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At SID, we continually stress that the board 
has two key roles: conformance (safeguarding 
stakeholders’ interests in compliance with 
regulations and policies) and performance 
(ensuring value creation for stakeholders).

But which is more important?

Proponents of conformance argue that it is a 
prerequisite to sustainable performance. El’fred 
Boo puts it this way: “Compliance boundaries 
cannot be crossed given how fragile [and critical] 
trust is; once shattered, it is extremely difficult to 
salvage.” (“Conformance begets performance”, 
page 7.)

On the other hand, performance advocates 
maintain that the board’s fundamental role is to 
ensure the success of the company – and there can 
be no success without performance. As Wilson 
Chew points out, “If you don’t make money, what 
is there to safeguard?”  (“Performance trumps 
conformance”, page 10.)

The answer, I think, lies somewhere in between 
these two. It should not, of course, be a binary 
choice. At SID, we consider both conformance 
and performance to be two sides of the same 
governance coin. At the launch of the Board 
Guide this past November, Piyush Gupta used a 
soccer analogy to put the same point across: both 
defence and offence strategies are needed to win 
the game (see page 48).

All that said, the debate is sometimes based on 
the misleading notion that what a board does 

can be clearly delineated into a conformance 
or performance role when, in fact, much of its 
activities usually contain elements of the two – 
just in different proportions.

For example, risk management is often 
associated with conformance, and strategy with 
performance. However, strategies need to take 
into account conformance elements such as the 
risk appetite of the company and the regulatory 
environment in which it operates; whilst risk 
management is about responding to upside 
opportunities as well as managing downside 
risks, both of which impacts performance.

When we get down to the brass tacks, it can 
be seen that the board’s oversight role in the 
respective areas – be it finance, human resource 
management, or corporate social responsibility – 
has both conformance and performance features.   

In this issue, we canvassed a series of articles 
on the various facets of conformance and 
performance, from the “comply or explain” 
regime (page 30) to how strategy is evolving in 
the 21st century (page 20). 

This dichotomous theme is particularly apt in light 
of the recent launch of the Board Guide which 
explores the board’s dual role in detail (see page 44). 

Do note that the last two launches in the 
Corporate Governance Guides series – the AC 
Guide and the eGuide to the Code of Corporate 
Governance – is scheduled for Q1 2017 (see inside 
cover, and page 88). We hope to see you there. 

DIRECTIONS

Conformance and Performance

DIRECTIONS By WILLIE CHENG
 Chairman, SID
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By
EL’FRED BOO
Associate Professor, Nanyang Business School, Nanyang Technological University

Compliance is a prerequisite to sustainable performance. But what can boards 
do about the compliance-performance tension that continues to put pressure on 
employees’ performance and behaviours, and the company’s bottom line?

Most companies place top priority on 
conformance to rules, regulations, policies 
and standards from a governance standpoint. 

However, the message of zero tolerance for 
non-compliance can be diluted, or worse, 
whitewashed as compliance is regarded as 
a burdensome constraint on performance and 
growth. Even top leadership can falter in this 
area, as the recent example of Volkswagen in its 
aggressive push for financial growth showed. 

This compliance-performance tension will only 
continue to be exacerbated by increasing global 
competition, closer regulatory scrutiny over 
businesses, and thickening compliance rulebooks 
over time. 

It may come as no surprise then that the annual 
survey by North Carolina State University and 
Protiviti, Executive Perspectives on Top Risks for 
2016 shows that board members and C-suite 
executives rank regulatory change as the top 
overall risk for the fourth consecutive year.

Is compliance really such a big burden that it 
hinders the performance of companies?

The compliance-performance tension
Do rainbows appear on a bright and sunny 
day? On the contrary, we see rainbows only  
after the rain. 

Similarly, we should expect sustainable superior 
performance to be possible only from a robust 

DIRECTORS’ BULLETIN 2017 Q1
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Set strategic direction and priorities
The board should regularly review corporate 
strategies and capabilities to ensure their 
relevance at the forefront of competition. 
A McKinsey study (Bhagat and Kehoe, “High 
performing boards: What’s on their agenda?”, 
McKinsey Quarterly, April 2014) found that 
high-performing boards devote more time to 
strategy, spending on average eight more days 
in one year than other boards. 

They also commit a lot more time thrashing 
out issues in board meetings, which averages 
40 days a year. Each board member must have 
a voice to speak his or her mind candidly and 
freely. Only through honest deliberations can 
superior decisions be made. 

As resources are scarce, the board should 
also bring clarity to key priorities in pursuing 
the identified strategic goals. What can be 
compromised and what cannot? What are the 
risk tolerances for the various risks? The board 
needs to ensure that the top management has 
communicated these strategic goals and key 
priorities effectively down the management line.

Align processes and outcomes
When staff and personnel operate under 
severe resource constraints to achieve high 
performance targets, they could end up 
potentially breaching safety thresholds or 
engaging in fraudulent behaviour to fudge the 
numbers to meet the performance targets. 

The board should evaluate whether top 
management has provided adequate resources 
to support employees’ efforts in delivering 
results commensurate with the targeted level of 

performance. It should ask questions such as: 
Is there adequate headcount, funding, training 
and technological know-how provided? Has the 
company built a robust system to produce the 
expected results? Do the performance numbers 
make sense in light of company developments 
and wider economic environment?

Align incentives
The board should also review key management 
incentive schemes to consider if they promote 
the right behaviour. 

The board should always seek to anticipate 
and address any unintended consequences 
of incentive schemes. Incentive schemes 
should align individual and organisational 
goals.  The performance targets should be 
realistic and achievable with reasonable efforts. 
Incentives should be both carrots (to promote 
good behaviour) and sticks (to penalise and 
correct wrong ones).  

Keep in touch with ground zero reality
The board needs to be updated on what is 
happening on the ground. It should ensure 
direct channels of communication to facilitate 
the early detection of problems while being 
sensitive to cultural and other barriers that 
will hinder employees from whistleblowing 
or communicating upward.

As it does so, it should learn from past 
governance failures where boards are either 
unaware, or fail to act even when they are 
aware, of non-compliances such as when 
employees are pressured to achieve unrealistic 
performance targets without appropriate 
resources.

Turning the Compliance-Performance 
Tension into a Reinforcing Force

$
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yet nimble system which is in touch with volatile 
market developments to deliver what customers 
want better than competition. 

In other words, we expect superior performance 
only from a system that could weather any 
storm the business world throws at it. We cannot 
be really good at what we do if we do not play 
a fair game – just as the world now knows 
that Lance Armstrong and Maria Sharapova’s 
prowess in the sports arena are not what we 
thought they were. 

It is therefore crucial for the board to send 
a clear message across to the management which, 
in turn, needs to ensure that all employees 
understand this one simple truth: the company 
needs to truly deliver its promised value 
propositions. Even as compliance sets boundaries 
on what could be done in the pursuit of profits, 
it also forces the staff to train harder and smarter 
– without “steroids” or trickeries – to keep them 
focused on what that will strengthen and better 
the company and to produce results aligned with 
the goals.

Compliance boundaries cannot be crossed 
given how fragile trust is; once shattered, it is 
extremely difficult to salvage. A company is 
either trusted, or not. In short, high-performing 
boards view strong compliance as a critical 
component to build a solid foundation and 
discipline essential for pursuing higher 
performance objectives. Empirical evidence 
from studies shows that companies strong in 
ethical compliance derive superior financial 
performance. 

Compliance and sustainable performance are 
therefore interlinked and mutually reinforcing. 
One cannot exist without the other.

Reinforcing the compliance-performance 
relationship
The reinforcing relationship of compliance and 

performance does not come naturally and must 
be worked on by the board. 

While it might be easy for the board to set clear 
boundaries and emphasise the reinforcing 
relationship between compliance and 
performance at the conceptual and strategic 
levels, the reality remains that executing and 
achieving both objectives is challenging at both 
the management and operational levels. 

How then can the board provide support to 
ensure that the compliance-performance tension 
does not become the company’s Achilles heel? 
What are the elements essential to relieve the 
compliance-performance tension so as to support 
a high performing organisation, enabling it to 
play a hard and fair game? 

