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Developments in Commercial Litigation in 
2016  
 

Introduction 
 

2016 saw a significant number of important decisions made by the Singapore courts in the field of commercial 

litigation. Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP has itself been involved in representing parties in many of these cases. 

This Client Update summarises some of the notable decisions issued over the course of the past year. 

 

Singapore International Commercial Court 
 

The Singapore International Commercial Court (“SICC”) was launched in 2015 to take on cross-boundary 

commcercial disputes within the context of litigation before the Singapore court system. Since then, the legal 

industry had been eagerly awaiting the demonstration of the SICC’s operation and decision-making. In 2016, the 

SICC issued its first decisions, with Rajah & Tann representing parties in three separate cases. 

 

Contractual Duties in Joint Venture 
 

BCBC Singapore Pte Ltd and another v PT Bayan Resources TBK and another [2016] 4 SLR 1 marked the first 

issued decision of the SICC. The case involved a joint venture between parties in Australia, Indonesia and 

Singapore. After the escalation of costs and the release of Indonesian legislation which affected the JV’s licenses 

and pricing model, disputes began to arise. In this first tranche of proceedings, the SICC considered issues of 

contractual obligations between the JV parties without going into whether these obligations had been breached. 

 

One of the issues was whether the Plaintiff was under an implied contractual duty to use the reasonable skill and 

care expected of a competent designer, builder, and operator of a coal processing plant, and the SICC found that 

the Plaintiff was under no such obligation.  

 

The SICC also found in the Plaintiff’s favour regarding the Defendant’s duty to supply or procure coal under the 

JV agreements. Taking into account the parties’ direct submissions on Indonesian law, the SICC rejected the 

Defendant’s contentions that the JV agreements were illegal or void for uncertainty.  

 

Finally, regarding funding, the SICC found that the Defendant was not obliged to provide 49% of funding including 

additional costs, and that the Plaintiff had not agreed to fund the plant until it achieved commercial production. 

 

The Plaintiff was successfully represented by Francis Xavier S.C., Jeremy Gan, Alina Chia, Tng Sheng Rong, 

Ang Tze Phern, Tee Su Mien, Tan Hai Song, and Joseph Lau from Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 

 

 

 

https://www.linkedin.com/company/rajah-&-tann
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Non-Recourse Loan Agreements and Fiduciary Obligations 
 

The second issued decision of the SICC was Telemedia Pacific Group Ltd and another v Yuanta Asset 

Management International Ltd and another [2016] 5 SLR 1, which saw the SICC’s first full judgment on liability. 

The case again concerned a failed joint venture between the Plaintiffs and the Defendants. 

 

Here, the Plaintiffs succeeded in their claims for breach of contract, breach of fiduciary duties and conversion. 

The Plaintiffs had pledged approximately $50m worth of shares to the Defendants as collateral for loans. 

However, the Defendants either sold the shares, or pledged them further to an American financing house. 

Furthermore, the Plaintiffs’ other shares in the company had devalued by over 80%. 

 

The judgment is significant as it provides a rare pronouncement on the nature of non-recourse loan agreements. 

The SICC found that any discretion to deal with the shares could only be exercised in the context of a 

collateralised loan where the lender was itself exposed for the value of the shares, and not for its own sake. 

Second, the judgment held that fiduciary obligations could be imposed in this case notwithstanding the 

contractual arrangement, in view of the partnership or co-venture between the parties. In so holding, the SICC 

found that the Defendants had breached those duties by secretly selling the shares. 

 

In Telemedia Pacific Group Ltd and another v Yuanta Asset Management International Ltd and another [2016] 

SGHC(I) 6, the SICC went on to determine the quantum of damages and costs to be awarded to the Plaintiffs. 

The decision dealt with issues of punitive damages, compound and simple interest, as well as costs on an 

indemnity basis. The SICC thus provided a demonstration of how it may go about determining issues of damage 

assessment and determination of interest, as well as the allocation of costs. 

 

The Plaintiffs were successfully represented in both matters by Paul Tan and Yam Wern-Jhien of Rajah & Tann 

Singapore LLP. 

 

Choice of Forum 

 

Since the SICC deals specifically with cross-boundary disputes, issues of choice of forum are vital in determining 

whether such cases will be heard before the SICC in the first place. In BNP Paribas Wealth Management v Jacob 

Agam and another [2016] SGHC(I) 5, the SICC was faced with questions concerning choice of forum in an 

application for a stay of proceedings. 

 

The Defendant in this application had applied for a limited stay of Singapore proceedings until the resolution of 

related proceedings in France, on the grounds of multiplicity of proceedings with a risk of conflicting judgment. 

