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This judgment is subject to final editorial corrections approved by the
court and/or redaction pursuant to the publisher’s duty in compliance
with the law, for publication in LawNet and/or the Singapore Law
Reports.

Puspa Sinnappa (personal representative and administrator of
the estate of Puthalvan Vadiveloo, deceased) and another
v
Balasingam s/o Rengasamy and another

[2021] SGHC 171

General Division of the High Court — Suit No 1154 of 2018
Andrew Ang SJ
27-30 October 2020, 22 January, 21 April, 17 May, 2 July 2021, 6 July 2021

6 July 2021 Judgment reserved.
Andrew Ang SJ:

Introduction

1 This was an estate and dependency claim brought by the 1st and 2nd

Plaintiffs (the wife and daughter of the deceased and co-administrators of his
estate)! arising from a road accident that took place on 23 November 2015. The
accident involved the Defendants’ motor vehicle and a motorcycle under the
control of the deceased (“the Deceased”). The 1st Defendant was the driver of
the vehicle which was owned by the 2nd Defendant.? Unfortunately, the
accident caused the death of the Deceased, who was the owner and rider,? and

injured the Ist Plaintiff, who was riding pillion. The Ist Plaintiff has

! Statement of Claim at para 1.
2 Statement of Claim at para 2.

3 Affidavit of Evidence-in-chief of Puspa Sinnappa at para 4.

1
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commenced a separate action in the State Court for damages arising from her

personal injury.

2 In regard to liability, a consent interlocutory judgment was entered on
10 October 2019 with the Defendants agreeing to bear 85% liability and the

estate accepting 15% on account of contributory negligence.*

3 It has fallen to me to assess the quantum of damages as well as to fix

interest and costs.

Estate claim

4 Special damages covering medical expenses, funeral associated
expenses and those incurred in taking out probate have been agreed. Interest
thereon shall be at the rate of 2 of 5.33% from date of accident to date of

judgment.

General damages for pain and suffering

5 The Deceased was taken to Ng Teng Fong General Hospital following
the accident. Upon arrival, he was unconscious with a Glasgow Coma Scale of
3. He was noted to be bleeding from the nose and there was an obvious

depressed skull fracture.’

6 There were other extensive injuries but it is not necessary for me to
itemise them. The deceased was alive for a little over a day before he died. On

the basis that with a Glasgow Coma Scale of 3 the Deceased would not have

4 HC/JUD 551/2019.
3 Affidavit of Evidence-in-chief of Dr Lee Eng Kiang, p 6.
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felt pain, the Defendants submitted that an award of $2,500 would be fair.¢ The
Plaintiffs, on the other hand submitted that pain and suffering included fright
reaction on the part of the Deceased. They also submitted, on the authority of
the Court of Appeal decision in Tan Kok Lam (next friend to Teng Eng) v Hong
Choon Peng [2001] 1 SLR(R) 786, that an award should be made for the loss of
amenities as that was an objective fact regardless of whether the Deceased was
able to appreciate the loss. Accordingly, they submitted that an award of $4,000

for pain and suffering and loss of amenities would not be unfair.” I agree.

7 Interest on the general damages (although negligible) will run from date

of service of writ to date of judgment at the rate of 5.33% per annum.

Dependency claim

8 The statutory basis for a dependency claim is in section 20 of the Civil

Law Act (Cap 43, 1999 Rev Ed). Sections 20(1) and 20(2) provide as follows:

Right of action for wrongful act causing death

20.—(1) If death is caused by any wrongful act, neglect or
default which is such as would (if death has not ensued) have
entitled the person injured to maintain an action and recover
damages in respect thereof, the person who would have been
liable if death had not ensued shall be liable to an action for
damages, notwithstanding the death of the person injured.

(2) Subject to section 21(2), every such action shall be for the
benefit of the dependants of the person (referred to in this
section and in sections 21 and 22 as the deceased) whose death
has been so caused.

Section 22(1) goes on to provide that in every action brought under s 20, the

court may award such damages as are proportioned to the losses resulting from

6 Defendants’ written submissions at para 12.
7 Plaintiffs’ opening statement at para 4.
3
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the death to the dependants respectively. Section 22(1A) mandates that the court
shall take into account any moneys or other benefits which the deceased would
be likely to have given to the dependants by way of maintenance, gift, bequest
or devise or which the dependants would likely have received by way of
succession from the deceased, had the deceased lived beyond the date of the

wrongful death.

9 The loss of dependency is normally assessed by the multiplier-
multiplicand method. The annual value of the dependency (the multiplicand) is
aggregated over the number of years that the dependency might reasonably be
expected to last but discounted in recognition of the fact that a lump sum is
being given up front instead of by way of periodical payments over the years

(the multiplier).

10 The assessment of the multiplicand is done in one of two ways; the court
may simply add together the value of benefits received by the dependants from
the deceased (the “Traditional Method”) or deduct a percentage from the
deceased’s annual income representing personal expenditure exclusive to
himself (the “Percentage Deduction Method”), leaving the rest as being for the
benefit of the family. The latter method has the advantage of avoiding tedious
enquiry into numerous items of expenditure spent on the dependants but is
inappropriate where the deceased was a high income earner and, therefore,
having the means for discretionary personal expenditure. Happily, the parties

are agreed on employing the Percentage Deduction Method.

11 In Harris v Empress Motors Ltd [1984] 1 WLR 212 (“Harris v Empress
Motors”) (which was referred to by the Court of Appeal in Ho Yeow Kim v Lai
Hai Kuen [1999] 1 SLR(R) 1068), the court held that the conventional figure

for deduction for personal expenses where the family unit consists of a husband
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and wife would be 33% — the rationale of this being the assumption that the
husband and wife would spend '3 of the income each and 5 for their joint
benefit; but where there are children, the conventional deduction would be 25%

(Harris v Empress Motors at 217).

12 The percentages suggested in Harris v Empress Motors are merely a rule
of thumb and should not be applied in a mechanistic manner. They should be
departed from where the facts of the case warrant it. The Defendants submit that
by reason of the fact that at the time of the accident the wife was working, the
conventional percentage deductions of 25% and 33% attributable to the
husband’s exclusively personal expenditure should be replaced by significantly
higher percentages ranging from 40% to 50%.% The effect is to reduce the
quantum attributable to dependency. No explanation was offered as to how
these higher percentages were derived. We shall return to this when dealing with

the multiplicand.

13 The Deceased died at the age of 40 in the accident, leaving behind three
dependants, namely, his wife and two daughters aged 45, 20 and 10 years at the
time of the accident. The Deceased had been working as a Cell Leader in

Honeywell Aerospace Singapore Pte Ltd (“Honeywell”) at its factory in Jurong.

14 He was a hardworking man whose life revolved around his family and
his job with little time for other pursuits. Moreover, he was a frugal man who
spent very little on himself. His wife managed his finances as she held the ATM
card for the account into which his salary was paid. She gave him $50 each time
for his personal expenditure and when that ran out after a few days she would

give him $50 more. He ate breakfast and lunch at the Honeywell canteen at

8 Defendants’ written submissions at para 107 to para 108.
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subsidised prices. For example, breakfast cost only $1.20 and lunch, about $3.°
Apart from expenses related to the motorcycle he used, there was little else he
spent money on as he did not have any hobby and drank only very occasionally,
such as during Deepavali with his brothers, but even then consumed little. He
did not drink at home. It is little wonder that $50 would last him a few days.
Even for his haircut, he would want the wife to be with him. They did their
shopping together in Malaysia for which she would exchange Singapore dollars
withdrawn with his ATM card for Malaysian currency. In contrast to his meagre
expenses, the two daughters cost much more to maintain because of their
educational expenses. Prior to the accident, the elder daughter, the 2nd Plaintiff,
was given $500 each month to cover her meal expenses. In 2019, she enrolled
for a part-time course of study leading to a Bachelor of Arts with Honours
degree in Accounting and Finance with Coventry University in collaboration
with PSB Academy. This cost $20,186 in fees.!® The 1st Plaintiff gave evidence
that the deceased would certainly have supported her through tertiary education.
I have no reason to doubt that. In addition, the parents were paying a total of

approximately $190 in insurance premium on her behalf."

15 The second daughter, Darshana, had tuition in three subjects costing

$320 per week.”? Her School Fees and Miscellaneous fees were $400 per

NB: I am assuming that when the 1st Plaintiff said “...the lunch is in his own company
which is subsidised. We only spend about $3 a day”, she was referring to $3 for one
person (Notes of Evidence (28 October 2020) page 16 line 22 to line 23).

10 Plaintiffs” Bundle of Documents (Vol 1) at page 234.

1 Plaintiffs” Bundle of Documents (Vol 1) at page 255.

12 Notes of Evidence (28 October 2020) page 21 line 18.
6
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month."* She also had a daily allowance of $6 (which increased to $10 when she

reached Primary 5).14

16 The 1st Plaintiff and her husband had also taken out a residential
property loan for which monthly instalments were $1,475 per month for years
1 to 3 before increasing to $1,556 in year 4. From documentary evidence
produced, there was payment to Singapore Power of approximately $149 per
month and payment to Singtel of approximately $330 per month.'s The latter
seems high to me, but it might be for a package. In any case, this was not queried
by the Defendants. One other item of expenditure which emerged in the cross
examination of the 1st Plaintiff was the $12,000 annual premium for an
insurance policy which was purchased in Malaysia covering the Deceased, the
Ist Plaintiff and the two daughters.!® The 1st Plaintiff did clarify that once the
family acquired permanent residence status in Singapore, they would have to
give up the policy. However, she also testified that they would have to take up

insurance in Singapore once that happened.!”’