The pointers in the box “Turning the Compliance-
Performance Tension into a Reinforcing Force”, 
set out some actions that boards can take.

Most of all, to transform the compliance-
performance tension into a reinforcing force, 
it is imperative for the board to embed a culture 
that promotes responsible risk-taking that 
not only meets but also surpasses compliance 
objectives to fulfil fundamental ethical principles 
and responsibilities. 

Apart from ensuring compliance, a high-
functioning board is one that has a clear strategic 
focus, is diverse in composition, committed in 
both attitude and time availability, and open 
to dissenting views and honest discussions in 
tackling problems to push the company to 
greater heights.

Just as we can see a full circle rainbow from 
the sky under the right conditions, the board 
that focuses on compliance-performance as 
a reinforcing force, should be able to achieve 
sustainable and high performance built on a solid 
foundation of compliance and ethical principles.

DIRECTORS’ BULLETIN 2017 Q1 DIRECTORS’ BULLETIN 2017 Q1
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Performance 
Trumps 
Conformance
By
WILSON CHEW
Author, Differentiation: How to win in a disruptive market

The role of the board is to ensure its long term success, meaning that the company 
must perform. Conformance is hygiene and a matter of course. Performance is 
critical and can be achieved by developing and executing on a good strategy. 

It is recognised that the role of the board is to take 
charge of the company and lead it from the top. 

In so doing, its broad remit is to steer the 
company towards long term success. Executing 
this responsibility involves two broad areas: 
conformance and performance.

Conformance versus performance
Conformance is essentially about ensuring that 
the company meets its requirements in terms of 
legislation, accepted practices, rules, regulations 
and standards. These systems of checks and 
balances see to it that the company stands upright 
when accounting for its deeds.

Performance on the other hand is to do with 
ensuring that a company fares well as a result 
of the sum of the board decisions.

Many argue that conformance structures in 
a company contribute to its performance.  
Equally, there can be no success for a company 
without performance. As the chairman of 
a billion-dollar listed company once remarked 
to me, “If you don’t make money, what is there 
to safeguard?”

Rightly so, how a company is fundamentally 
organised drives performance because 
shareholders elect the board who, in turn, 
appoints management to run the company 
in the interests of shareholders.  Annually, 
the board accounts to its shareholders how 
the company has performed. 

It is no wonder therefore as to why boards are 
generally more obsessed with performance. 
In fact, according to SID’s 2015 Singapore Board 
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Begin with strategy
Strategy is simply a master plan of action designed 
to achieve an overall aim.

Most companies accept that strategy is important. 
But in reality, not many boards pay enough attention 
to strategy. There are several reasons for this:
• A strategic board is not easily achieved. 

According to a 2012 HBR article, “A More 
Effective Board of Directors”, there are 
five disruptors that prevent a board from 
being strategic: lack of clarity, poor process 
management, poor team dynamics, board 
composition and lack on alignment and 
agreement on strategy.

• Strategy formulation is a demanding process. 
Strategic thinking and options force the board 
to confront a future they can only predict 
through approximation. Get it right and the 
company prospers. Get it wrong and the 
company may be wrecked. This is hard work 
that many boards are not inclined to do.

• Some directors myopically over-emphasise 
specific roles and miss the bigger picture 
of company performance. Directors are 
fundamentally fiduciaries, entrusted with the 
affairs of the company, which include its future. 

While it is impossible to predict the future, it is 
possible to prepare for possibilities.  Boards that 
spend more time thinking about their companies’ 
future are more likely to get them there.

Follow up with execution
Having a good strategy does not guarantee 
success, executing it well does. 

Many directors have said that execution is the 
role of management, not the board. While that 
is true to some extent, it would be incongruous 

with the board’s fiduciary duties to be totally 
not involved.

The board should be both supporting management 
in execution and also ensuring that it delivers on 
the strategy.

One way the board can support management is 
to establish strategic initiatives, such as M&A and 
innovation projects.  Such initiatives are time-
based discretionary projects, outside the firm’s core 
activities, but designed to help the firm achieve 
its targeted performance. The board can decide 
and champion the portfolio of initiatives needed 
to close performance gaps and facilitate sources of 
funding, over and above the operating budget.

Yet another way that boards can provide support 
to management is in customer intervention and 
strengthening specific customer relationships. 
Board members’ thought leadership or successes in 
specific fields are powerful resources in establishing 
or strengthening customer relationships.  

In the context of innovation, boards can play 
a special role in partnership with management 
in risk management. In this confluence, it helps 
to ensure that the company continues to perform 
without jeopardising the going concerns and 
its reputation.

The board also needs to ensure that management 
delivers on its strategy. It should monitor 
and measure management’s performance, 
especially the CEO’s. As the adage goes: what 
gets measured, gets done. Boards can do this 
effectively by having a dashboard which flags 
out trouble signs such as failure to meet earnings 
estimates, outdo peers or solve long-term or 
systemic problems. 

Driving Business Performance

$
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of Directors Survey, which polled 210 listed 
companies, areas impacting business performance 
(intense competition, manpower constraints, 
limited domestic market and economic situation) 
were considered to be the most important areas 
of a board’s focus. Regulations and government 
control came in fifth.

The law and regulations also point to 
performance as central to a board’s main 
function. Section 157 of the Companies Act 
states that “the role of the Board is to manage, 
direct and supervise the business of a company 
and in so doing, exercise all the powers of the 
company”. Principle 1 of the Code of Corporate 
Governance states that “the Board is collectively 
responsible for the long-term success of 
the company”.

Delivering business performance
So it should be clear that directors must act in 
the best interest of the company, and what better 
interest can there be for a for-profit company than 
generating profit?

Any robust discussion on business performance 
begs the question, “what must a company do 
to generate profit in this day and age, and into 
the future?” 

A recent Harvard Business Review article, 
“Great Innovators Create the Future, Manage 
the Present, and Selectively Forget the Past” 
makes clear that it is short-sighted for businesses 
to invest in its current successes. Business 
leaders must know that present day triumphs 
are the outcomes of successful innovative ideas 
of yester-years. Likewise, they must invest 
wisely in tomorrow’s possibilities for 
tomorrow’s profits.
 
In this sense, boards must ensure that the 
company’s strategy is aligned to the innovation 
initiatives of today. This is what it means to drive 
business performance.

From a boardroom perspective, business 
performance is the measure of the decisions of the 
board against set objectives and there are many 
antecedents.  Key among them are leadership 
and succession, investment in employees and 
innovation, strong values that drive culture, 
financial management and discipline, stakeholder 
relationships, operational efficiency, intellectual 
property and brand equity. 

Business performance is propelled by two 
drivers: strategy and execution. Boards must be 
familiar with both concepts to discharge their 
roles effectively. 

The box “Driving Business Performance” 
describes the board’s role in strategy 
development and execution. 

Performance first 
To ensure high performance of a company, 
boards cannot ignore conformance aspects.  

Needless to say, dropping the ball on 
conformance may have legal and criminal 
consequences.  However, any good board will 
know that there is no shortage of competent and 
credible people and entities that can provide good 
governance frameworks on which a company 
base itself on. Many of such frameworks are 
fundamentally robust while others can be aptly 
sophisticated to suit the larger companies.

However, not focusing on company performance 
may get the board fired.

It is acknowledged that the board has a limited 
number of meetings each year. That is all the 
more reason why its agenda must be filled with 
critical issues that contribute to the company’s 
long-term performance.

Yes, performance without conformance makes 
business a risky affair, but the reverse makes the 
company unsustainable.

DIRECTORS’ BULLETIN 2017 Q1
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BOARDROOM MATTERS

Governing for Performance 

By  V RAMAKRISHNAN 
 Professional Development         
 Committee member, SID

BOARDROOM
MATTERS

S I N G A P O R E
INSTITUTE OF
D I R E C T O R S

of shortcomings), understand wind direction 
and ocean currents (reacting to changing market 
conditions), ensure passenger comfort (delivering 
shareholder satisfaction), provisioning with 
required resources for the journey (resource 
planning), mitigate risks (risk management), 
and ensure the profit motives of the boat’s owners 
are met (a healthy balance sheet, and profit and 
loss statement).