The SICC thus had to consider its discretion to grant a limited stay under its inherent case management powers. 

 

Here, the SICC dismissed the Defendant’s application. The SICC found that the multiplicity of proceedings was a 

result of the Defendants’ own attempt to deliberately stifle the expeditious resolution of the Singapore action.  

 

The Plaintiff was successfully represented by K Muralidharan Pillai, Luo Qinghui and Andrea Tan of Rajah & Tann 

Singapore LLP. 
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Shipping & International Trade  
 

Letters of Credit and the UCP 600 
 

Letters of credit have become vital financial instruments in commercial transactions, providing security for 

payment against delivery, particularly in the shipping industry. The Uniform Customs and Practice for 

Documentary Credits 600 (“UCP 600”) serves as a standardised set of rules on the issuance and use of letters of 

credit, and is adopted for use by most banks worldwide. In Grains and Industrial Products Trading Pte Ltd v Bank 

of India and another [2016] 3 SLR 1308, the Court of Appeal examined the relationship and obligations between 

beneficiary, issuing bank and nominated bank under the UCP 600.  

 

Under a letter of credit, the issuing bank makes payment upon receipt of certain stipulated documents from the 

beneficiary. If the issuing bank and the beneficiary are located in different countries, it is common for the issuing 

bank to nominate another bank in the country of the beneficiary to accept presentation of the documents and 

effect payment on its behalf.  

 

With regard to the issuing bank, the Court held that its liability is triggered once the beneficiary makes valid and 

complying presentation to the nominated bank. It does not matter if the nominated bank fails to forward the 

documents to the issuing bank, nor is the beneficiary required to make direct submission to the issuing bank. 

 

With regard to the nominated bank, the Court held that once it accepts the authority from the issuing bank, it is 

obliged to perform the authorised functions with due care and skill. Under the UCP 600, this includes the duty to 

properly examine accepted documents, follow the acceptance or rejection procedures, and promptly forward the 

presented documents to the issuing bank.  

 

The Court of Appeal here upheld the beneficiary’s claim against the issuing bank, as its documents were validly 

submitted to the nominated bank within the expiry period. The beneficiary was successfully represented by 

Winston Kwek and Max Lim of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP.  

 

Wrongful Arrest of a Vessel 
 

The arrest of a vessel is a powerful tool to obtain pre-judgment security for admiralty disputes, and it often has 

serious financial consequences. However, the shipowner is not without recourse. Where the arrest is found to be 

malicious, the shipowner may obtain damages for wrongful arrest.  

 

Nonetheless, the threshold of ‘malice’ is not easy to cross, especially at the interlocutory stage, and as such, 

awards of wrongful arrest are relatively uncommon. In The Xin Chang Shu [2016] 1 SLR 1096, the Singapore 

High Court had the opportunity to consider the law of ship arrest, ultimately granting a rare award of damages to 

the Defendant shipowner for wrongful arrest of the vessel. Here, the Court found that the malice threshold had 

been crossed on two fronts. First, the Plaintiff knew or must have known that its claim was without legal or factual 

basis, and the fact that the Plaintiff still proceeded with the arrest warranted an inference of malice. Second, there 

had been material non-disclosure of a contract which would have effectively demolished part of the Plaintiff’s case 

theory. 
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In The Xin Chang Shu [2016] 3 SLR 1195, the High Court went on to consider whether leave of court was 

required to appeal against the wrongful arrest order and, if so, whether leave of court should be granted. The 

Court held that the Plaintiff was in fact required to obtain leave of court before appealing against the said order. 

The Court then denied the Plaintiff an extension of time to apply for leave to appeal, as the delay was substantial 

with no satisfactory explanation, and the Plaintiff’s chances of success on appeal were low. 

 

Toh Kian Sing S.C. and Jonathan Tan of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP successfully represented the shipowner in 

both cases. 

 

Stay of Proceedings against Hanjin and its Fleet 
 

One of the major events in the maritime industry in 2016 was the collapse of container-shipping giant Hanjin 

Shipping Co Ltd (“Hanjin”). In the follow-up of the collapse, concerned creditors across numerous jurisdictions 

have brought claims against Hanjin, its subsidiaries and its fleet. In light of its rehabilitation proceedings in the 

Republic of Korea, Hanjin has been seeking to halt the deluge of actions against it.  

 

In Re Taisoo Suk (as foreign representative of Hanjin Shipping Co Ltd) [2016] 5 SLR 787, the Singapore High 

Court granted Hanjin a temporary stay on all present proceedings and restraint of fresh proceedings against 

Hanjin and its Singapore subsidiaries. The order also prevents enforcement or execution against vessels owned 

or chartered by Hanjin, including the arrest of ships from the Hanjin fleet.  