17 The foregoing is of course not a comprehensive itemisation, the
Plaintiffs having sensibly opted to adopt the Percentage Deduction method.
They largely came out in evidence as a result of cross-examination of the 1st
Plaintiff. Nevertheless, they show that the household expenses and children’s
educational expenses were such that it was unlikely that on account of the wife’s

income, the Deceased could have spent more on himself even if he were so

13 Plaintiffs” Bundle of Documents (Vol 1) at page 249.

14 Notes of Evidence (27 October 2020) page 84 line 19 to line 21.

15 Plaintiffs” Bundle of Documents (Vol 1) at pages 254 and 256.

16 Notes of Evidence (28 October 2020) page 23 line 6.

17 Notes of Evidence (27 October 2020) page 53 line 27 to line 29.
7
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inclined. Moreover, his frugality, the long hours that he spent at work and his
lack of a hobby meant that he would not have required more than the
conventional 25% for his exclusive use. Even the petrol and maintenance
expenses for the motorcycle were family expenses, the vehicle being for the
transportation of other family members as well. I am therefore of the view that
at least until the elder daughter became financially independent the appropriate
deduction is 25%. For subsequent dependency periods the wife’s income should

be taken into account, leading to increased percentage deduction as we shall see.

18 The Plaintiffs computed the working life of the Deceased as ending at
age 70, whereas the Defendants submit that it should be only until age 65. I

agree with the Plaintiffs for the reasons which follow.

19 In his 2019 National Day Rally speech on 18 August of that year, the
Prime Minister announced that the retirement age and re-employment age will
be raised by gradual steps to 65 and 70 respectively by the year 2030. This
increase would have been implemented well before the Deceased would have
reached retirement age. The evidence of Ms Chong Wan Juen (“Ms Chong”),
the Human Resource Manager at Honeywell, was that Honeywell currently
offers re-employment beyond the statutory retirement age of 62 up to the age of
67, subject to a health check and a performance rating of 5. It is reasonable to
assume that Honeywell’s re-employment policy would in due course be
adjusted in line with later Government policy. It is also reasonable to assume
that the Deceased, who had consistently attained a performance rating of at least

5, would qualify.

20 There is no basis to question his ability to pass a health check, there
being no evidence to suggest otherwise. Indeed his wife testified that he was in

good health. In any case, any possibility that he might in the future fall into ill
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health would already be taken into account in the multiplier for the vicissitudes
of life. A further consideration which suggests that, but for the accident, the
Deceased would have worked for as long as he was permitted to is the reality
that, given the life expectancy in Singapore, not many people can confidently
retire and depend for the rest of their lives on their CPF savings. I therefore
accept that it is not unreasonable to assume that the Deceased would have

worked until he attained the age of 70 years.

21 The remaining working life of the Deceased had he not suffered the
wrongful death is therefore 30 years. However, to arrive at the multiplier, this
figure has to be discounted to take into account the benefit of receiving a lump
sum payment in advance and the vicissitudes of life. With the introduction of
actuarial tables in amendments to the Supreme Court Practice Directions,
multipliers can be arrived at which more realistically reflect the discounted
value of an accelerated receipt of compensation and the vicissitudes of life. If
the actuarial tables were to apply in the present case, the multiplier would be
21.6 years. However, the tables may only be used in proceedings that are heard
on or after 1 April 2021. Unfortunately for the Plaintiffs, the present case falls

on the wrong side of that cut off date.

22 The plaintiffs submit that an 18-year multiplier should apply whereas
the defendants propose 15 years. I am of the view that 18 years would be fair.
It implies an embedded rate of return of nearly 4% per annum which, though
high would be closer to reality than the annual rate of return of more than 5%

which the multiplier of 15 years implies.
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Multiplicand

23 The multiplicand is based on the available annual income post-tax and
after deduction of employee’s CPF contributions for the year, as this is the
income from which the dependants would receive their financial support. From
this resultant figure, there has to be deducted a percentage thereof representing

expenditure exclusively personal to the deceased.

24 As the annual income would not be static throughout the putative
working life of the deceased, salary increments and promotions (if any) would

also have to be taken into account.

25 I have studied the Plaintiffs’ computation of the annual income which
the Deceased may reasonably be expected to earn had he not died prematurely

as a result of the accident and have the following comments:

(a) The computation builds in an annual increment of 3% in the base
salary. This is supported by the evidence of Ms Chong, the Human
Resource Manager. On the other hand, the Defendants’ suggestion of
2.7% is not supported by the evidence. Referring to Plaintiffs’ Exhibit
P7 at page 6 (on guidelines for the recommended variable bonus and
merit increment range for employees), counsel for the Defendants
suggested that the increment should be the mean between 2.1% and
3.3% i.e. 2.7%."* However that same chart also showed that the
“Average Guidance” would be 95% of the country merit increment
budget. On the basis of a modest budget of 3% taken as an example, the
deceased’s increment would already be 95% of 3% ie, 2.85%. (It should

be noted that for the years 2015 to 2019 the country merit increment

Defendant’s written submissions (9 December 2020) at para 63.

10
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budget ranged from 3% in 2018 and 2019 to 4% in 2015 with 2016 and
2017 having a budget of 3.5%. The budget for 2020 was 0% but this was
an exceptional year caused by the COVID-19 pandemic). If the country
budget was just a little higher at 3.16%, the increment that the Deceased
would get would be 3%. Hence the estimate of 3% given by the

employer’s representative is reasonable.

(b) Ms Chong also opined that the Deceased would be eligible for a
promotion in the course of his career with the employer. However, if the
Deceased opted for such promotion, he would have to forgo earning
overtime pay. Since overtime pay constitutes a large part of the annual
income, and on the basis that the Deceased would have preferred to
continue earning overtime to support the family and to pay mortgage
instalments for the HDB apartment that they had moved into just about
a month before the fatal accident, the Plaintiffs’ computation omits any
reference to a promotion. In contrast, the Defendants assume that the
Deceased would be promoted by year 2023, thereby very substantially
reducing the income which the Deceased would be expected to earn
during his working life. In my view, this is an unreasonable assumption.
The Deceased cannot be expected to opt for a promotion which would
in effect drastically cut down his earnings such that his ability to support
the family would be seriously compromised. However, I do not consider
it reasonable to assume that the Deceased would continue to clock up
the same overtime hours throughout his career. Accordingly, I would
build in a '3 reduction in his overtime hours at, say, age 55 years and a

further % reduction at say age 60. I do not apply a final % reduction at

Defendant’s written submissions at para 78.

11
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age 65 because by then the wife will have retired, having attained 70

years of age, leaving him as the sole bread winner.

(c) Another item that requires determination is the variable bonus.
Variable bonuses for the years 2016 to 2020 can be derived from actual
site achievements in the years 2015 to 2019, using the chart at the
Plaintiffs’ Exhibit P7 at page 6. For the years 2021 to 2025, the
Defendants propose an average site achievement of 30%.2° On that basis,
the Deceased would be credited with a variable bonus of 30% of the
maximum of 2.5 months’ bonus ie, 0.75 months. Whilst I accept that the
COVID-19 pandemic would have an impact on the employer’s
performance, it is overly pessimistic to assume that the pandemic would
have an adverse effect throughout the 5-year period. I would increase

the average achievement to 40%.

(1) For years 2026 onwards, possibly erring on the side of
caution, I would allow an average achievement of 60% on the
assumption that for every good year which achieves 90%, there

will be a bad year which achieves 30% performance.

26 I now consider the 1st Plaintiff’s income. She earned much less than the
Deceased. This was estimated by the Defendants to be 39.4% of the Deceased’s
take-home pay at the time of the accident.?! From 2000 to 2006 the 1st Plaintiff
was working for STATS ChipPAC Industries. Sometime in 2006 she joined
Honeywell as a quality technician, but from 2010 to 2011 she stayed home to
look after the second daughter because of difficulty in employing a helper. In

2012 she joined Leica for about 13 months doing documentation for incoming

20 Defendant’s written submissions at para 89.
21 Defendant’s written submissions at para 98.
12
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parts. In 2013 she left to join Ciba Vision but left after 4 months to undergo
knee surgery in Malaysia followed by a break of 8 months for recuperation. In
2014 she joined Eaton Industries as a quality technician.?? Owing to injuries she
sustained in the accident which took her husband’s life, she lost her job in 2016.
In August 2018 she managed to secure a job in SATS Ltd (“SATS”) but owing
to COVID-19 which severely affected the aviation industry, the number of
hours she worked at SATS were reduced. To supplement her income, she found
employment at Sim Ley Pte Ltd as a Quality Inspector. Unfortunately, that did
not last long. She then took up a job at the Singapore Expo to look after COVID-

19 patients so as to provide for the family as the sole breadwinner.

