A: There will be an extraordinary general meeting in three weeks to elect a new board. Our 

expectation is that none of the current board members will remain. 

 