 

This order was granted in exercise of the Court’s inherent power to make any order necessary to prevent injustice 

or abuse of process. The Court held that the exercise of its inherent power was necessary to ensure orderly 

rehabilitation and restructuring of an international company such as Hanjin, and to facilitate the global marshalling 

of its assets. In reaching this decision, the Court was guided by the fact that there was a strong connecting factor 

between Hanjin and the Korean courts (Korea is the place of Hanjin’s centralised command), and that the 

rehabilitation process would be fair to foreign creditors. 

 

Company Law 
 

Derivative Actions by Shareholders not Available for Companies in Liquidation 
 

The Court of Appeal decided on an important and novel point of law regarding derivative actions in Petroships 

Investment Pte Ltd v Wealthplus Pte Ltd and others [2016] 2 SLR 1022. It held for the first time that derivative 

actions under s 216A of the Companies Act (“CA”) are not available where the company in question is in 

liquidation. 

 

The Court of Appeal held that the wording of s 216A suggests that applications for leave to commence derivative 

actions only apply in the context of going concerns. The scenario envisaged by s 216A is one where the directors 

remain in active management. However, when a company enters into liquidation, the board is functus officio, and 

the power to run the company vests with the liquidator. 

 

The Appellant in this case had applied for leave under s 216A to commence a statutory derivative action in the 

company’s name against the 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 Respondents, who were the majority shareholders. However, before the 
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application was heard by the Court, the company was placed in members’ voluntary liquidation. As such, the 

Appellant was not entitled to rely on s 216A to commence a derivative action. 

 

The 2
nd

 and 3
rd

 Respondents in the case were successfully represented at both the High Court and the Court of 

Appeal by Chandra Mohan Rethnam, Khelvin Xu, and Tan Ruo Yu of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 

 

Winding-Up Applications and Buy-Out Provisions 
 

Under s 254(1)(i) of the CA, the Court may order a company to be wound up if it is of the opinion that it is just and 

equitable to do so. The provision is often relied on by disgruntled shareholders who wish to liquidate their shares 

and exit the company. However, it is not uncommon for companies to stipulate specific procedures for the sale or 

transfer of the companies’ shares. 

 

In Ting Shwu Ping (Administrator of the estate of Chng Koon Seng, deceased) v Scanone Pte Ltd and another 

appeal [2016] SGCA 65, a 5-Judge Court of Appeal held that the existence of a buy-out provision in a company’s 

articles can affect whether there are just and equitable grounds for winding up the company. In this case, the 

winding up applications were dismissed because of the applicant’s failure to first avail herself of the buy-out 

mechanism in the companies’ articles.  

 

Significantly, this is also the first case where s 254(2A) of the CA was considered and interpreted by the Court. S 

254(2A), which was introduced in 2015, empowers the Court hearing a s 254(1)(i) application to order a buy-out 

as an alternative to making a winding-up order. The Court of Appeal clarified that the key question when applying 

s 254(2A) is whether it would in all the circumstances be more equitable to allow a buy-out even though the Court 

has determined that the applicant is entitled to a winding-up remedy.  

 

The Court also considered the relationship between the new s 254 regime and the existing s 216 regime, which 

provides for relief in cases of oppression. The Court held that, if an applicant brings a winding-up petition with the 

primary objective of obtaining a s 254(2A) remedy despite having recourse to a buy-out remedy under s 216, 

there may be basis for inferring that the winding-up application was preferred because the applicant wished to 

harass, vex or pressure the company with the consequences that attend the presentation of a winding-up 

application. 

 

The respondent companies were successfully represented by Vikram Nair and Tan Ruo Yu from Rajah & Tann 

Singapore LLP. 

 

Minority Buy-Out vs Majority Buy-Out Orders 
 

On the topic of buy-out orders under the s 216 regime, it is not uncommon for the Court to order the majority 

shareholder to buy out the shares of the minority shareholder in a dispute between shareholders of a company, 

particularly in cases of minority oppression. It is, however, far less usual for the Court to make a converse order 

for the minority shareholder to buy out the shares of the majority shareholder. 

 

In Koh Keng Chew and others v Liew Kit Fah and others [2016] 4 SLR 1208, the Singapore High Court was faced 

with a rare application by the Plaintiffs for a minority buyout order. The Court ultimately dismissed the Plaintiffs’ 
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application and ordered a majority buyout. However, the Court took the opportunity to examine the situations in 

which it would be appropriate to have the minority shareholder buy out the majority shares. 

