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Calculating Damages for Dependants in 
Personal Injury Cases 
 
Introduction 
 
The case of Zhu Xiu Chun (alias Myint Myint Kyi) v Rockwills Trustee Ltd (administrators of the estate 
of and on behalf of the dependants of Heng Ang Tee Franklin, deceased) [2016] SGCA 52 is a landmark 
decision on the quantum of damages in personal injury cases. In particular, it provides a guide on 
calculating damages for dependants of the injured or deceased.  
 
The case involved a businessman who had passed away due to a negligently conducted surgery. The 
doctors and the clinic responsible for his death were held liable, and damages were awarded to the 
Deceased’s estate and dependants. However, the parties appealed against the quantum of damages, 
including the sums awarded for the dependency claims of the Deceased’s former wife and children, as 
well as the loss of inheritance claim of the children.  
 
Notably, this is the first time the court has faced a loss of inheritance claim under s22(1A) of the Civil Law 
Act. The Court of Appeal thus had to determine how such dependency claims are to be assessed.  
 

Background 
 
The Deceased had met his demise due to a negligently conducted liposuction surgery. He was 44 years old 
at the time of death, and had been a successful businessman.  
 
The Deceased was survived by his former wife (“Ms Quek”) and two children (“Jo-Ann” and “Ryan”) 
who were 13 and 10 years old respectively at the time of the death of the Deceased. He had been paying 
them a sum of $9,000 in maintenance each month, of which around $2,000 was set aside for Ms Quek, 
with $3,500 going towards each child. 
 
The Administrator of the Deceased’s estate commenced a claim in negligence against the doctors and the 
clinic responsible for the surgery. The defendants admitted liability, and the court was left to determine 
the quantum of damages to be awarded. 
 

Calculation of Damages 
 
For the calculation of damages in personal injury cases, the courts have traditionally adopted the 
conventional approach of multiplier-multiplicand. The Court took the position that in determining the 
quantum, one needs to bear in mind “reasonable expectation of pecuniary benefit.  
 

(i) In general, the court will determine a multiplicand, which is an estimate of the sum that the 
dependant would have expected to regularly receive from the deceased.  

(ii) This will then be multiplied by a multiplier, which is how long the dependant would expect 
to receive such a sum.  

(iii) A discount will then be applied to the figure to account for uncertainties and vicissitudes of 
life, as well as the utility in receiving an accelerated lump sum payment. 

 

Holding of the High Court 
 
The High Court Judge awarded a total sum of $5,260,653.58 in favour of the Deceased’s estate and 
dependants.  
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Dependency of former wife – Of the total sum, $302,400 was awarded to Ms Quek. This was 
calculated using a multiplicand of $2,000 to reflect her maintenance, and a multiplier of 21 years to 
reflect the number of years the Deceased would have worked until retirement. A 40% discount was then 
applied. 
 
Dependency of children – The Judge awarded $328,500 and $486,000 for Jo-Ann’s and Ryan’s 
dependency claims respectively. This was calculated using a multiplicand of $3,500 to reflect the 
Deceased’s maintenance of his children during his lifetime, and a multiplier of 10 years and 15 years for 
Jo-Ann and Ryan respectively to reflect the time taken for them to complete their tertiary education. A 
25% discount was then applied to the multiplier. 
 
Loss of inheritance – For the loss of inheritance claim, the Judge took the view that a balanced 
approach would be to calculate the amount of wealth the Deceased would have accumulated. The Judge 
calculated this using a multiplicand of $587,000 to reflect savings per annum, and a multiplier of 21 years 
to reflect the remaining working life of the Deceased. The Judge then applied a 40% discount, as he did 
with Ms Quek’s dependency claim. With this estimate of accumulated wealth, the Judge apportioned 
52.5% (as the Deceased had intended) to reach a final figure of $3,883,005 for the children’s loss of 
inheritance.  
 

Holding of the Court of Appeal 
 
Before the Court of Appeal, the doctors sought a reduction in the awards for the dependency claims as 
well as the loss of inheritance. Conversely, the Administrator sought an increase in the children’s 
dependency claims and their loss of inheritance claim. 
 
Dependency of former wife – The Court of Appeal declined to change the Judge’s award of $302,400 
for Ms Quek’s dependency claim. 
 
The Court rejected the submission that a greater discount should have been applied due to length of the 
dependency period (which was 21 years in this case). While the Court agreed that a higher discount would 
usually apply to a longer dependency period due to greater uncertainties arising from the vicissitudes of 
life, it highlighted that each case rested on its own facts. Here, the 40% discount applied by the Judge was 
in line with the general trend in preceding cases. 
 
The Court also rejected the submission that a smaller lump sum would suffice due to Ms Quek’s status as 
a high-earning individual, and that legislature did not intend for a surviving ex-wife to be maintained 
until the end of the ex-husband’s working life. The Court reminded that the test is “reasonable 
expectation of pecuniary benefit” and that Ms Quek had a reasonable expectation to receive the same 
maintenance until the end of the Deceased’s working life despite her own earning capacity.  
 