27 Under cross-examination the 1st Plaintiff was asked whether she agreed
that once the children became independent in the future, there would be less
motivation for the Deceased to work the same long hours. She disagreed and
reiterated that she would become a full-time housewife at some point.* She had
earlier testified that just two weeks before the accident, she had discussed with
her husband the question of her retirement and he had promised her that he
would make her a housewife. The Defendants suggested to her that to enjoy the
later years of their lives the husband would then not work as many hours as he
did before. Her reply was that if he did not, they would not be able to “afford to
go for holiday”. Moreover, with everything becoming more expensive and their
having to take up insurance in Singapore, if the husband did not work hard, they
would not be able to afford “all those thing[sic] in Singapore” (referring to
medical bills and insurance).?* Counsel for the Defendants persisted and sought

the Ist Plaintiff’s agreement that the husband would work a reduced number of

2 Notes of Evidence (27 October 2020) pages 21 to 24.

3 Notes of Evidence (28 October 2020) page 41 line 15 to line 16.

24 Notes of Evidence (27 October 2020) page 53 line 25 to line 31.
13
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hours. She replied in effect that unlike in the past when commuting between
Malaysia and Singapore each day would entail three hours of travelling time,
from their flat in Singapore it would take only five minutes to get to work.?s She
also mentioned that previously they had to leave home at 5.30am, arriving at the
factory at 7.00am. In short, therefore, living in Singapore near the place of work
meant not only that the husband spent much less time travelling to work, but

also that he did not have to wake up at before 5.30am.

28 I stated earlier that after the elder daughter became independent, the
wife’s income should be taken into account when determining the percentage
deduction attributed to the deceased husband’s personal expenses. Although the
wife gave evidence of her intention of eventually becoming a full-time
housewife, I am disinclined to believe that she would stop working given the
financial needs of the family. How then should we compute the dependency? A
principled approach was applied in the decision in Coward v Comex Houlder
Diving Ltd (18 July 1988, Court of Appeal) (UK) (“Coward v Comex’). Under
this method, the wife’s income is pooled together with the husband’s and it is
taken that he would have spent 25% of that pooled income on himself (or Y5
where there was no dependent child). The balance of the husband’s income after
allowing for his increased expenses would then constitute the amount of

dependency.

29 The wife’s income at the time of the accident was 39.4% (rounded up to
40%) of the husband’s take home pay. For lack of any evidence as to her income
going forward, I shall assume that she would continue to take home 40% of the

husband’s take home pay.

e Notes of Evidence (27 October 2020) page 54 line 6 to line 12.

14
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30 Applying the Coward v Comex method, the dependency where there is

a dependent child works out to be 65%. This is derived as shown below.

(a) Let husband’s take home pay be H. The wife’s would then be
4/10H and the combined take-home pay would be 14/10H.

(b) Applying the conventional 25% to the combined income, the
husband’s personal expenditure = 25/100 of 14/10H = Y4 x 14/10H =
7/20H. Therefore, the dependency = 20-7/20H = 65% of H.

(c) Applying the same method of computation, we arrive at a figure

of 53.33% dependency where there are no dependent children.

31 The multiplicand is not one constant figure throughout. Apart from the
provision for increments and the staged reduction of overtime, the dependency
also varies according to whether there is income contribution by the wife and

whether there is any dependent child.

32 It is therefore necessary to divide dependency into four tranches:

(a) The first 5 years at 75% dependency (ie, not taking the wife’s
income contribution into account for the reasons mentioned in

[17] above).
(b) The next 7 years at 65% dependency.

(c) Thereafter, until the Deceased (but for the accident) would have

reached the age of 65 years, at 53.33% dependency.

(d) Thereafter, until the Deceased would have reached the age of 70
years at 66.66%. This is because the wife (5 years older than he)

would have stopped working when she attained 70 years of age.

15
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33 In regard to the overtime hours, I assume that at age 55 years the
deceased would have shed 5 of his overtime hours and that 5 years down the
road he would further shed a similar number of hours. As I said earlier, I do not
provide for a final reduction of the remaining overtime hours because the wife

would have stopped working at 70 years, leaving him as the sole breadwinner.

34 The foregoing guide-posts for the computation of the dependency claim
were communicated to counsel at a hearing on 21 April 2021 and further

clarified on 17 May and 2 July 2021.

35 I am grateful to counsel for the Plaintiffs for working out the rather
involved computation and to counsel for the Defendants for reviewing the same.
The entire set of tables from which the computations were derived are annexed

hereto as Annexes A to E.

36 Based on the tables, the following are the four tranches of dependency

awarded on the basis of 100% liability:

For the Ist tranche of 5 years $147,551.91
For the 2nd tranche of 7 years $211,976.19
For the 3rd tranche of 13 years $369,784.78
For the 4th tranche of 5 years $220,553.99
Total $949,866.87
Add 53.33% of loss of CPF $114,173.12
($356,813.31 x 53.33% x 18/30)
Total dependency claim based $1.064.039.99
on 100% liability

37 Interest on pre-trial loss of dependency is computed as shown below:
Loss of dependency from date of death $274,713.70

up to date of hearing
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I do not consider it appropriate to award interest on the pre-trial loss of CPF as

Interest at %2 of 5.33% per annum
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$41,245.20

the CPF benefit would not be enjoyed until much later in retirement.

Conclusion

38

Agreed funeral associated expenses
Agreed probate expenses
Bereavement

Total

Interest at % of 5.33% per annum from
date of accident to date of judgment

Total including interest

General Damages

Interest from date service of writ to date
of judgment at 5.33% per annum

Loss of dependency and CPF

Interest on pre-trial loss of dependency

Total of the damages and interest

(At 85% liability on account of
contributory negligence)

17

In the result the following are awarded on a 100% liability basis.

$7,400.00
$5,247.00
$15,000.00
$27.647.00
$4,142.18

$31,789.18

$4,000.00
$564.19

$1,064,039.99
$41,245.20

$1.141.638.56

$970,392.78
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39 I will hear the parties on costs.

Andrew Ang
Senior Judge

Raj Singh Shergill and Sonia Lim (Lee Shergill LLP) for the
plaintiffs;

Shahira Binte Mohd Anuar and Teo Weng Kie (Tan Kok Quan
Partnership) for the defendants.
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DIFFERENT TRANCHES OF MULTIPLIER CALCTTATED BASED ON TABLE OF DISPOSABLE INCOME IFS% CPF & INCOME TAX

Calculation based 1st period of § vears
Deceazed's age 41 to 45

LCalculation based Ind period of 7 vears
Deceazed's age 46 to 52

Calculation based 3rd period of 13 vears
Deceazed's age £3 to 65

Calculation based 4th period of § vears
Deceazed's aze 66 to T0

$45,183 97

Total disposable mncome for 5327,893.14  |Total dispesable meome for the $343.52870  |Total disposable meome for the 51.1535,649.67 |Total disposable income for the £551,384.98
the 15t 5 years next 7 vears next 13 vears next 5 years

Average disposable income $65,57863  |Average disposable income for the 17764696 |Average disposable income for 588,896.13 |Average dispesable income for the| $£110,277.00
for the 1st 5 years next 7 vears the next 12 years next 5 years

At T3% $40183 97  [At635% 5047032 |A+5333% 54740831 |AtQ3 £73,518.00
530x 18 years x $147,551.91 (7/30 x 18 vears x $50.470.52 §211.976.19 (13/30 x 18 years x $47 40831 536978478 |5/30x 1B year= x $72,139.68 $220,55399

Hence, total Dependency Claim at $147,851.91 + 5211,976.19 = 5369,784.78 + S210,853.99 .

Add £3.55% of CPF balance used for joint benefit (3356,813.31 x 18/30 x 33.33%) -

$949,866.87
$114,173.12

At 1005%

19

$1,064,039.99
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COMPUTATION OF DECEASED'S DISPOSABLE INCOME LESS CPF & INCOME TAX

