
The Association of Chartered Certified Accountants

The Institute of Certified Public Accountants of Singapore

Fundamentals Level – Skills Module

Time allowed
Reading and planning: 15 minutes
Writing: 3 hours

ALL TEN questions are compulsory and MUST be attempted.

Do NOT open this paper until instructed by the supervisor.

During reading and planning time only the question paper may 
be annotated. You must NOT write in your answer booklet until
instructed by the supervisor.

This question paper must not be removed from the examination hall.

Corporate and 
Business Law
(Singapore)

Monday 18 June 2012

Pa
pe

r 
F4

 (
SG

P
)



ALL TEN questions are compulsory and MUST be attempted

1 In relation to the Singapore legal sytem, explain the doctrine of binding precedent (stare decisis) within the
context of the hierarchy of the courts.

(10 marks)

2 In relation to the law of contract, explain the following:

(a) consideration; (3 marks)

(b) executory and executed consideration; and (4 marks)

(c) past consideration. (3 marks)

(10 marks)

3 In relation to the law of contract:

(a) explain TWO ways in which an exclusion clause may become a term of the contract; and (4 marks)

(b) explain how the Unfair Contract Terms Act (Cap 396) controls the validity of exclusion clauses. (6 marks)

(10 marks)

4 In relation to company law, explain FOUR situations in which courts have been willing to lift the corporate veil.

(10 marks)

5 In relation to company law, compare and contrast the rights of preference shareholders and the rights of creditors.

(10 marks)

6 In relation to company law, explain the powers of the following to bind their company:

(a) the board of directors; (3 marks)

(b) the managing director; and (4 marks)

(c) individual directors. (3 marks)

(10 marks)

7 In relation to company law on minority protection, explain THREE ways a minority shareholder may be protected,
including what is required in their application to court, and any remedies they may expect to receive.

(10 marks)
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8 Speedy Pte Ltd (‘Speedy’) carried on a freight-forwarding business. It was wholly owned by a US company. It had two
directors: Alex, who was based in Singapore as Asia Director; and Bill, who was based in the US. As Asia Director,
Alex had overall responsibility and control over Speedy’s day-to-day operations in Singapore. Bill was the person who
decided on Alex’s salary and employment terms in Singapore.

Tan & Co provided audit services to Speedy. It turned out that Alex had inflated his own salary and benefits
substantially to about $1m, thus depleting funds from Speedy’s bank account. When Tan & Co asked Alex for his
employment contract, to check Alex’s salary and benefits, Alex said he did not have a written employment contract.
Tan & Co did not pursue the issue. 

Speedy now wants to recover the sum of money from Tan & Co.

Required:

Advise Speedy Pte Ltd whether it will succeed in its claim against Tan & Co for negligence.

Note: Omit any discussion of the law of contract. 

(10 marks)

9 Midas Pte Ltd (‘Midas’) was in the business of producing a variety of components for a number of manufacturers. Ho,
an employee and director of Midas, who had worked at Midas for many years, decided to be his ‘own boss’. He gave
notice terminating his employment and resigned his directorship. Shortly after he resigned, he managed to secure a
property at an attractive price. He went ahead to lease the property, although he had not decided then what the
business was to be, because he did not want to give up the opportunity of getting the property for such a good price.

About one month after the signing of the lease, one of Midas’ customers, Lim, called Ho. Lim had been informed by
Midas that it would discontinue its filter tubes production, and would be able to supply him with filter tubes for only
a limited period of time. As a result of this call, Ho commenced the business of making filter tubes, and supplied them
to Lim. 

Midas wants to recover from Ho the profit he made from making filter tubes.

Required:

Advise Midas Pte Ltd on whether it will succeed in its claim against Ho for his breach of his directors’ duties. 

(10 marks)

10 Fox Pte Ltd (‘Fox’) supplies component parts to Prosperity Pte Ltd (‘Prosperity’). Prosperity has fallen on hard times,
and has not paid debts owing to Fox for the last few months. Jack, the managing director of Fox, is worried that
Prosperity may not survive the current ordeal. Some creditors of Prosperity have resorted to legal proceedings to collect
debts owing to them, and there are rumours that Generous Bank may call in the debts owed by Prosperity and appoint
a receiver. Jack thinks Prosperity should be wound up.

Required:

(a) Advise Jack on the procedures to wind up Prosperity, by way of a creditors’ voluntary winding up, and
winding up by the court. (6 marks)

(b) Advise Fox Ltd whether a creditors’ voluntary winding up, or winding up by the court, is more viable.
(4 marks)

(10 marks)

End of Question Paper
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