On the other hand, the preparation of the boat to 
leave the safety of the harbour, the actual sailing 
of the boat, and the day-to-day upkeep and 
operations on the high seas – these tasks are all 
the province of management. 

In other words, an effective board takes a more 
strategic approach. It is not an operational role; its 

A basic tenet of any company is that it should 
deliver returns to its shareholders and other 
stakeholders. To facilitate this mission, the 
shareholders appoint a board of directors to 
ensure that the company delivers value within 
the rules of the game set by the government and 
society. In turn, the board hires a management 
team to deliver the results. 

That is the essence of board governance. 

Yet, for various reasons, many boards fail to 
satisfy their shareholders and stakeholders. 
In other words, they fail to perform in their 
governance responsibility. 

For most companies around the world, good 
corporate governance is a work in progress. In 
my view, boards can be more effective if, from 
the outset, they are clear about the distinction 
between two sets of concepts: governance versus 
management, and compliance versus performance.

Governance versus management
The board’s primary role is governance, not 
management. To understand this distinction, 
it is worth taking an analogy that is based on the 
root word of “governance”, which is kubernatis, 
the Greek word for “steersman”.  

The steersman of a boat must know his start point 
and destination (to set the company’s direction), 
internalise the vessel’s strengths and limitations 
(prepare for the company’s operations by 
leveraging strengths and  mitigating the impact 
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Boardroom Matters is a weekly column by SID for The Business 
Times and its online financial portal, BT Invest, where this article 
was first and recently published.

BOARDROOM MATTERS

guiding approach is “brains-on hands-off”. Its hand 
steadies the tiller, but it does not run the engines. 

Which is not to say that the board is not 
involved in the company’s operations – it must 
actively monitor them and ensure that there are 
appropriate resources, people with the requisite 
competencies and sound systems and processes 
in place to meet the company’s goals – only 
that it should not breathe down the neck of 
management and the executive team, headed 
by the CEO, that run the company’s day-to-day 
business operations. 

Conformance versus performance 
In general, a board’s governance responsibility 
covers two key aspects:
- Conformance with policies and guidelines, 

including compliance with the social, legal, 
statutory and regulatory requirements of the 
local, regional and global jurisdictions in which 
the company operates.

- Performance of the company; ensuring that 
the company’s assets are used efficiently and 
productively to create value for its stakeholders.

The conformance role is manifested in how the 
company translates strategy into policy. The 
process is based on accepted board procedures 
and rules – most of which should normally be 
contained in a board manual which, in turn, 
should reflect the intent of the regulations. 

The conformance dimension is essentially 
rule-based. It focuses on adhering to processes 
that meet regulatory requirements as well as 
legal and statutory frameworks. If it is not 
already clear, compliance requires the directors 
to accept and facilitate a disciplined working 
environment. 

However, companies are incorporated to 
perform, with the acid test being the value 
created in relation to promises made to 
stakeholders. Value can be defined using any 

measure or combination of measures from 
a variety of financial, non-financial or market 
ratios. Whichever of these the board wishes 
to use, achieving the value promise requires 
a clear, well enunciated and measurable strategy. 
This strategy forms the core of the performance 
dimension.

Effective boards combine performance with 
conformance. Often, poor conformance is 
a consequence of poor performance, and poor 
conformance can lead to poor performance. 

At the same time, many boards focus too much 
on conformance, especially compliance with 
rules and regulations. They fail to recognise 
that while conformance is crucial, it is not, 
as far as boards are concerned, the be-all-and-
end-all. Yes, regulation and laws are essential to 
ensure that the people who “steer” and “row” 
the business do so within socially accepted 
norms, but the true value of an effective board 
is to keep the company safe whilst ensuring 
that it creates value. And conformance is the 
pivot to translate the outcomes to definite 
performance metrics.

Performance governance
Putting the two concepts together, I would argue 
that the focus of an effective board should be 
“performance governance”. 

As we have seen, stakeholder expectations go 
beyond compliance – the company must create 
value. And as an important part of effective 
strategic leadership and planning for performance, 
the board must work with an aligned and 
motivated management to understand the market, 
customers, employees, suppliers, and environmental 
and societal expectations. Only in this way can an 
appropriate strategy be developed and translated 
into performance targets.
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High Performing Boards: 
Transcending good governance
By
BOB ARCINIAGA and ALAN HEPBURN 

High Impact Boards transition from a compliance and regulatory focus to a growth and 
strategy focus. They are more proactive and engage with management on future initiatives.

In our work with boards, we have found that 
the highly successful ones around the world 
have implemented a powerful paradigm 
shift in their board processes. They have 
transitioned from a focus on traditional good 

governance practices which are often centred 
around compliance, and elevated the focus of the 
board to a more strategic level. 

While this might not be new, it is still very 
uncommon in practice. Many boards may think 
that they have made this transition successfully 
because they are no longer solely focused on 
conformance and now providing insights on 
strategic issues. While that may be true, it still does 
not constitute a migration to a High Impact Board. 

High Impact Boards are those that become a 
strategic and competitive asset to their organisations. 
Surveys on this subject and our data show that:

• The majority of board members want to create 
value for the boards on which they serve.

• Most executive teams would like to leverage 
their boards to help them accelerate the 
business. 

• Shareholders are no longer satisfied with 
boards that focus on a "reports"-based board 
model. They expect the board to support the 
executive team's ability to increase the value  
of their investment.

   
While there is general alignment in most companies 
around these board expectations, the issue is that 
the current "traditional" board model often yields 
a different outcome than what most shareholders, 
board members, and executive teams want from 
their board processes. 

Our analysis of over 1,200 boards from companies 
around the world in 2015 demonstrates this fact. 
Only 16 per cent of respondents (board members, 
shareholders and executive team members) would 
consider their boards “High Impact Boards” based 
on a subjective view of the strategic value that 
their boards generated for the business. 

17FEATURES
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This does not imply that boards are doing 
a bad job (although 42 per cent might want to 
rethink their board processes). What this data 
does demonstrate is that the traditional way that 
boards have operated may have worked for the 
expectations of the past, but this is no longer an 
optimal solution to accelerate business models 
in a complex and rapidly changing business 
environment. 

In a May 2016 Harvard Business Review article, 
“Boards Aren’t the Right Way to Monitor 
Companies”, the authors concluded, after 
analysing nearly 300 research articles, that it is 

unreasonable to expect boards to be able to do an 
adequate job at ongoing monitoring. Their study 
found significant barriers at the director, board, 
and firm levels that prevent them from being 
effective monitors.

Key attributes of a High Impact Board
The obvious question is: what actions are being 
implemented that High Impact Boards are 
utilising to go beyond traditional governance and 
provide greater value for the shareholders? There 
are some common attributes that we consistently 
see on these boards that are generalised in the 
following diagram. 

Strategic Value the Board Generates

Very effective1 3 52 4Not effective

42%

20%

22%

16%

Averages

<3.4 Poor

3.5+

4.0+

4.5+ High Impact
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High Impact Board VS Conformance Focused Boards
Proactive

Growth & Strategy Focused
Foresight

Questions Based
Objective

Outcome Based
Results

Reactive
Compliance & Regulatory Focused

Oversight
Reports Based

Subjective
Data Based
Monitoring

Source: 2015 ABA Company Study

1253 Respondents



DIRECTORS’ BULLETIN 2017 Q1 DIRECTORS’ BULLETIN 2017 Q1

19

These are obviously generalities, and there is a lot 
more data that we collected that addresses each 
one of the attributes more directly. 

For example, many boards would not consider 
themselves “compliance or regulatory focused” 
since they do have a lot of strategic discussions 
in their meetings. However, the operative word 
here is “focused”. 

The best way to judge whether board meeting is 
more strategic or compliance focused would be to 
analyse the topics of the most recent and typical 
board meeting agenda. Are the topics more focused 
on what has happened in the past (what has been 
done) or are they focused on future initiatives and 
opportunities (what is going to happen)?