(a) {b) fc} {d) (e} {f) (g) {h) (i) 1] (k) 1]
Basic salary per Annual dical| Total annual ?::::T::;: I?:::::e:al)s(
“::f's T’;—:’i‘n[;':':"“::f vl basic m:t.':‘“;:"' Annual :‘:“—'a:,r:‘;:;hu: benefits for | OW (Ordinary | Total annual :::‘::‘::::af'm contribution Payable Deceased's
i | vear | BE=of ach yomr] “ealary beng hg:‘@% overtime pay the Deceased | Wages) being | AW [Additional g:m e (OW=aw) Disposable Income
after deceased agaregate of (3] | increment each being aggregate *(see and iml.“e-diate aggregate of (b) | Wages) being e ——— “lsee_ ﬂ:—w the I|l_ear being
death *{see 12 months year) of (c x 12 Explanatory family at and [d} aggregate of [2) (g and (h} ‘{see_ Computation of | (i) less (j) and (k)
Explanatory months Note 4) 51,700 per and (f} Computation of Deceased's
Note 3) year Deceased's CPF) |  Income Tax)
$52,984.54 $2,573.37
0 [\i:jl:sof 10 “(see “(see
death) Ele atna;?r\r Ex:ll atna;r;r\r
ote ote
1 2016 Ll $3,074.08 $36,888.91 $2,650.57 $31,806.85 $9,789.02 51,700.00 $68,695.77 $11,483.02 580,184.79 $16,036.96 51,610.35 $62,537.48
2 2017 42 $3,166.30 $37,995.58 $2,730.09 $32,761.06 510,063.48 51,700.00 $70,756.64 511,763.48 $82,520.12 516,504.02 51,741.13 564,274.97
3 2018 43 $3,261.29 $39,135.45 $2,811.99 $33,743.89 59,989.40 51,700.00 572,879.34 511,683.40 $84,568.74 $16,737.88 51,868.16 $65,962.70
4 2018 44 $3,359.13 $40,309.51 $2,896.35 534,756.21 $9,799.91 51,700.00 $75,065.72 $11,499.91 $86,565.63 $16,699.98 52,010.60 $67,855.05
5 2020 45 $3,459.20 $41,513.80 $2,983.24 $35,798.89 56,189.08 51,700.00 $77.,317.69 $7.889.08 $85,206.77 $15,977.82 51,965.03 $67,262.93
5] 2021 45 $3,563.70 $42,764.36 $53,072.74 $36,872.86 5702346 51,700.00 $79,637.22 $8,723.46 $88,360.68 $16,144.69 52,455.12 $69,760.87
7 2022 47 $3,670.61 544,047.29 53,164.92 $37,979.05 57,234.16 51,700.00 $82,026.34 $8.934.16 $90,960.50 516,186.83 52,634.16 $72,138.51
] 2023 48 $3,780.73 $45,368.71 $3,259.87 $39,118.42 5745119 51,700.00 584.487.13 $9,151.19 $93,638.32 $16,230.24 52,818.57 574,589.51
9 2024 45 $3,894.15 $46,729.77 $3,357.66 $40,291.97 5767472 51,700.00 $87,021.74 $9,374.72 596,396.47 516,274.94 53,008.51 $77,113.01
10 2025 50 $4,010.97 $48,131.67 $3,458.39 541,500.73 5790496 51,700.00 $89,632.40 $9,604.96 $99,237.36 $16,320.99 53,204.15 $79,712.22
11 2026 51 $4,131.30 549,575.62 $3,562.15 542,745.75 510,147.52 51,700.00 $92,321.37 $11,847.52 $104,168.89 $16,769.50 53,625.93 583,773.45
12 2027 52 54,255.24 $51,062.88 $3,669.01 544,028.12 510,451.94 51,700.00 $95,091.01 $12,151.94 $107,242.95 $16,830.39 53,972.44 $86,440.12
13 2028 53 $4,382.90 $52,594.77 $3,779.08 545,348.97 510,765.50 51,700.00 597,943.74 $12,465.50 $110,409.24 $16,893.10 54,789.36 $88,726.78
14 2029 54 $4,514.38 $54,172.61 $3,892.45 546,709.44 511,088.47 51,700.00 $100,882.05 $12,788.47 $113,670.52 $16,957.69 55,156.97 $91,555.85
15 2030 55 54,649.82 $55,797.79 $2,672.82 $32,073.79 511,421.12 51,700.00 $87,871.58 $15,121.12 $100,992.70 $17,024.22 $3,207.79 $80,760.69
16 2031 56 $4,789.31 $57,471.73 $2,753.00 $33,035.97 511,763.76 51,700.00 $90,507.70 $153,463.76 $103,971.46 $15,810.79 53,598.48 584,562.18
17 2032 57 $4,932.99 $59,195.88 $2,835.59 $34,027.08 512,116.67 51,700.00 $93,222.96 $13,816.67 $107,039.63 $15,876.08 53,943.81 $87,219.74
18 2033 58 $5,080.98 $60,971.75 $2,920.66 $35,047.93 512,480.17 51,700.00 $96,019.69 $14,180.17 $110,199.86 $15,943.33 54,299.50 $89,957.03
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Explanatory Motes:

1. Based on Deceased's |ast drawn salary "$2,984.54" (see PBOD 132)
2. Deceased's average monthly OT pay "52 573.37" (see PEOD pg 136 & 137). From age 55 to 59, Deceased eams 23 of overtime and from 60 years onwards, Deceased eamns 13 overtime

3. PW3 projected the Deceased's wage increments at 3% per year had he continuad in his employment with Honeywell (see NE 29 Oct pg 17:10-17, pg 18:5-8; NE 29 Oct pg 52:6-10, pg 55:1-13)

15 2034 59 $5,233.41 $62,800.91 $3,008.28 $36,099.36 $12,854.57 $1,700.00 $98,900.27 514,554.57 5113,454.84 516,012.60 54,665.86 $92,776.38
20 2035 &0 55,390.41 564,684.93 51,549.26 $18,591.17 513,240.21 51,700.00 583,276.11 514 940.21 598,216.32 516,083.94 52,939.27 579,193.11
21 2036 6l 55,552.12 566,625.48 $1,595.74 519,148.89 513,637.42 51,700.00 $85,774.38 515,337.42 5101,111.79 510,658.83 53,627.49 586, 785.47
22 2037 62 55,718.69 568,624.25 5164361 $19,723.35 514,045.54 51,700.00 $88,347.59 515,746.54 5104,094.13 510,748.95 53,964.70 589,380.49
23 2038 63 $5,890.25 $70,682.97 $1,692.92 $20,315.06 514,467.94 $1,700.00 £90,998.04 516,167.94 5107,165.97 510,800.57 54,312.02 $92,053.38
24 2039 64 56,066.96 572,803.46 51,743.71 520,924.53 514,901.57 51,700.00 593,728.00 516,601.97 5110,329.97 510,853.74 54,669.77 594,806.46
25 2040 65 56,248.96 574,987.57 $1,796.02 $21,552.26 515,349.03 $1,700.00 $96,539.82 517,049.03 5113,588.86 510,908.51 54,808.24 597,872.11
26 2041 ] 56,436.43 577.237.19 $1,849.90 $22,198.81 515,809.50 51,700.00 $99,436.00 517,509.50 5116,945.51 56,265.67 55,728.18 5104,951.66
27 2042 67 $6,629.53 579,554.31 $1,905.40 $22,864.76 516,283.79 $1,700.00 5102,419.07 517,983.79 $120,402.86 56,298.87 56,121.96 5107,982.04
28 2043 68 56,828.41 581,940.54 51,962 56 $23,550.70 516,772.30 51,700.00 5105,491.54 518,472.30 5123,963.95 56,333.06 56,527.55 5111,103.33
] 2044 =] 57,033.26 584,399.17 52,021.44 524,257.24 517,275.47 $1,700.00 5108,656.41 518,975.47 5127,631.88 56,368.28 56,945.31 5114,318.28
30 2045 70 57,244.26 586,931.14 $2,082.08 524,984.96 517,793.74 51,700.00 5111,5916.10 519,493.74 5131,409.84 56,404.56 51197561 5113,029.67
Total:  52,578,456.49

4. Based on annual (on-target) variable bonus opportunity at 2.5 months [see PBOD vol Il pg 766; NE 29 0ct pg 19:17 to 20:25). On site achievements for year 2016 to 2020 are as per the actual site achievements tabulated at
P7 pg 6, for year 2021 to 2025 at 40%: and from year 2026 onwards at 60% of the site achievemnents.
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Annex B1

COMPUTATION OF DECEASED'S PRE-TRIAL DISPOSABLE INCOME LESS CPF & INCOME TAX (FOR INTEREST)

() (b] l<) (d) (e} (f) lg) {h) (i) (i (k) n {m) {n)
Basic salary per L= = 5
A . . ) Total annual annual CPF Imoome Tax Deceased's
Years mu]j;[-,appllﬂrg . Qvertime pay Annual 'ﬂ‘w; Lmonth + | Annual medical oW [Ordinary | Total annual mﬁflm contribution Payable Deceased's Dizpasable
of a 3% increment Annual basic per month e— wariable bonus |benefits for thel s — gross income for 5
Ageof i 5 overtime pay ‘Wages) being | AW [Additional ) [Owaw) Disposable Income Income for the
work Year each year] salary being (applying a 3% - Deceasad and \ . the year being - £
deceasad . being aggregate . . ) aggregate of (b)| wWages) being *[sze for the year being year at 754 &
after agzregate of (a) x| increment each . |see immediate the aggregate of . - - h -
. of (¢ x12 ) and [d] aggragate of (&) *|zes Computation of | (i)} less [} and (k) E5%
death *(see 12 months year) Explanatory family at . 1} and [h) . X
Iana.ln f— maonths Mote 4) $1.700 ar and (f] Computation of Deceased's respectively
e s:lr',r ! +700 perye Deceased's CPF) | Income Tax)
24.11.15
o |date of 40 52,984.54 5298454 52,573.37 52,573.37 52,984.54 514167 55,557.91 5312621 5B,684.12 51,736.82 50,00 56,947.29 T5% 4521047
death)
1 2016 a1 $3,074.08 536,888.91 $2,650.57 $31,806.85 $9,788.02 $1,700.00 568,685.77 $11 439.02 $80,184.79 516,036.96 $1,610.35 $62,537.48 75% 546,903.11
2 2017 42 £3,166.30 537,905 58 52,730.00 $32,761.06 £10,063.43 %1,700.00 570,756.64 £11 763 .48 SB2,520.12 516,504.02 $1,741.13 £64,274.97 T5% 545, 206.23
3 2018 43 53,261.29 539,135.45 52,811.99 533,743.89 59,9859.40 51,700.00 572,879.34 511,689.40 5B4,568.74 516,737.88 51,B68.16 £65,962.70 75% 548,472.03
4 2019 44 £3,350.13 540,300.51 52,896.35 534,756.21 50,790.91 %1,700.00 575,065.72 £11 49991 SB6,565.63 516,600 08 52,010.60 £67,855.05 75% 550.891.29
3 2020 45 £3,459.90 541,518.80 52,983.24 535,798.89 55,189.08 51,700.00 577,317.69 57,889.08 SB5,206.77 515,977.82 51,966.03 567,262.93 T5% 550,447.20
Up to
& 02 :_" 21 48 £3,563.70 521,612.12 £3,072.74 51B,634.57 53,458.76 5B52.33 540,246.79 54,312.00 544 558.88 £8,130.84 5136.03 £36,282.11 65% 523,583.37
Total:  5371,122.55 527471370