Dependency of children – The Court of Appeal increased the sums awarded to Jo-Ann and Ryan for 
their dependency claims to $406,000 and $589,750 respectively. 
 
The Court rejected the submission that a further discount should have been applied to account for Ms 
Quek’s share in contributing to the children’s expenses. The Deceased had already been providing $3,500 
per child prior to his demise, notwithstanding Ms Quek’s earning capacity. The children thus had a 
reasonable expectation of receiving $3,500 until the end of their tertiary education. 
 
The Court instead increased the awards to account for the children’s costs of vacation, driving lessons, 
university tuition fees, and accommodation during university. While the Judge had found that there was 
no evidence that the Deceased intended to pay for these expenses, the Court of Appeal held that it would 
suffice that there was some basis of fact from which the inference could be drawn. Here, the Deceased had 
always been generous towards his children, and there was no reason why he would not have paid for the 
expenses claimed. 
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Loss of inheritance – The Court of Appeal reduced the award for loss of inheritance to $1,941,502.50. 
 
As it was the first time the Court had faced such a claim, it laid out an instructive guide on how to 
approach such claims. First, an appropriate multiplicand should be derived to reflect the savings of the 
deceased per annum. Second, the multiplicand should be multiplied by an appropriate multiplier which 
would be discounted for accelerated receipt and vicissitudes of life, along with an adjustment to reflect the 
post-retirement expenses of the deceased. Third, an appropriate percentage of this inheritance should be 
attributed to the dependent. 
 
Here, the Court of Appeal applied a discount of 70% instead of 40%. This was to account for the 
additional uncertainty of much the Deceased would have saved, the accelerated receipt and post-
retirement expenses of the Deceased.  
 

Concluding Words 
 
In reaching its decision on the quantum of damages to be awarded to the dependants of the Deceased, the 
Court of Appeal adopted an approach which focused on the reasonable expectation of the dependant. The 
Court highlighted that the key consideration is not the need of the dependant but the financial support 
and benefit which the dependant may expect to receive. 
 
This decision provides an insightful guide as to how the court will approach claims by dependants, and 
the mathematical approach taken to calculate the expected damages. Parties in such claims may thus 
direct their fact-finding efforts and expert evidence towards proving the relevant multiplicands and 
multipliers.  
 
Parties with any further queries may contact our team below.  
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Rebecca Chew 
Deputy Managing Partner 
 
D (65) 6232 0416 
F (65) 6428 2002 
 
rebecca.chew@rajahtann.com 

 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Please feel free to also contact Knowledge and Risk Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com 
 
 
 
 
ASEAN Economic Community Portal 
 
With the launch of the ASEAN Economic Community (“AEC”) in December 2015, businesses looking to tap the 
opportunities presented by the integrated markets of the AEC can now get help a click away. Rajah & Tann Asia, 
United Overseas Bank and RSM Chio Lim Stone Forest, have teamed up to launch “Business in ASEAN”, a portal that 
provides companies with a single platform that helps businesses navigate the complexities of setting up operations in 
ASEAN. 
 
By tapping into the professional knowledge and resources of the three organisations through this portal, small- and 
medium-sized enterprises across the 10-member economic grouping can equip themselves with the tools and know-
how to navigate ASEAN’s business landscape. Of particular interest to businesses is the "Ask a Question" feature of 
the portal which enables companies to pose questions to the three organisations which have an extensive network in 
the region. The portal can be accessed at http://www.businessinasean.com/. 
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T  +86 21 6120 8818   F  +86 21 6120 8820 
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T  +66 2 656 1991   F  +66 2 656 0833 
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* Assegaf Hamzah & Partners is an independent law firm in 
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Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is one of the largest full service law firms in Singapore, providing high quality advice to an impressive list of 
clients.  We place strong emphasis on promptness, accessibility and reliability in dealing with clients. At the same time, the firm strives 
towards a practical yet creative approach in dealing with business and commercial problems. As the Singapore member firm of the Lex 
Mundi Network, we are able to offer access to excellent legal expertise in more than 100 countries.  
 
Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is part of Rajah & Tann Asia, a network of local law firms in Singapore, Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Lao 
PDR, Malaysia, Myanmar, Thailand and Vietnam. Our Asian network also includes Singapore-based regional desks focused on Japan and 
South Asia.    
 
The contents of this Update are owned by Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP and subject to copyright protection under the laws of Singapore 
and, through international treaties, other countries. No part of this Update may be reproduced, licensed, sold, published, transmitted, 
modified, adapted, publicly displayed, broadcast (including storage in any medium by electronic means whether or not transiently for any 
purpose save as permitted herein) without the prior written permission of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 
 
Please note also that whilst the information in this Update is correct to the best of our knowledge and belief at the time of writing, it is 
only intended to provide a general guide to the subject matter and should not be treated as a substitute for specific professional advice for 
any particular course of action as such information may not suit your specific business and operational requirements. It is to your 
advantage to seek legal advice for your specific situation. In this regard, you may call the lawyer you normally deal with in Rajah & Tann 
Singapore LLP or e-mail Knowledge & Risk Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com. 
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