An objective way to analyse this is to calculate 
the time that is spent talking about these different 
topics and see where the bulk of the agenda time 
is concentrated. High Impact Boards are between 
60 per cent and as much as 88 per cent of their 
time focused on future initiatives.

One of the primary attributes of High Impact 
Boards that is different from the traditional 
board model is a much higher engagement factor 
among the board members and executive teams. 
This leads to a more “proactive” board where the 
board members are constantly thinking of ways 
to help the executive team accomplish their goals. 

Many boards are provided information that they 
react to, but proactive boards have the ability 
to anticipate many of the needs of the executive 
team and provide ideas, advice, and resources to 
address future strategic initiatives. This leads to 
board members taking a more proactive role in 
trying to help the company by providing helpful 
ideas without having to be asked. 

Benefits of moving to a High Impact Board
A common comment that we hear from companies 
around the world is that their boards are performing 

“well” or even “pretty good.” The idea being 
that while the board may not be considered 
High Impact, it is also not dysfunctional or 
underperforming in any way, so why make any 
changes? There are many benefits that can be 
generated in making the transition that can go far 
beyond a more efficient board process. 

The primary benefit that is often realised is an 
acceleration of the strategic direction of the 
company with the board’s help and advice. 
High Impact Boards play a more proactive role 
in helping the executive team achieve their 
objectives a year earlier, or at a higher gross or 
net profit percentage, or higher revenues. This 
often exceeds the expectations of the executive 
team and the shareholders. It is illogical to think 
that a CEO could only plan for a “pretty good” 
performance. Similarly, most shareholders and 
CEOs are expecting that their boards have to 
perform at a higher level than “pretty good”.   

This often leads to a secondary but equally 
powerful benefit: when a High Impact Board 
takes on a greater responsibility to proactively 
support the executive team in accelerating the 
strategic initiatives of the organisation, those are 
actions that can be tracked. 

There is a concentrated push in many high 
functioning boards around the world to 
accurately account for the “value” that a board 
is generating for an organisation relative to the 
cost of the board. This is very hard to do with 
boards that are focused on more regulatory and 
compliance activities. However, this is much 
easier to do when a board is focused on growth 
initiatives. This leads to a more objective board 
evaluation process where “High Impact” can 
often be quantified.

Bob Arciniaga is the Founder of Advisory Board 
Architects (ABA) and Alan Hepburn is the 
Managing Partner of ABA Asia based in Singapore.
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By
VINCENT CHIN
Global Leader, Public Sector Practice, The Boston Consulting Group

The rupiah, in the last year, has been one 
of the best performing currencies in Asia. 
Those who have acted with a firm grasp of 

how Indonesia operates, coupled with recovering 
commodities and oil prices, would have made 
tidy profits.

For strategists, the oil industry remains one 
that holds relatively few surprises and even its 
changes are often predictable. 

Contrasting this is the internet software industry 
where innovations and new companies pop (and 
fold) in a frenetic pace and market share spin 
heads – a nightmare for an oil industry strategist. 

20

Strategy in the 21st century: 

Mastering adaptiveness

Companies operating in such dissimilar 
competitive environments should be planning, 
developing and deploying their strategies in 
markedly different ways. But all too often, 
research shows, they are not. Responses from 
a recent Boston Consulting Group (BCG) survey 
of 120 companies around the world show that 
executives are well aware of the need to match 
their strategy-making processes to the specific 
demands of their competitive environments. But 
in practice, many rely on approaches that are 
better suited to predictable, stable environments.

What is stopping these executives from forming  
a strategy that fits their situation? We believe they 

Doing business in the 21st century is capricious as it is exciting. 
The formula for emerging triumphant depends a lot on the 
strategies that enable companies to master adaptiveness.
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a matrix, and four broad strategic styles – classical, 
adaptive, shaping, and visionary – emerge. 

Classical
When a company operates in an industry where 
the environment is predictable yet hard for it 
to change, a classical strategic style has the best 
chance of success. The company sets a goal 
to attain and then tries to fortify that position 
through orderly, successive rounds of planning. 
Once such plans are set, they tend to stay in place 
for several years. 

Adaptive
Global competition, technological innovation, 
social feedback loops, and economic uncertainty 
have combined to make the business environment 
radically and persistently unpredictable. 
Companies that are caught in this maelstrom 
need a more adaptive approach, whereby they 
can constantly refine goals and tactics and shift, 
acquire, or divest resources smoothly. In such 
a fast-moving, reactive environment, the goal is 
to engineer flexibility. 

Shaping
However, some environments, as internet 
software vendors are familiar with, cannot be 
taken as given. This means a company will do 
better employing a strategy where the goal is to 
shape the unpredictable environment to its own 
advantage before someone else does. 

A shaping strategy embraces short or continual 
planning cycles but unlike adapters, shapers 
often rally a formidable ecosystem of customers, 
suppliers, and/or stakeholders complement to 
their cause by defining attractive new markets, 
standards, technology platforms, and business 
practices. 

FEATURES

lack a systematic way to go about it – a strategy 
for a strategy. 

A team from the BCG Henderson Institute has 
devised a simple framework that divides strategy 
planning into four styles, according to how 
predictable a company’s environment is and how 
much power it has to change it.  

Strategy usually begins with an assessment of 
the industry that the company is in. The choice
of strategic style should begin there as well. 
A company can narrow down its options by 
considering just two critical factors: predictability 
and malleability. Put these two variables into 
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For example, one of Facebook’s savviest strategic 
moves was to open its social-networking platform 
to outside developers in 2007, thus attracting all 
manner of applications to its site. 

Visionary
Sometimes, not only does a company have the 
power to shape the future, it is also possible for it 
to foretell the future and realise it. The visionary 
considers the environment as something that can 
be moulded to advantage. Because the goal is 
clear, strategists can take deliberate steps to reach 
it without having to keep many options open. 

Back in 1994, for example, it became clear to UPS 
that the rise of internet commerce was going to 
be a bonanza for delivery companies. That very 
year, it set up a cross-functional committee that 
identified ambitious initiatives which involved 
investing some US$1 billion a year integrating 
core package-tracking operations with those of 
web providers and making acquisitions to expand 
global delivery capacity. By 2000, the company 
had snapped up 60 per cent of the e-commerce 
delivery market.

Avoiding the traps
In the BCG survey, three out of four executives 
understood that they needed to employ different 
strategic styles in different circumstances. 
Yet, the same number was using only two 
strategic styles – classic and visionary – suited to 
predictable environments, which is far too low. 

As strategists think through the implications of 
the framework, they need to avoid three traps:

1. Misplaced confidence
When executives’ perceptions were compared 
with objective measures of their actual 
environments, there was a strong tendency to 
overestimate predictability and malleability. 
Nearly half the executives believed they could 
control uncertainty through their own actions. 
More than 80 per cent said that achieving goals 

depended on their own actions more than on 
things they could not control.

2. Unexamined habits
It was not surprising to find that nearly 80 per 
cent said that in practice they begin their strategic 
planning by articulating a goal and then analysing 
how best to get there. And some 70 per cent said 
that in practice they value accuracy over speed of 
decisions. As a result, a lot of time is being wasted 
making untenable predictions when a faster, more 
iterative, and more experimental approach would 
be better. 

3. Culture mismatches
Although many executives recognise the 
importance of adaptive capabilities, it can be 
highly countercultural to implement them. 
Classical strategies aimed at achieving economies 
of scale and scope often create company cultures 
that prize efficiency and the elimination of 
variation. These can of course undermine the 
opportunity to experiment and learn, which is 
essential for an adaptive strategy. 

Avoiding some of these traps can be straightforward 
once the differing requirements of the four 
strategic styles are understood. Simply being 
aware that adaptive planning horizons do not 
necessarily correlate well with the rhythms of 
financial markets, for instance, might go a long 
way toward eliminating ingrained planning habits.  
And being more thoughtful of metrics is also 
helpful. Although companies put a great deal of 
energy into making predictions, it is surprising how 
rarely they check to see how they actually pan out. 