 

The Court held that mere oppressive or unfair conduct is insufficient to warrant a minority buyout order. Rather, 

the majority shareholders must be guilty of such egregious conduct which renders the majority shareholders unfit 

to exercise control of the company, in that such control would be damaging to the company or its business, or 

would pose a serious risk to the public. This may include “a serious imputation of dishonesty” or a “systematic 

course of improper conduct”. 

 

The majority shareholders in this matter were successfully represented by Francis Xavier S.C., Patrick Ang, 

Chong Kah Kheng, Amy Seow, Chai Wei Han and Priscilla Soh of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 

 

Implied Cross-Undertaking in Damages 
 

When an interlocutory injunction or voluntary undertaking is imposed on a party to a dispute, it is usually 

accompanied by a cross-undertaking in damages, meaning that the counterparty will be liable for losses incurred 

due to compliance with the injunction or undertaking. In Neptune Capital Group and others v Sunmax Global 

Capital Fund 1 Pte Ltd and another [2016] 4 SLR 1177, the Singapore High Court examined whether damages 

may be recovered even if there is no express cross-undertaking in damages.  

 

The Plaintiffs in this matter had obtained an injunction preventing the Defendants from disposing of their shares in 

two companies. To secure the discharge of part of the injunction, the Defendants gave a voluntary undertaking 

not to dispose of the shares. However, the voluntary undertaking did not come with an express cross-undertaking 

in damages. 

 

Eventually, the Plaintiffs’ claims were struck out and the Defendants obtained judgment against the Plaintiffs. By 

then, the price of the shares had plummeted. At the inquiry into damages, the Court held that – notwithstanding 

the lack of an express cross-undertaking – the Defendants were entitled to damages incurred due to their 

compliance with the voluntary undertaking. The Court gave support to the UK position that a cross-undertaking in 

damages will be implied whenever an interlocutory injunction or voluntary undertaking is given, unless the 

contrary is expressed. 

 

The Court applied the ordinary measure of damages, which is the difference between the price of the shares at 

the date of the injunction and the date of discharge. This amounted to more than $17 million. 

 

The Defendants were successfully represented by Lee Eng Beng S.C., Chua Beng Chye and Raelene Pereira of 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 

 

Employment Law 
 

Resolving Ambiguity in Employment Contracts 
 

Disputes about the meaning of contracts are often one of the largest sources of contractual litigation. In Hewlett-

Packard Singapore (Sales) Pte Ltd v Chin Shu Hwa Corinna [2016] 2 SLR 1083, the Court of Appeal made a 



 
 
Client Update: Singapore 
2017 FEBRUARY 

 
 
 
Dispute Resolution 

 
 
 
 

© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP | 7  

number of important observations in relation to the nature of contractual ambiguity in general and the contra 

proferentem rule in particular (which provides that where there is doubt about the meaning of a contract, the 

words will be construed against the person who put them forward).  

 

At the first instance, the High Court found that the relevant terms of the Respondent’s sales incentive 

compensation scheme were objectively ambiguous and thus construed the terms contra proferentem against the 

Appellant, allowing the Respondent’s claim for outstanding incentive compensation.  

 

On appeal, the Court of Appeal overturned the first instance decision in its entirety, holding that the relevant terms 

were not ambiguous and finding in favour of the Appellant. In coming to the conclusion that the contra 

proferentem rule was not applicable on the facts of the case, the Court of Appeal took the opportunity to examine 

the application of the contra proferentem rule, emphasising that difficulties in applying a contractual term to the 

specific facts cannot be equated (or conflated) with ambiguity of the contractual term itself. 

 

The Appellant was successfully represented before the Court of Appeal by Gregory Vijayendran, Lester Chua and 

Pradeep Nair of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 

 

Termination for Serious Misconduct 
 

In employment-related disputes, one of the most common issues is the grounds for termination. Employers and 

employees often clash over whether termination is justified, both under the terms of the employment contract and 

under common law. The Court of Appeal decision of Phosagro Asia Pte Ltd v Piattchanine, Iouri [2016] 5 SLR 

1052 provided important guidance in this key area, considering when employment may be terminated for serious 

misconduct. 

 

The employee in this case had been found by the High Court to have breached his contractual duty to faithfully 

serve the employer and promote its interests by claiming for personal expenses and reimbursing the employer 

only when questioned. However, while the High Court did not find this to be a serious misconduct, the Court of 

Appeal disagreed, and held that termination of employment was justified.  

 

Dismissal for serious misconduct is a relatively common provision in employment contracts. This decision thus 

provides some clarity on its proper application. Here, the Court of Appeal endorsed the position put forth by 

counsel for the employer, which is to look to the common law principles relating to discharge of breach for 

guidance. 