Explanatory Notes:

1. Based on Deceased's last drawn salary "32 984.54" (see PEOD 132)

2. Deceased's average monthly OT pay "52,573.37" (see PBOD pg 136 & 137). From age 55 to 59, Deceased eams 2/3 of overtime and from &0 years onwards, Deceased earns 1/3 overtime

3. PW3 projected the Deceased's wage increments at 3% per year had ha continued in his employment with Honeywell [see NE 20 Oct pg 17:10-17, pg 18:5-8; NE 20 Oct pg 52:6-10, pg 55:1-13)

4. Based on annual (en-target) variable bonus oppaertunity at 2.5 months (see PBOD vol 1l pg 766; ME 29 Oct pg 19:17 to 20:25). On site achiavements for year 2016 to 2020 are as per the actual site achievements tabulated at
P7 pg 6, for year 2021 to 2025 at 40% and from year 2026 onwards at 60% of the site achievements.

5. calculation for year 2015 is taken from December 2015 (as deceased was paid for the month of movember 2015) and calculation for year 21 is from 01012021 to 02.07 2021,
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COMPUTATION OF DECEASED'S CPF

fa) (b) (¢) (d) (e) i) 4] b} i (i) lq) |
Employee's
o
e e
Annual annual OW
u:. Duartims pay AWS Lmenth+ | medieat ;Tw““:l' . Total annual m.: contribution
" pormanth | S| | it dor S | mm rossmeses b 51 0 1 cap, based on ot
wark | Year “'::.“ sschyea] | salrybeing | (spalyiga s | 770 P the Decased | "6 gt w"‘“‘."‘ the pearbeing |* 02 COF guidelines .
atter aggregate af (3] | increment each e[ ese |and iemmediate '"’":‘t"' ) Wawilbeine (e ot () X
dusth xizments | vel O pamion |ty [ iy | W mw“ “fon w)ess i)
Note d) 51,700 per Explanstary
year “fse MNata 6)
Explanatery
MNate 5]
= sz::' 54 sz:s[:;sr
o 4
‘z:":l‘ o Explanatory Explanatary
Note 1] Note 2)

20.00% 312,400,050 §5,724 65 $13,735.15 $2,297.80 $16,036.56 17.00% $12,740.00 $11578.28 $1,95313 41365141 $29,668.57 $1504158 31462675
20.00% $1440000 | ¢589633 §14,151.33 2,352.30 $16,504.017 17.00% 12,340.00 12,008.63 1,599.79 14,02842 | 53053245 $15,041.58 $15,4%0.87
2018 43 3326129 $39,135.25 281199 5§33,743.39 59,983.40 1,700.00 5728793 | 511685.40 584,568.74 2000% $14.400.00 36,073.18 514,400.00 $2,337.68 $16,737.88 17.00% 1224000 | 51338340 1,987.20 14, 376,69 43111487 $15.041.58 16,072.95
2000%
2000%

1 ]| 016 | 41 4307408 $36,888.91 5265057 | 53180685 | $9,769.00 5170000 | 56869577 | 51148500 | $80,184.79
2 |

3

4 | im3 | 44 3335913 540,30%.51 183635 | SM7I611 | 5979981 170000 | S7S.085.72 | 511,499.91 | S85565.6% 1440000 | 5625548 14,400.00 2,29908 | $16,699.98 17.00% 12,240,00 12,240.00 1.554.98 1415498 | 530,854 97 $15041 58 15,853.39

3

[

7

-]

017 | 42 $3,166.30 $37,895 58 173008 | $32761.06 | $1006348 170000 | So075e6d | $11.75348 | Sasanid

2020 45 $3.459.90 341,516.80 2,983.24 535,798,689 36,169.08 1,700.00 $77,317.69 7, 839.08 585,206.77 | 51440000 6,443.14 14,400.00 1,577.82 $15,977.62 17.00% 12,240.00 12,240.00 1,341.14 E 13,561.14 $29550.96 51504158 14,517.38

W01 48 $3,563 70 342,764, 36 $3072.74 S36,872.86 7,023 46 1,700.00 §79,637.22 872346 $88,360.68 20.00% 1440000 }6,636.49 14,400.00 1,744 69 $16,144.69 17.00% 1224000 12,240.00 1,482.99 1572299 32986768 1504158 14 82610
20,

| 2022 A7 23 67061 $44,047.29 iiéﬂ.ﬂ 537,579.05 }7,234.16 1,700.00 $B2,025.34 833416 $90,960.50 LO0% 1440000 | $683563 14,400.00 1,786,583 $15,185.63 17.00% |_312, 00 | 51224000 [ 3515181 13,758.81 ED‘!E.H glj 4158 14,904.06

2023 43 $3.78073 $45,368.71 $3259.87 | 53911842 17,451.19 1,700.00 $84,483.13 $3151.18 $e1638.02 20.00% $14,400.00 $7.040.59 $14,400.00 $1,830.34 $18,230.24 17.00% 12,240.00 13,240.00 1,555.70 13,795.70 53002594 515041 58 $14,984 36
] 2024 49 538314 546, 729.77 335766 540,291 97 $7,67472 1,700.00 SR702174 | S3374.72 $36.396.47 2000% $14400,00 37,251.81 $14,400.00 1,874.54 $16,274.54 17.00% $12,240.00 12,240.00 159370 13 833.70 $30,104 65 $15041.58 $15,067.07
0 s 50 4,010,597 348,131.67 $3,458.39 541,500.73 §7 904.96 | 5170000 ﬁ 63240 | 5350496 %23?.36 2000% 514 A00.00 7,465.37 514,400.00 1,920.99 ﬂi 320.99 17.00% 1234000 | 51234000 | 3163284 13 872.84 511'.193.84 $15,041.58 41515226