Eyes on the prize
Once a company has correctly analysed its 
environment, it will need to monitor it and be 
prepared to adjust as conditions change over 
time. Clearly that is no easy task. But companies 
that continually match their strategic styles to 
their situation will enjoy a tremendous advantage 
over those that do not.
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Traditional risk management focuses on the likelihood and impact 
of risks. Increasingly, a crucial third dimension is being recognised 
and measured: risk velocity or the speed at which an exposure 
can impact the organisation.

24 FEATURES

By
NG SIEW QUAN  ALVIN CHIANG 
Partner, PwC Singapore Senior Manager, PwC Singapore

Risk management 
at the speed 
of business
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Life is indisputably faster today than 
it was before. Technology ensures 
that most of us are continuously 
“plugged in”. The business and 
regulatory landscapes today have 

become increasingly complex and fast-paced 
with the Internet of Things and other disruptive 
technologies. 

In an environment where speed is of the essence, 
the ability to manage risk and uncertainty is 
paramount.

But risk is seldom static, and the rate at which 
a risk can impact an organisation is now considered 
as another vital element for measuring and 
responding to risks. Social media has helped 

raised the velocity and stake in which such 
risks can occur. An incident can become viral 
in a matter of hours. Short selling attacks, 
with support of social media, can lead to 
immediate plunges in their share price. 

Boards today need to prepare themselves to better 
understand the emerging concept of “risk velocity”. 

Recognising risk velocity
Traditionally, the measurement of risk is 
predominantly two-dimensional, looking 
at the likelihood and the impact of risks. 
The information is typically represented in 
the form of a heat map to determine the level 
and subsequent prioritisation of the risks 
(see diagram on “Risk Heat Map”). 
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While some risks may have similar likelihood 
and impact ratings, they may nevertheless take 
varied lengths of time to impact the organisation. 
The traditional heat map does not account for this. 

Thus, it has been suggested that a third element, 
or dimension, “risk velocity”, be added to the risk 
assessment process.

Risk velocity measures how fast an exposure can 
impact an organisation. It is the time that passes 
between the occurrence of an event and the point 
at which the organisation first feels its effects. 
For those risks with high velocity, having the 
appropriate controls in place in the event that the 
risk does materialise and impact the organisation, 
is crucial. 

Measuring risk velocity
The representation of risk velocity is still in its 
infancy. Risk practitioners have tried to use 
different models for measuring and representing 
risk velocity.

One approach is to consider velocity as a value 
to be added to a risk score and plotted on a linear 
scale (see diagram, “Adding Velocity to Risk/
Impact Score”). As illustrated, following an initial 

scoring based on the product of likelihood and 
impact ratings, a separate rating will be allocated 
to velocity and added to the overall scale, i.e.:

Total Risk Score = 
(Impact x Likelihood) + Velocity.

Another approach is to overlay a risk velocity 
rating to the traditional two-dimensional 
framework, rather than as an added dimension 
(see diagram, “Symbol Representation of 
Velocity on a 2D Heat Map”). As shown, risks 
are plotted on the traditional heat map, but the 
velocity of each risk is visually presented by 
a symbol which can be differently coloured, 
depicted and sized (with say, larger circles for 
higher risk velocity).

Beware of speed traps
Care should be taken when incorporating 
risk velocity into the current risk assessment 
framework, so as not to present something 
overly-complex to the extent where no one else 
apart from the risk experts know how to interpret 
them. The guiding principles of effective risk 
management should be adhered to, which is 
that risks should be easily communicated across 
the board. Thus, everyone should be aligned to 
understanding how velocity impacts risk.

Heat Map displaying Likelihood and Consequence

Heat Map displaying Likelihood, Consequence and Velocity
110 20

100 25

30

Adding Velocity to a Risk / Impact Score
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Focus should not only be given to those risks 
with high velocity. Consider a common example 
of a regulatory risk, where the regulation will 
become mandatory in, say, five years. Although 
this risk has low risk velocity, it may actually 
require actions starting today in order to develop 
adequate systems and processes to prepare for its 
impact. It is therefore important that low velocity 
risks are not overlooked.

When the rubber hits the road
Organisations should add a velocity lens to their 
regular review of previously identified risks and 
identification of emerging risks. 

A major advantage of assessing the velocity of 
risks is that organisations can plan ahead to 
implement pre-emptive and recovery processes 
today. This is especially in situations where risk 
velocity is high, and recovery actions need to 
be swift in order to both reduce the impact to 
a manageable level and to enable the organisation 
to return to business-as-usual as soon as possible.

A top-down cohesive and coordinated 
approach is required to ensure seamless risk 

management and business continuity planning. 
The frequency of periodic risk monitoring scans 
should be congruent with the rate of change of 
the organisations’ business environment. This can 
be even more relevant for those risks with high 
risk velocity. 

Ready, steady, go
Boards should therefore prompt management to 
incorporate velocity into their current assessment 
of risks. The board should be enquiring of 
management in regard to the existence of disaster 
recovery plans or business continuity plans for 
high velocity risks, proper accountability and 
emergency communication plans in place and 
the cost/benefits of implementing risk mitigating 
activities for each risk.

Regardless of the approach adopted by 
organisations, the consideration of risk velocity 
will allow for improved preparation and 
responses to risk. Disruption is the new normal, 
and organisations that promote and embrace 
the concept of risk velocity will be better placed 
to thrive in an environment that is increasingly 
volatile. 
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Audit Committees (ACs) rely on internal 
auditors to provide much-needed independent 
assurance in the areas of governance, risk 

management and control. In turn, they provide 
a peace of mind to key stakeholders by making 
sure the organisation’s policies and procedures 
are complied with, and that the key business risks 
effectively managed to achieve the mission and 
objectives of the organisation. 

However, with increasing complexities, volatility 
and risks in the global economy, which is 
compounded by disruptive technologies, 
cyber security threats and increasing regulations, 
internal auditors are also increasingly pressed to 
do more. 

Beyond assurance
Internal audit, being an independent function, 
is increasingly sought after by the boards and 
senior management to be their eyes and ears, 
especially now in the digital age and new economy. 

In the 2015 Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK) 
Stakeholder Study administered through The 
Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 
1,124 stakeholders across 23 countries revealed 
that ACs would encourage internal audit to move 
beyond assurance to enhance its value proposition 
to their organisations. 

Given that internal auditors have great breadth and 
depth in corporate processes and are objective, 

Internal Audit: Beyond Assurance

Internal audit’s pervasive presence and keen understanding of a wide range of areas and 
processes within an organisation means that it is primed to seize the new opportunities the 
changing times are creating for the function.

By GOH PUAY CHEH TENG HUI YUN
 Executive Director  Assistant Director, Institute of Internal Auditors, Singapore
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they can play an advisory role by providing 
valuable insights and recommendations relating 
to business processes supported with analyses, 
evaluations and evidence. The CBOK study 
identified advisory areas as:
• Consulting on business process improvements.
• Facilitating and monitoring effective risk 

management.
• Alerting management on emerging issues and 

changing scenarios.
• Identifying known and emerging risk areas.
• Identifying risk management frameworks and 

practices.

With heightened expectations by stakeholders 
for internal audit services, it is important that 
internal audit is prepared and equipped with the 
relevant skills and competency to support their 
needs.  By investing in certification and continuing 
professional education, internal auditors can 
stay abreast with the latest developments, 
skills and technologies. Continual learning, 
upskilling and reskilling are throughout the 
internal auditors’ careers to ensure their long 
term relevance in support of their organisations. 

Unlike external auditors, internal auditors do not 
have a constraint in regard to their independence 
in providing assurance services where it previously 
had performed consulting services. However, the 
internal auditor function needs to ensure that the 
nature of the consulting work did not impair its 
objectivity, and that individual objectivity is managed 
when assigning resources to the engagement. Should 
there be potential impairments to independence 
or objectivity relating to any proposed consulting 
services, disclosures must be made to the client 
prior to accepting the engagement. 