 

The employer was successfully represented in this appeal by Paul Tan and Arthi Anbalagan of Rajah & Tann 

Singapore LLP. 

 

Withholding Payment of Salary and Calculating Loss of Profits 

 

When an employer finds out that its employee has been unfaithful and/or breached his/her contractual or fiduciary 

duties owed to the company, a common knee jerk reaction is to immediately terminate the employment of the 

employee and to withhold any outstanding salary on the basis that the employee’s breaches of duty would 

preclude a claim for salary. 
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In Schonk Atonius Martinus Mattheus and another v Enholco Pte Ltd and another appeal [2016] 2 SLR 881, the 

Court of Appeal delivered a very instructive judgement clarifying the law on such situations. The Court held that 

the claimant employee should be allowed to receive his salary despite his breaches of duty. Any attempt to “claw-

back” salaries paid is unlikely to succeed unless there has been a total failure of consideration on the part of the 

employee, or where the right to retain salaries has been set out in the employment contract itself. 

 

The Court of Appeal also set out its approach in calculating the quantum of loss where an employee intentionally 

and wrongfully diverts the business meant for the company. Here, the Court allowed the employer’s claim for 

diversion of business despite the fact that the employer had failed to prove the quantum of damages it sought. 

The Court held that it was reasonable to award damages for the loss of profits calculated over a period of one 

year as such a period reflects the minimum period for which it may reasonably be expected the business would 

have continued. 
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Chandra M. Rethnam 

Head, Commercial Litigation 
 
D (65) 6232 0552 
F (65) 6225 9630 
 

chandra.mohan@rajahtann.com 
 

 

 
 

Adrian Wong 

Deputy Head, Dispute 
Resolution 
 
D (65) 6232 0427 
F (65) 6428 2112 
 

adrian.wong@rajahtann.com 
 

   

   

 
Please feel free to also contact Knowledge and Risk Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com 

 
ASEAN Economic Community Portal 

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. 

mailto:chandra.mohan@rajahtann.com
mailto:adrian.wong@rajahtann.com
mailto:eOASIS@rajahtann.com
http://www.businessinasean.com/


 
 
Client Update: Singapore 
2017 FEBRUARY 

 

 
 
 
 

© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP | 10  

Our Regional Contacts 

  
Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

T  +65 6535 3600   

F  +65 6225 9630 

sg.rajahtannasia.com 

 

 
Christopher & Lee Ong 

T  +60 3 2273 1919    

F  +60 3 2273 8310 

www.christopherleeong.com  

   

 
R&T Sok & Heng Law Office 

T  +855 23 963 112 / 113    

F  +855 23 963 116 

kh.rajahtannasia.com 

 
 

Rajah & Tann NK Legal Myanmar Company Limited 

T  +95 9 73040763 / +95 1 657902 / +95 1 657903 

F  +95 1 9665537 

mm.rajahtannasia.com 

   

 
Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

Shanghai Representative Office 

T  +86 21 6120 8818    

F  +86 21 6120 8820 

cn.rajahtannasia.com 

 

  
Gatmaytan Yap Patacsil Gutierrez & Protacio (C&G Law)  

T  +632 894 0377 to 79 / +632 894 4931 to 32 / +632 552 1977 

F  +632 552 1978 

www.cagatlaw.com 

   

 
Assegaf Hamzah & Partners 

 

Jakarta Office 

T  +62 21 2555 7800    

F  +62 21 2555 7899 

 

Surabaya Office 

T  +62 31 5116 4550    

F  +62 31 5116 4560 

www.ahp.co.id 

 

 
R&T Asia (Thailand) Limited 

T  +66 2 656 1991    

F  +66 2 656 0833 

th.rajahtannasia.com 

 

 
Rajah & Tann LCT Lawyers 

 

Ho Chi Minh City Office 

T  +84 8 3821 2382 / +84 8 3821 2673    

F  +84 8 3520 8206 

 

Hanoi Office 

T  +84 4 3267 6127    

F  +84 4 3267 6128 

www.rajahtannlct.com 

  

 
Rajah & Tann (Laos) Sole Co., Ltd. 

T  +856 21 454 239    

F  +856 21 285 261 

la.rajahtannasia.com 

 

 

Member firms are constituted and regulated in accordance with local legal requirements and where regulations require, are 
independently owned and managed. Services are provided independently by each Member firm pursuant to the applicable terms 
of engagement between the Member firm and the client. 
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Our Regional Presence 

 

 
 

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, the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam. Our Asian network also includes 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. 