11 | omg6 | 51 6413130 | $40.575 62 356215 | sap72875 | $1014957 | $u7oo00 | $s3.33037 | 1184782 | Stoseasy | ook | d1adoome | ergeass | sisdo000 | sadeacn | s1e7saso | areox | $1234000 | $120s000 | $ooneoe | S1arsans [ Sampase | $isouse | Sisemon
12 | 307 52 4,755 24 $51,063.88 3669.01 SA4.07812 41045184 1,700.00 §95,091.00 121514 | $107.242.95 2000% 31440000 | 5797435 S1440000 | 5243039 5153039 17.00% 1224000 | 51224000 | 5206583 14 305,83 $31,13672 £15,041 58 $16.09464
| 13 | 2028 53 34,382.90 $52,594.77 377308 | 54534897 | $1076550 | S1,70000 | 55794374 13,455.50 | 511040924 20005 31440000 | 5816198 314400.00 3249210 $16,83310 17.00% 1234000 | $12.240.00 52,119.14 14,359.04 | $31.252.24 31504158 $16,210.66
[ 14 | 2m9 54 4,514,380 $54,172.61 389245 54670944 | 31108847 170000 | $300,862.05 12,786.47 | $113,67052 20.00% 51440000 840531 $14,400.00 32,5769 $15,957.69 12,240.00 12,240.00 2,174.04 1441404 | $3371T3 51504158 $16,330.15
[1s [ao0 | s5 464980 | $55797.79 267282 | $3209379 | sutamaz | $170000 | Sensiass | 1312112 | Si009%270 | soook | 1440000 | 5730263 | $14:40000 | Sa62437 | 51700422 |_s1224000 | S1734000 | s233059 | $18.47059 | S314sdEl 3154158 51645324
16 | 2031 56 478931 | $57471.73 2,753.00 533035.57 | $11763.76 5170000 | 590507.70 | $13483.706 | $103.57146 LS50 $13,310.00 754251 515,220.00 p2,490.79 $15,810.79 | $1332000 | $13320.00 5245079 | $1581078 | 33162159 $1504158 $16,580.01
17 |30z | s desazos | deenmses | $asases | sasoavos | 1211667 | $170000 | 69320206 | S13816.67 | S10703963 | 1850% | 41333000 | §7,76858 13,320.00 255608 | $15,87608 | s1337000 | $1332000 | 4255608 | S1@ve0s | 43178217 $1504158 $16,710.5%
| 18 | 2033 58 $.080.58 $60,571.7% $2,820.68 43504793 41248047 5170000 | $96,0109.60 | $14180.17 | $110.199.86 1850% $1332000 | 5800164 13,320.00 52,623.33 515,333 13,320.00 $13 320,00 §2,623.33 $15,043.13 531 BRGEE $15041.58 516,245.08
[ 19 | 2034 s 823141 $62,800.91 3,008.28 S3E00035 41285857 $1,700.00 $98,000.27 | 51455457 | $11345434 1R50% $13,320.00 8, 24169 513,32000 32,552.60 316,00 2.60 13,320.00 §13,320.00 §2,692.60 $16,012.60 53202519 $1504158 S16,083 61
20 | 3035 | 60 )5,39041 $64,684.93 154926 | 51659117 | $1324021 | 5170000 | SB3EFEN1 | §14.940.01 | $96216.32 16.50% 31332000 | $593968 $13 330,00 $2,76354 | 31608354 : $1332000 | §1333000 | 5376394 | $16083% | $IZI67EE $15041 38 51712630
| 21 [ 2036 | &1 555212 | $66,625.48 159574 | $1914889 | $1363747 | $1,70000 | S8S,77438 | $1533742 | 10111179 | 1235% §8,820.00 7,147.86 $8,820.00 5167883 | $10,698.83 $9,50000 | 5330000 | $210883 | 12,0088 | $22,707.73 $15,041.58 765615
| 22 | 2097 | &2 571669 | $68,624.25 164361 | 61972335 | 31404654 | $170000 | smsaerce | d1sdsses | Grosomny | 122w samom | e7362%0 $8,830.00 19895 | 41074895 950000 | #aso0n0 | $a1e51s | f1zo6sas [ srrmienn $1504158 717252
| 23 | 2038 1] 5,890.25 $70.682.97 1,692.82 $20315.06 | $14467.94 $1,70000 | $90,998.04 | $16167.94 | $107.165.97 1225% $8,820.00 7.563.17 38,820.00 51,980.57 $10,800.57 $9,900.00 $9,500,00 5223309 | $1212306 | $22923.66 $15 04158 783208
| 24 | 2039 (2] S6,066.06 $72,803 46 £174371 S2093453 | $14.90L97 $1,70000 | $33,726.00 | $16601.57 110,328.57 1225% | $8.80.00 57.810.67 8,820.00 $2,033.74 $10,853.74 $9,800.00 4$5,900.00 5228077 | $1n18277 $2303651 51504158 75953
| 35 | 20a0 65 $5,248.96 $74,987.57 $17%6.02 $215%81.36 315,345.01 $1,700.00 $36,533 82 17,049.03 | 511358885 1225% | S8E0.00 58,044.99 8, B20.00 5208851 $10,908:51 | 59,%00.00 $3,900.00 5234474 $1M40 52315275 $15,041 58 $811117
26 | 2041 L] 5543641 $71.231.19 $184990 | $22.19881 | 51530050 | $1.70000 | $99.436.00 | $17,509.50 116,845.51 T.00% §5,040.00 58,285.33 55,040.00 51,2255 56,265.57 7,020,00 $7,020.00 51,707.18 B,727.18 $14.992.84 51504138 34814
| 27 | 2047 67 56,629.53 $79,554.31 1,905.40 $22,864.76 316,283,758 $1,70000 | $302,419.07 17,583.79 130,402 85 7000 §5,040.00 §8,534.92 B5,040.00 | 5125887 56,208.87 | 702000 §7,02000 §1,753.42 773.42 $15,072.28 51504158 $30.70
28 | 2093 | 6B s682841 | $61,9%05¢ | Sigezse | $23.85000 | $1677230 | $1,70000 [ $10saeae | Suse7ad | S1azeszss | 7oom 5,040.00 $8,750.57 5,040.00 5129306 | $6,333.06 702000 | 707000 | S180008 BE1OS | $1515411 $15,041.58 $11253
29 | 2044 | &8 $703336 | $e43eeay | aonias | 62428724 $1,700.00 | $10865641 | $18,975.47 | $127.63188 | 7.00K $5,040.00 $9,054.70 $5,048.00 $132826 | $6368.28 | $Te2000 | $7.02000 | $1,850.11 87011 | $1523839 $15,041.58 $196.81
0 |5 [ M $3.24426 | sesomria | $208208 | $24.984.96 $1,70000 | $11151610 | $a5am3.04 | 13140084 | ToOM 45,080.00 [ $5,040.00 136456 | 9640456 $7,00000 | 47,0000 | $1,00064 | $800064 | $1532520 $15,041.58 $283.62

Total gross income from year 2016 to 2045 = 53,113,650.53 Doeased's Total CPF Payout from 2016 to 2045 = $356,813.31
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Explanatory Notes:

Based on Deceased's last drawn salary "$2,984.54" (see PBOD 132}

Deceased's average menthly OT pay "$2,573,37" (see PBOD pg 136 & 137). From age 55 to 58, Deceased earns 2/3 of overtime and from B0 Yyears anwards, Deceased eams 1/3 overtime

PW3 projected the Deceased's wage increrents at 3% per year had he i 1in his | with Il [see NE 25 Oct pg 17:10-17, pg 18:5-8; NE 29 Oct pg 52:6-10, pg 55:1-13)

Based on annual {on-target) variable bonus opportunity at 2.5 manths (see PBOD vol lll pg 765; NE 25 Oct pg 19:17 to 20:25). On site achisvements for year 2016 1o 2020 are as per the actual site achievements tabulated at P7 pg &, for year 2021 to 2025 at 40% and from year 2026 onwards at 50% of the site achievements.
See current CPF contribution rates and table of summary for projected contribution rates for Deceased after CPF raise together with printouts of the articles docurnenting the raise (see PBOD pg 143-157)

The prevailing Ordinary Wage [OW) ceiling on'which CPF contributions are payable is $5,000 per month,

The prevalling Additional Wage (AW ) cefling subject to CPF contributians per year for an employee is $102,000. Calculation for Deceased's income: $102,000 - $72,000 being total OW subject to CPF for the year = $30,000 of AW subject to CPF at the prevailing rate

Deceased’s CPF statement for 2015 reflecting the amount Deceased's bare annually ie. an average of $1,175 per month i.e. $14,100 per annum towards housing, and about $541.58 per annum for insurance cover. This totals $15,041.58 per annum. (see PBOD pg 133)

R
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COMPUTATION OF DECEASED'S CPF

(a) {b) (c) (d] (e} (f) [I4] ] (i) L] {n {m) (n} (o)
E'"";:' : Employes's CPF
. actual OW | Employee's CPF
D“"“I_:" M9 | Employes's CPE annusl actusl AW
-
Basic salary par Annwal annusl OW contribution | contribution
Years month (applying Drvertime pay — AWS Lmonth+ | medical ;;“:;:ﬂ"- Total ;| Tetel zrnuet ::‘D‘:‘: contribution Employee’s {kaking inta being the Tm
of Lo | 3T increment | Annusi basic | per month “_':e warisble bonus | benefits for w![g b':r" - Mﬁl grazs income for| ‘“ cap, based on | total monthly | accoumtthe | applicable CPF ]
wark | Year u:f each year] salary being | (applying 3% g pey the Deceazed | 2= f"': Wi ! e | the year being "’ﬂ:‘d CPF Guidelines | OW beingthe | applicable CPF | contribartion -
after ensed sggregate of (o) | increment ench | ”fd . *[sme and immediate| W:G';“d" B} ”':L ;i aggragate of [g) e aggregate of (o] [ contribution rate|  ratexfh) |17 -
death “lsee x 12 months year) s@;e.ﬂ u‘: | Expinnatary family at 1<) mm (] I Deces [z and {d) cop "_:"‘
Explanatory ¥ 2 man Note 4 51,700 par =nd i) Age) Explanatory *(see (m) and fn}
Mose 3) year — Wase §) *lzee Explanatory
Esplanatory | MotesS &
Explanatory Noter &6 ?
Mote 5) ]
241115
o |(dsteof| a0 52,98450 52,984 54 52,57337 | 5257397 5298051 514167 s555791 | 5312671 48,681.12 2000% $1,200.00 55,557.91 51,1158 562524 51,7362
death)
1 | 2018 a1 53,074.08 536,886.81 5265057 | S3LBOGES | 5978902 | 5170000 | S6EE9577 | 51146902 | Seni1mave 20.00% 514 400.00 55,724.65 51373915 52.297.80 516,036.95
2 | 2017 a2 53,166.30 537,995.50 5273008 | 53276106 | 51006343 | 5170000 | 57075664 | 51176348 | sE3sa0a: 20.00% 514,400.00 55,896.39 51415133 52352.70 516,504.02
3 | 201m a3 53,261.79 539,135.45 5281100 | 53374389 | 5998040 | 5170000 | 57287934 | S11689a0 | SeaseETa 20,005 514,200.00 56,073.28 514,400.00 2337.88 $16,737.88
a | 2ms an 53,359.13 540,300.51 5280635 | 53475631 | $9,799.91 | 5170000 | 57506572 | 51149991 | 58656563 20.00% £14,400.00 56,255.48 514,400.00 52.299.08 £16,600.08
5 | 2000 as 53,459.90 541,516.80 5298329 | 53579809 | $618008 | 5170000 | 57731769 | 5788008 | 58520677 20.00% 514,400.00 56,043.14 514,400.00 51577.82 515,977.82
& D;E:;L a5 53,563.70 s21,612.12 5307274 | S1E63467 | 3345076 585233 | Sap20679 | $431200 | seassaes 2000% £7,277.42 56,636.40 $7,277.42 s862.42 £8,139.84
Total gross Deceased's
income from Totzl CPF from
date of death | 47228905 dateofdeath | S9LE3332
to 2 uly 2021: 02 uly 2021
Explanatory Motes:

1. Based on Deceased's |ast drawn salary "52,084 54" (see PEOD 132)
2. Deceasad's average monthly OT pay "$2,573.37" (see PEOD pg 136 & 137). From age 55 to 59, Deceased eams 2/3 of overtime and from 60 years onwards, Deceased earns 1/3 overtima

3. PW3 projected the Deceased's wage increments at 3% per year had he continued in his employment with Honeywell (see NE 29 Oct pg 17:10-17, pg 18:5-8; ME 29 Oct pg 52°6-10, pg 55:1-13)
4, Based on annual [on-target] variable bonus opportunity at 2.5 months (see PEOD vol Il| pg 765; NE 28 Oct pg 12:17 to 20:25). On site achievements for year 2016 to 2020 are as per the actual site achievements tabulated at P7 pg 6, for year 2021 to 2025 at 40% and from
year 2026 onwards at 60% of the site achievemants.

i

29

See current CPF contribution rates and tabla of summary for projected contribution rates for Deceased after CPF raise together with printowts of the artides documenting the raise (see PBOD pg 143-157)
The prevailing Ordinary Wage (0w ceiling on which CPF contributions are payable is 56,000 per month.
The prevailing Additional Wage (AW ceiling subject to CPF contributions per year for an employes is $102,000. Calculation for Deceased's income: 5102,000 - 572,000 being total OW subject to CPF for the year = 530,000 of AW subject to CPF at the prevailing rate

Deceased's CPF statement for 2015 reflecting the amount Deceased's bore annually ie. an average of 1,175 per month i.e. 314,100 per annum towards housing, and about $331.58 per annum for insurance cover. This totals 515,041 58 per annum. (s2e PBOD pg 133)
Caloulation for year 2015 is taken from December 2015 (as deceased was paid for the manth of Movember 2015) and calculation for year 2021 is from 01.01.2021 to 02.07.2021
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COMPUTATION OF DECEASED'S INCOME TAX PAYAB

(al ib) © ] () 0] [F] h) 0] [ 0 [ o [ tm [ @ [ i e [ @ [ ®
Headers in IRAS paper tax return Income Tax Payable
Total annusl
§ = = Tax Faysbie for | Tax Payabie for
years ';'::“‘i':"”” vertime pay st . ﬁ“:— Total znmust """""’:."‘:J Esmcdincome | Spouse | Qualitying Chik| cPF Provigent the frzt tier of | thesecondtier [
of aT%ingement | Anmusibasic | permonth Aonum e e | benefitsfor | O (O7SPAY | Total s and (1] == Festiet Refier Funa Relier | TotaPeconsl | o e | TESSDe | afchargemble | oo seymble
work | wear | PEET [ e e sainrybeing | [apphanga 2% | Mo PT the Decensed | 28] Being | AW [Additional . . . . =g | fncame being the
aftar deoeased ‘sggragate of [a) | increment each meing [zze s irernesinte| “BEERE CTIE]| Wagss) being | = = = = mggr=gete of ) ez n) . . =ggragete of [p)
Genth *fsee %12 months year] mﬂd Explanatory Tamity at and [d) W\:I:El;fkl dedaned a5 = = E":::" D"N::l;" 83 1) =nd jm} = l’“‘ and g
Explanatory Note 4) $1,700 per Emproyment e | e
Note 3) year Income in IRAS
paper taxneturn)
2048 "!‘;:I':::”
o |ly=aret] 40 Explanatory Exalanatary
Haote 1] Mat= 2]
L 2006 aL 23,074.08 $36,385.91 2255037 531,206 55 53,7830 51,700.00 S62,635 77 £50,184.75 51,000.00 50.00 $16,035.95 $550.00 §1,060.33 $1,610.33
2 2007 a2 23,166.30 273005 532,76105 | 5io0essm 51,700.00 570,735 64 £=2320.12 £1,000.00 50.00 516,304 02 550,00 51,158 13 5174113
3 2003 a3 23,25025 231155 $33,743 59 59,589.40 B $72,875.3a 552368.79 $1,000.00 50.00 $16,737.88 550,00 51,312 15 51 55816
a 2003 aq 23,355.13 239633 $34,736 21 59,7599 B 573,082 72 c25 %6563 $1,000.00 50.00 $16,659.98 $550.00 51,450.60
3 |20 | an 343550 23324 B sT7317.E8 583.206.77 1,000.00 50.00 51357752 5350.00 S1A416.08
€ | zoe1| ae 355370 507274 | sseEries 53,700, sTsEsTaz ss53s0.62 1,000.00 50.00 515,1445% sE7.2138% 5350.00 51,508.12
7 | ez | a7 3.670EL 515952 | savstsan 51,700.00 ss0.550.00 1,000.00 50.00 51518553 58,773.67 5350.00 52.084.15
s | 2023 | as 3.780.73 529887 B $24.457.13 ssassmaz 1,000.00 50.00 51523024 S2.28837
s | zoes | as 385303 53786 B sE7,02174 ss538E.47 1,000.00 50.00 516,2745¢ 5243831
10 | 223 201057 545835 s s25,65240 55523738 1.000.00 50.00 51632095 | sz132055 5263413
2008 213130 536213 Sinla7sz | s 52321 37 108 168 85 1,000.00 50.00 Sie7essd | szivesso 527153
27 | w2 5823324 sipa11sa | s 550,051 01 sio7.2425% | S100000 50.00 5165303 | 32153035 62244
205 | 33 238250 sip7Essn | st 5754574 s110.405.2a | 5100000 50.00 51685310 | si7ssain 5143535
2008 | e 2431338 3359243 | Ses7oess | siipesay | s 100,52 0 s13367092 | 5100000 50.00 51659788 | sivssies 5180657
2030 | 33 2253552 s267287 | ssaovave | sunaziiz | s 5727138 510039270 | 5500000 50.00 5170027 | sssoaade s2637.78
2031 | 278531 E 273300 | f3scater | siizesve | s 50,307 70 510397148 £,000.00 0.00 ¥ 1331078 | saisngs 520548
203z | 37 2.33255 535,155.88 253335 | s3a00708 5 | ss3za238 | : 5107.035.63 £.000.00 0.00 00 1957608 | 521576.08 535381
2033 | = 5.080.58 60,5773 252066 | 53104788 s s€.01565 s110.133.86 £.000.00 0.00 00 1954333 | 52154333 533530
032 | == 5.233.41 500823 | 53608536 B [ ssesoazr S113.43484 £.000.00 0.00 00 1601280 | suzo1ze0 51319.58
2031 | &0 533001 173826 51,700 s3.3275 11 3521632 5.000.00 0.00 00 1608382 | sie0E3Ga s2385.27 s2538.27
2035 | es 5.33212 139374 5170000 | $e3zvass 510111178 5.000.00 0.00 00 10z | sizesEes 27708 5352748
2087 | &2 571568 158361 s T - 510809413 5.000.00 0.00 00 107585 | sizvaEes £13.70 EX
203z | &3 5.890.23 158252 s | fsosszos 16754 | 51071687 5.000.00 0.00 00 1020037 | 51850037 sezoz
2038 | es 606556 172371 20,504 %2 $170000 | $sazzeo0 $110.329.57 | 5800000 0.00 00 Si0,83374 | sizssava 51,476 23 131677
2040 | &3 529856 179602 21,392 25 B | $sesssm S113.38886 | 5800000 | S2.000.00 00 S1050251 | smsoes: 52,680.3% 143824 430524
2041 | e 643643 1.299.50 B | $ss.ass o0 S1369a331 | Sa.00000 | s2000.00 00 $626967 | Sicener | Swnevese 237818 $3.725.18
4z | &7 £.625.93 75,558 31 1,.905.30 2256475 | tiessave | ¢ $100,215.07 Si0a0286 | 5800000 | s2000.00 00 $626857 | Si62umE7 | Suaioeon 277188 5647196
204z | &= 582881 €21,520.94 15629 | £23%%070 | Sie7vasn | sivood €109, 25154 $i23.9635% | Sa.0c000 | $a0o000 00 $633306 | sig3ssoe | Swovesnss R 5652733
aoaz | es 7.033.26 £23,399.17 202144 | 82409728 | eavavsar | cizoooo | Stceemsal $i37E3LEE | $a.00000 | $a000.00 00 $636828 | Si53em2s | SiiiJeseo | esssno £3.559.31 sezasal
aas | w0 g25,551.18 208208 | £2458495 | Siv7sava | ¢ €111 315,10 ; $i31a0584 | $a.n0c000 | $a0o0m0 00 §6404%5 | Sisapase | Siisoosay | eresnoo Sanaser | sursvser
Total gross income from year 2016 to 2045 = §3,113 650.53 Total income tax payable from yesr 2016 to 2045 = $127.196.99
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Explanatory Nates:

1. Based on Deceased's lat drawn salary "52,984.54" (see PEOD 132)

2. Deceased's average monthiy OT pay "52,573.37" [see PEOD pg 136 & 137), From age 5510 59, Decaased earns 2/3 of avertime and from 60 yegrs onwards, Deceased earns 1/3 overtime

3, PW3 projected the Deceased's wage increments at 3% per year had he continued in his employment with Honeywell {see NE 29 Oct pg 17:19-17, pg 18:5-8; NE 29 Oct pg 52:6-10, pg 55:1-15)

4. Based oh annual (an-target] variable bonus oppartunity at 2.5 months {see PBOD vol [l pg 756; NE 29 Oct p 19:17 to 20:25). On site achievernents for year 2016 to 2020 are as per the actual site-achievements tabulated at P7 pg 6, for year 2021 to 2025 at 40% and from year 2026 onwards at 60% of the site

achievements,
5. See htps:fwnew.iras gov 52/ IRASHome indrviduals/LocalsfWarking-OutYaur-Taxes/Deductions-for-Individual d-tncome-Reliel/ . The amount of relist is based on age and taxable eamed Income In the previcus year i, $1,000 (age below 55, 6,000 (sge 55 to 59) and 48,000 {age 60 and above}

&, Wife would be retired when Deceased reaches the age of 65

7. See https:/fwww.iras gov sgfimshome/Individuals/Locals/Warking-Out-Your-Taxas/Deductions-for-dndividuals/Qualifying-Child-Rellef~0QCR-/-Handicapped-Child-Relief-HCR-/ . From Baceaced's age 41 to 45, both children financially dependent, From Deceased's age 45 to 51, only younger child remains
dependert. from Deceased's age 53 onwards, both ehildren attain finsncial independence

8. Deceased’s computation of annual CPF contributions are tabulated in "Computation of Deceased’s CPF"

4. See https://wwwiras gov sgfirashorefIndividuals/Locals/Warking-Out-Your-Taxes/Income-Tax-Rates/ for the breakdown of tax payable for 15t and 2nd tiers of chargeable income:
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COMPUTATION OF DECEASED'S PRE-TRIAL INCOME TAX PAYABLE [FOR INTEREST)

] ] 3] (d) (e} il [E] ] i | @ [ wm [ o [ m [ w [ @ ol [ @ [
Headers in IRAS paper tax retum Income Tax Payable
Total nnusal
) gross income Tax Fayzble for | Tax Payable for
Basic salary per Anoul 2 S . > ;
years {appry ime pey WS 1 . — Tmm!lnl Ibeing aggregete | Esrmed income Ep-clne muimmlﬂ EPF!w ‘the irst tier of | the second tier -
morth [sppiyE | e Annuzl = 1 mants oW [Orsinary | Total anmusd | of g =nd [h) et Rlief Rlief Fund Relief | Totsl Persons of otal Incorme:

bl of 2 3% inre Aniss besic AR | o time varisble Bonus for | being | AW | Aaditional i o imceme: income b o

work | vesr i =nh year) saarybzing | [sppiying s 3% e PR the Deceneq | WRE=]EENE - | Inceme being [1) being the:
deczmzed ! teing K h sggragase of b} | Wags) peing | Amombe fzez sz ez ez mggregate of [j)
after aggregate of [a] | incement each ot 2] [zee 2red irnrmeeciate| and [d] atfe] il &) 1] et fm) less (nj "see Haee aggregate of |p)
denth *lses 12 months year] g egete Explanztory famiy at e : U : and [g]
x 12 months . 1700 and [f] Emphoyment Nate 5] Hote 5 Hoke 7) Nate B] Explanatory | Explanatory
Explanatar ot ) 1700 per Insccme in IRAS Fcte5) Motz 5]
Note 3) year
paper taxneturm|
241113
0 |[detz=or| a0 3258434 52,584 34 5237337 52,373.37 5258434 514167 5335751 5312521 5858412 58333 50.00 3656.67 51,735.82 52.486.82 56,157.30 s0.00 50.00 3000
cesth]

1 2046 a1 $3.074.08 $35,828.91 5255057 | Saiscesy | Ss7Esme SE2,655.77 SE0LEATS $1,000.00 $0.00 $2.000.00 $1603596 | 52203696 | $3sa4v.s3 5330.00 5106035 51,620.33

2 2047 a2 33,166.30 537,95%.58 SL73005 | 53276105 | 51006348 S70,736.64 582.320.12 51,000.00 50.00 $5.000.00 51630402 | 52350402 | s57.046.10 5350.00 5115113 5174113

3 2042 43 33.26125 £35,135.43 3ILE1185 | %3374338 | $ssEs40 $72,573.34 3E4365.74 %1,000.00 50.00 £2,000.00 S16,7378% | 5337378% | %38.23038 $350.00 5131218 5188215

1 2048 a3 $3,375.13 $40,309.31 S1E8633 | 53473621 | S87sEsl $73,063.72 X $E5.363.63 $1,000.00 $0.00 $5.000.00 31665958 | 523699.98 | $60.863.63 5330.00 5146050 52.010.60

3 2020 a3 33,495.50 541,512.80 5138324 | 53575883 | 5618308 5170000 | 57731763 | 5723508 SE5.206.77 51,000.00 50.00 $5.000.00 51357782 | s2a977.82 | sen22295 5350.00 SLA1E.03 5195503

5 ulef-: o= %3.563.70 521,612.12 51863457 | 5343378 523233 54024573 | 5431209 34239522 530437 50.00 32,009.42 58,133.22 51053665 | 53350213 20.00 513853 513533

Total gross income from date of desth to 2 July 2021= 5472 289.05 Total income tax payable from date of deathto 2July 2024 = $533343

Explanatory Notes:

E=sed on Deceased's last drawn salary “32,.984.34" [ses FEOD 132

Decensed's average manthly OT pay "52,373.37" [see PEOD pg 436 & 137). From age 53 to 39, Decessed earns /3 of overtime snd from €0 years cnwards, Deceased sams 43 overtime

PW3 projected the Deceased's wage inrements at 3% per pear had he continued in his employment with Honeywell {see NE 25 Oct pg 17:10-17, py 18:3-5; NE 25 Oct pg 32:6-10, pg 33:1-13]

E=sed on annual [on-target| varisble bonus opportunity st 2.3 months [see PEOD vol Nl pg 766; NE 29 Oct pE 15:17 to 20:23). On site schisvements for year 2016 to 2020 are &5 perthe sctusl site achisvements tabulated at 7 pe €, for year 2021 to 2023 st 40% and from yesr 2026 onwards at 60% of the site
achisvemants

3. See hitps:/ fwew.irns. gow s/ IRASHome/Indivicuals/LoclsWarking-Out -¥our-Taxes/Beductians-for-individuals/Esmed-income-fielief) . The amount of relief is based on 2ge and taxnble earned income in the previous pear ie. $1,000 [age below 33), $6,000 jage 33 to 35) and 58,000 (age 60 and above]

€. Wife would be retired wiven Depsased resches the aze of 5

7. See https:/fwanairas gow_sgfirshome/individus 5/ Locals Working-Dut-¥our-Taxes/Deductions-for-Individus s/ Cualifying -C hild-Refief— QL R-/-Handicpped-Child-Relisf—HCR-' . From Decensed's age 41to 43, both children finandally sapendent. From Deceased's age 43 to 34, only yeunger child ramains sepencent
From Deceased's age 53 onwarcs, both dhikdnen attmin finanda irdeperd:noe

&. Deceased’s cOmpUtation of annual CPF contributions are tadulsted in “Computation of Deceased's CFF™

5. See https:/fwanairas gov sgfirshome/individus s/ Locals Working-Dut-¥our-Taxes/Income-Tax-Rates, for the breakoown of tax payaole for 152 and 2nd tiers of chargeabie income

10, Cabculation for year 2013 is taken from December 2043 |:n: deceased was Pﬂic for the month of November !.Hl!]e'!d malculation for year 20 from 01012024 to 0207 2021

powopope
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Annex E

Calculation of Interest

Interest at

on the sum of

date of death

to 2 July 2021

2.67%

$274,713.70

24/11/2015

2/7/2021

per annum

( $7.334.86 per annum)

2048 days at 100%
( Vs)

Interest per day ($7,334.86/365) at 100%: S 20.10

35

[2021] SGHC 171

$

41,164.80
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