AC support
The AC should support the internal audit function 
adequately for it to operate effectively.  

The role is usually clearly enshrined in the internal 
audit charter. The internal auditor needs to be 

functionally reporting to the AC to ensure its 
position of independence within the organisation 
and be able to fulfil its responsibility without 
undue influence from management. The 
independence of chief audit executive (CAE) 
is protected with the AC approving his or her 
hiring, removal, evaluation and compensation, 
instead of this being done by management. The 
AC approves the internal audit charter and needs 
to review it regularly to maintain its currency. 

For internal audit to contribute effectively to the 
organisation, the AC needs to actively accord 
internal audit the appropriate standing in the 
organisation. For instance, having the CAE 
in relevant board meeting and management 
meetings will not only enhance his stature but 
allow him or her to gain a better understanding 
of the organisation’s strategic thinking and 
direction, business and activities, and significant 
organisational and business changes on the 
planning horizon.

The AC should take responsibility for the resourcing 
of internal audit. In order to be effective, the internal 
audit function must be suited with adequate 
resources in terms of staff, tools and budgets. The 
AC should review the training plans and budgets 
of the internal audit team regularly as investment 
is essential to keep their competencies relevant.

As internal audit provides a balance of assurance 
and advisory activities, the AC will need to 
ensure that the objectivity of the internal auditors 
is not compromised and they can perform its 
assurance work effectively. 

For the internal audit to move beyond its 
traditional assurance role, the AC should ensure 
that the internal audit function is independent 
and has adequate resources in terms of budget 
and competent staff with the appropriate 
credentials.  If not, it may lose the opportunity to 
increase internal audit’s value proposition in the 
new economy.
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Explaining the
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Corporate governance, specifically, the 
Singapore Code of Corporate Governance, 
is implemented on a “comply or explain” 

basis in Singapore. This regulatory approach is 
aligned with practices of other countries, such as 
those in the European Union, and in contrast to the 
prescriptive style adopted in the United States.

The “comply or explain” approach does not 
mean that companies can pick and choose which 
guidelines they want to comply with; and where 
they do not adhere to such guidelines, they can 
choose to remain silent.  Companies should 
also not adopt a tick-the-box approach or adapt 
explanations from other companies, including 
“boiler-plate” disclosures, which do not explain 
circumstances relevant to the company. 

These are common misconceptions among listed 
companies. 

The “comply or explain” approach requires 
companies to describe their practices in relation 
to every principle and guideline as well as the 

elements within each guideline.  Where there 
are deviations from such principle or guideline, 
explanations must be provided, including the 
alternative measures taken to mitigate the risks 
that the principle or guideline deviated from is 
intended to address. The board is responsible for 
the contents of disclosures and the disclosures 
should enable investors to make an informed 
investment decision about the company.  

The “comply or explain” approach, as opposed 
to a rigid prescriptive approach, is intended to 
facilitate listed companies’ compliance with the 
principles of the Code. The Code sets out good 
practices which companies are able to adapt to 
their individual company’s circumstances, to 
best achieve the highest standards of corporate 
governance. A one-size-fit-all methodology 
would reduce the best practices into a mere 
checklist, and become arguably less effective 
in developing high standards of corporate 
governance. It is the letter and spirit of the Code, 
and not the form, that listed companies should 
conform to.

By TAN BOON GIN
	 Chief	Regulatory	Officer,	Singapore	Exchange

"Comply or Explain" Regime

The “comply or explain” approach to the Code of Corporate Governance 
(the Code) is meant to be a less rigid and prescriptive approach for 
companies to adopt leading corporate governance practices. However, 
there are many misconceptions of the regime and unsatisfactory 
explanations of non-compliances. While SGX takes a progressive approach 
to facilitate companies’ adoption or adaptation of the guidelines of the Code 
as required by the Listing Rules, it would not hesitate to take enforcement 
action against recalcitrant companies that are dismissive of the Code.
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Engaging companies’ on Code 
disclosures
SGX developed a guide in February 2015 to provide 
guidance to listed companies on disclosures.

In early 2016, SGX commissioned a review by 
KPMG of the corporate governance disclosures 
of Mainboard listed companies. The review 
focused on the presence and quality of these 
disclosures made by the companies. “Presence” 
indicated the existence of a positive or negative 
statement, while “quality” measured the extent  
of forthcoming and meaningful information.

The results of the review were encouraging,  
and also highlighted areas for improvement. 

SGX will review the results and actively 
engage listed companies on the shortfalls in 
their corporate governance disclosures. At the 
same time, listed companies should take the 
opportunity to improve on their corporate 
governance practices. With the committed 
cooperation of the various stakeholders, advances 
in both governance and transparency of listed 
companies can and will be accomplished.

Corporate governance under the  
Listing Manual
Under the Listing Rules, listed companies must, 
in their annual reports: 
• Describe their corporate governance practices 

with reference to the principles of the Code. 
• Disclose any deviation from the Code’s 

guidelines with appropriate explanations   
for such deviation.

It is often on the second limb that listed 
companies flounder. Listed companies either 
fail to disclose the deviations, or provide scant 
reasons to justify non-compliance. 

The broad expectation is for SGX, as the 
regulator, to prescribe a list of “acceptable” 
explanations for listed companies to select from. 

This, again, detracts from the purpose of the 
Code, and leads to “boiler-plate”, repetitive 
and non-informative disclosures that may not 
appropriately reflect the circumstances specific 
to each listed company. 

For example, one of the key observations in the 
KPMG study is the non-disclosure of specific 
remuneration of directors or key management.  
Companies should provide transparency 
relating to the disclosure to assure stakeholders 
that remuneration is closely-linked to the 
company’s performance.

If listed companies are of the view that it is not 
in the interest of the company to adhere strictly 
to the practices of the Code, they should explain 
the circumstances specific to the company 
for not providing forthcoming disclosures.  
Additionally, they should disclose specific 
practices employed by the company to address 
the governance concerns. 

Going back to the example of disclosures on 
remuneration, while there is a real risk of talent 
poaching, companies should explore other means 
to satisfy shareholders that its remuneration 
policies are fair. These practices could include 
engaging an independent consultant to review 
and opine on their remuneration policies 
annually, or benchmark these policies against   
the broader industry. 

Companies should note that while it is not 
mandatory to institute all practices espoused 
in the Code, it is a requirement to adequately 
explain any deviations from the Code. Failure   
to do so is, in fact, a breach of the Listing Rules.

SGX has recognised that strict enforcement 
should be the last resort, and has thus taken  
a progressive stance since the introduction of the 
Code. However, SGX will not hesitate to take 
enforcement action against recalcitrant companies 
that continue to be dismissive of the Code.

FEATURES
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The future of corporate governance
Going forward, listed companies must be 
prepared to adopt or adapt the guidelines of 
the Code. Rather than viewing it as an annual 
exercise of ticking the box, listed companies 
should continuously review and develop its 
governance structures to align the interests of 
their various stakeholders.

In this regard, a recent survey of retail and 
institutional investors jointly conducted by ISCA 
and ACRA showed that directors’ experience, 
remuneration and independence, and the 
company’s internal control and risk management 
matters, are most common aspects of corporate 
governance that investors are interested in.

The following materials will provide more details 
on the “comply or explain” regime, the Code 
and the compliances (and non-compliances) with 
specific provisions of the Code.

SID Board Guide
Section 1.6: The “Comply or Explain” Regime
Appendix 1I: “Comply or Explain” – An 
Explanation of the Regime
Appendix 1J: “Comply or Explain” – Examples of 
Non-Compliance
Appendix 1L: SGX Disclosure Guide on 
Compliance with the Code

SID eGuide to the Code of Corporate 
Governance
An electronic guide that explains the Code of 
Corporate Governance that is produced as part 
of the Corporate Governance Guides for Boards 
in Singapore series. It will be launched in  
March 2017.

SID-ISCA Singapore Directorship Report 2016*

SID-SGX Board of Directors Survey 2015*

SGX Review of Mainboard Companies’ Code  
of Corporate Governance Disclosures*
Conducted by KPMG in Singapore, 5 July 2016

SID Boardroom Matters Volume I:   
Making Sense of Corporate Governance
Chapter 10: For Compliance’s Sake by Daniel Ee

SID Boardroom Matters Volume II:   
Of Conformance and Performance in 
Corporate Governance
Chapter 11: Explaining “Comply or Explain” by 
Lyn Boxall
Chapter 12: Complying with “Comply or 
Explain” by Lyn Boxall

SID Boardroom Matters Volume III:   
Towards Effective Boards
Chapter 34: “Comply or Explain” or “Comply or 
Else” by Joyce Koh
Chapter 35: Making “Comply or Explain” Work 
by Joyce Koh
Chapter 36: How Corporate Governance 
Disclosures Can Become Drivers of Value by 
Irving Low

More on “Comply or Explain” 

*These studies highlight compliance and non-compliance with specific 
provisions of the Code.

At the same time, SGX understands that some 
companies may face constraints in complying 
with certain requirements. This is why it is 
engaging companies one on one to understand 
these limitations and explore other ways for these 
companies to mitigate the underlying risks that 
the principle or guideline they deviate from is 
intended to address.

Ultimately, SGX believes in going beyond the 
structural governance required by the Code, 
to the strategic governance that will drive trust and 
confidence in the company. This includes higher 
quality financial reporting, greater transparency 
and increased access to management for both retail 
and institutional investors.

FEATURES
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The Rising Cost of 
Regulatory Compliance

The annual Cost of 
Compliance survey 
undertaken by Thomson 
Reuters gathers the 
views and concerns of 
compliance professionals 
from more than 300 financial 
service firms worldwide, 
including most of the largest 
global systemically important 
financial institutions (G-SIFIs). 

By
STACEY ENGLISH and SUSANNAH HAMMOND
Thomson Reuters Regulatory Intelligence, Thomson Reuters

The 2016 survey shows that the red flag raised 
in the 2015 report about resource constraints 
is beginning to show signs of crystallising 

with all firms no matter what their size, highlighting 
a potential reduction in the resources firms have 
available for compliance activities. Below are main 
points from the 2016 survey. 

• No letup in change
Compliance officers are clearly still 
experiencing regulatory fatigue and overload 
in the face of ever-changing and growing 
regulations. About 69 per cent of firms are 
expecting regulators to publish even more 
information, with 26 per cent expecting 
significantly more.

• Tracking regulatory change
 More than a third of firms continue to spend 

at least a whole day every week tracking and 
analysing regulatory change. There has been a 
gradual decline in firms spending more than 
10 hours tracking change every week, whether 
due to efficiencies or resource constraints. That 
said, there has been no letup in the volume of 
regulatory change that firms need to track.

• Resource challenges
 One of the major challenges firms face is 

the continued scarcity of skilled compliance 
personnel, forcing firms to do more with less 
and putting a focus on the development of 
existing staff. Consistent with the 2015 results, 

FEATURES
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months, with 16 per cent expecting a significant 
increase. 27 per cent of G-SIFIs expect a 
significant increase in personal liability in 2016.

• Technology and reporting
 Technology presents a bigger challenge for 

compliance officers than ever before. The 
insight provided on challenges made clear 
that its impact is wide-ranging. Regulatory 
developments are driving technological change 
with the remit of compliance broadening to 
cover cyber risks, as well as the assessment of 
new technology to help manage many aspects 
of firm-wide compliance. Additionally, there is 
an increasing number of information requests 
from regulators, which respondents called 
out as the overriding reason for an expected 
increase in liaison with regulators.

• Coordination between control functions
 Over the seven years of the survey, there has 

been little change in the reported interaction 
and alignment between control functions. 
Firms may be missing opportunities to leverage 
scarce resources with only half of compliance 
functions spending more than an hour each 
week with internal audit.

FEATURES
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Expected Cost Of Senior Compliance Staff 2012-2016

two-thirds of firms are expecting senior staff 
to cost more, largely due to the demand for 
skilled staff and knowledge (84 per cent), and 
the need for additional senior staff to manage 
volumes of regulatory requirements (59 per 
cent). Of the G-SIFI firms, 83 per cent expect 
skilled senior compliance staff to cost more.

• Outsourcing
 A quarter of firms have opted to outsource at 

least part of their compliance functionality. Two 
reasons cited are lack of in-house compliance 
skills and the need for additional assurance on 
compliance processes.

• Focus on regulatory risk
 Three-quarters of firms are expecting the 

focus on managing regulatory risk to rise. 
This is largely due to the greater regulatory 
demands on the management of conduct risk. 
For G-SIFIs the main influence is the impact of 
harsher regulatory penalties.

• Personal liability
 In line with last year’s results, 60 per cent of 

respondents expect the personal liability of 
compliance officers to increase in the next 12 
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Advancing the corporate governance reform 
agenda at the OECD-Asian Roundtable 

The OECD-Asian Roundtable on Corporate Governance is a regional forum for exchanging 
views and advancing the reform agenda on corporate governance. The 2016 Roundtable 
held from 24 to 26 October in Seoul, Korea looked at corporate governance frameworks 
in Asia and disclosure of beneficial ownership, among other matters.

By
DAVID KLINGENSMITH
Senior Advisor, Nestor Advisors

Started in 1999, the OECD-Asian Roundtable 
on Corporate Governance brings together 
policy makers, practitioners and experts on 

corporate governance from the Asian region, 
OECD countries and relevant international 
organisations on an annual basis. Singapore has 
taken an active role at these meetings, hosting 
them in 2001 and 2007, which were jointly backed 
by SID and SGX, with support from the Monetary 
Authority of Singapore (MAS).  

At this year’s roundtable, formal papers were 
presented and discussed on national governance 
frameworks standards and beneficial ownership 
disclosure in Asia.  

Informal breakout discussion groups during 
the two-day meeting also debated the potential 
challenges over the next five to 10 years for 
corporate governance of technology (FinTechs, 
blockchains, and crowd funding), environmental 
pressures, and global value chains.

Survey of corporate governance 
frameworks in Asia 
One of the more important outcomes of the 
Roundtable was the release of a survey of the legal, 
regulatory and institutional frameworks of the 
corporate governance practices of listed companies 
across the 14 participating Asian jurisdictions, and of 
major developments and challenges in areas such as 
the disclosure of beneficial ownership and control.   

FEATURES

The survey is a comprehensive, consolidated 
snapshot. It provides accurate and up-to-date 
information on prevailing corporate governance 
standards and practices in the region based on the 
G20/OECD Principles of Corporate Governance 
(see box). 

The areas examined in the survey include 
custodians and regulators of codes and principles; 
organisations that promote corporate governance; 
main elements of the regulatory framework; key 
national corporate governance codes and principles; 
key shareholder disclosure requirements; approval 
of related party transactions; requirement for board 
committees; and a number of aspects related to 
requirements for board directors ranging from 
their qualifications, and degree of independence, 
to gender balance, and compensation. 

Singapore generally compares well to others in 
the region on the issues surveyed. It stands out 
positively with the number of required board 
committees (usually four), and the requirement 
for an explicit induction and on-going training for 
board directors. It fares less well comparatively 
with the level of women on Singaporean boards, 
as well as the fact that there is no mandatory 
disclosure of directors’ compensation.

Beneficial owners disclosure 
Another paper examined data on the disclosure 
of beneficial ownership strategies among the 20 
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largest publicly listed firms (based on market 
capitalisation) in each of seven major Asian 
jurisdictions. 

The objective was to see how existing disclosures 
align with principles of good corporate 
governance, and to what extent they provide 
confidence to regulators and other stakeholders 
in financial markets through an accurate, 
transparent disclosure regime of beneficial 
ownership and control structures. 

The insights gleaned from this data are important 
because gaining public confidence is seen as being 
particularly impacted by this factor in financial 
markets that are characterised by concentrated 
ownership structures, such as Asia or Europe.  

Following existing regulations, the data clearly 
shows that most firms adopt a “check-the-box” 
attitude to disclosure. In many cases, online 

media and Wiki-type websites were found 
to provide more useful information than the 
“official” sources. This underlines the need 
for regulators to acknowledge the limits of the 
current regulatory model, which is predicated on 
only mandatory disclosure – the most obvious 
limit being that mandatory rules incentivise 
a legalistic and minimal style of disclosure. 
Disclosure rules should be supplemented by 
alternative regulatory strategies that promote 
open communication and transparency.

At the same time, a small but increasing number 
of firms are recognising the multiple benefits 
of more open communication. Such firms are 
proactive and imaginative in building open 
communication strategies in a more complex and 
subtle way. This, in turn, attracts incremental 
investors and the other “talent” that allow firms 
to have the best opportunity to be successful in 
the hyper-competitive, global markets.

I. Ensuring the basis for an effective corporate  
 governance framework.
The corporate governance framework should promote 
transparent and fair markets, and the efficient allocation 
of resources. It should be consistent with the rule of law 
and support effective supervision and enforcement.

II. The rights and equitable treatment of   
 shareholders and key ownership functions. 
The corporate governance framework should protect 
and facilitate the exercise of shareholders’ rights and 
ensure the equitable treatment of all shareholders, 
including minority and foreign shareholders. All 
shareholders should have the opportunity to obtain 
effective redress for violation of their rights.

III. Institutional investors, stock markets, and   
 other intermediaries. 
The corporate governance framework should provide 
sound incentives throughout  the investment chain, 
and provide for stock markets to function in a way that 
contributes to good corporate governance.

G20/OECD Principles of Corporate Governance

IV. The role of stakeholders in corporate   
 governance. 
The corporate governance framework should recognise 
the rights of stakeholders established by law or 
through mutual agreements, and encourage active 
cooperation between corporations and stakeholders 
in creating wealth, jobs, and the sustainability of 
financially sound enterprises.

V. Disclosure and transparency
The corporate governance framework should ensure 
that timely and accurate disclosure is made on all 
material matters regarding the corporation, including 
the financial situation, performance, ownership, and 
governance of the company.

VI. The responsibilities of the Board
The corporate governance framework should ensure 
the strategic guidance of the company and the 
effective monitoring of management by the Board, 
and the Board’s accountability to the company and 
the shareholders.
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Singapore tops regional CG rankings 
but may not do so next time

The much anticipated CG Watch 2016: Ecosystems Matter was released by the Asian Corporate 
Governance Association (ACGA) and CLSA in September 2016. The biennial report analysed 1,047 Asian 

companies using a proprietary CLSA survey and rated 12 key Asia Pacific markets utilising an ACGA 
survey that assessed their performance in corporate governance across five categories (CG rules and 
practices, enforcement, political and regulatory environment, accounting and auditing and CG culture). 

Key Findings
• If there is a single message from the survey,  

it is that corporate governance ecosystems in 
a market are the differentiating factor between 
long-term system success and failure. Hong 
Kong and Singapore do not consistently 
top their survey by accident, they have the 
best institutions. This survey’s inclusion of 
regional leader, Australia brought that into 
sharper focus.

• Reforms matter, but how companies 
respond and deliver them is crucial. Investor 
engagement makes persistent improvement 
more likely. Asia is getting better and will 
continue to do so if stakeholders, including 

By
JAMIE ALLEN

Secretary General, Asian Corporate Governance Association

activist and mainstream investors, remain 
engaged. Even the friction adds value.  

• We still cannot confidently link corporate 
governance and share prices but we can 
for proprietary metrics of governance and 
fundamental factors. The bottom line is 
better corporate governance leads to better 
fundamental outcomes but is distinct from 
share-price action.  

• Finally, environmental, social and governance 
(ESG) has moved into the investing 
mainstream over the past two years. Drivers 
include tightening regulations, improving data, 
the Paris climate deal and mounting evidence 
ESG can help investment returns.

(%)  2010 2012 2014 2016 Change Direction of CG reform
      2014 vs
      2016 (ppt)

Australia - - - 78 -

1.   Singapore 67 69 64 67 (+3) Mostly sunny, but storms ahead?

2.   Hong Kong 65 66 65 65 - Action, reaction: the cycle of Hong Kong life

3.   Japan 57 55 60 63 (+3) Cultural change occurring, but rules still weak

4.   Taiwan 55 53 56 60 (+4) The form is in, now need the substance

5.   Thailand 55 58 58 58 - Could be on the verge of something great, if...

6.   Malaysia 52 55 58 56 (-2) Regulation improving, public governance failing

7.   India 49 51 54 55 (+1) Forward movement impeded by vested interests

8.   Korea 45 49 49 52 (+3) Forward movement impeded by vested interests

9.   China 49 45 45 43 (-2) Falling further behind, but enforcement better

10. Philippines 37 41 40 38 (-2) New policy initiatives, but regulatory ennui

11. Indonesia 40 37 39 36 (-3) Losing momentum after progress of recent years

Source: ACGA

CG Watch market scores 2010 to 2016

38
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Singapore’s Performance

• Singapore beat close competitor Hong Kong to 
top the rankings for the region.

• Singapore's pluses:
o A reinvigorated MAS and new regulatory 

leadership at SGX has brought significant 
tightening in regulation and enforcement, 
and a renewed sense of direction. MAS 
has substantially rethought its approach 
to tackling securities crime, working 
more closely with the Commercial Affairs 
Department. SGX has a new regulatory chief 
and recently moved its regulatory arm into  
a separate company, much like what the ASX 
did in Australia in 2010. And regulators are 
providing greater disclosure of their actions. 

o Regulation is generally (but not always) 
heading in the right direction. SGX 
mandated voting by poll and introduced   
a new Sustainability Reporting Guide on   
a “comply or explain” basis. MAS amended  
its takeover code, closing a few loopholes 
and tightening oversight.

FEATURES
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o Singapore generally sets good standards 
(in regional terms) on corporate reporting, 
although practices among local companies 
are more variable with a clear difference in 
disclosure between large caps (generally of a 
decent standard) and small caps (much more 
spotty). The enhanced Financial Reporting 
Surveillance Programme initiated by ACRA, 
and the subsequent guidance it gave in late 
2015, provided interesting insight into the 
status of financial reporting in Singapore and 
proved to be a useful tool for companies. 

o ACRA’s Practice Monitoring Programme of 
audit firms is among the best in the region. 
It issued an initial set of eight Audit Quality 
Indicators for enhanced oversight of the 
audit profession. It also undertook a survey 
to seek views from investors on financial 
reporting, audit and corporate governance  
in Singapore.

o Singapore has pressed ahead with ESG 
disclosure. SGX upgraded its sustainability 
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reporting requirement to comply or explain in 
June 2016, to be phased in from December 2017.

• Singapore's minuses:
o Non-financial disclosure among most 

companies tends to be formulaic. Singapore 
companies seem to have a blindspot when it 
comes to making full disclosure of director 
remuneration. 

o SGX is clearly under pressure to attract more 
listings after a barren 2015. This has led to 
some concerns as to what SGX might do to 
attract more listings.

o One area of concern is reopening of the idea 
of scrapping quarterly reporting from   
a recent review of its listing manual.

o Another is the possible introduction of dual-
class shares for listed companies, which will 
raise both investment and regulatory risk. 
Any such move is likely to be interpreted 
as an opportunistic and short-term one on 
Singapore’s part following Hong Kong’s 
rejection of the idea in 2015.

o Singapore has also raised eyebrows by 
proposing to scrap its own Minimum Trade 
Price regime.

o The vast majority of companies (94%) do not 
meet our minimum 28 days’ notice standard 
for publishing their AGM notice, with most 
meeting the local standard of 21 days.

o Independence qualifications for board 
appointments could be stronger (a one-year 
cooling off is not enough) and this has a 
potential knock-on effect on board committees, 
especially the audit committee, where there 
are some question marks over the genuine 
independence of some independent directors.  

o The SingPost debacle was an embarrassment.

Hong Kong’s Performance
• Hong Kong lost to Singapore for the top spot, 

but in a sense, Singapore was a beneficiary of 
Hong Kong's perennial underperformance and 
inability to address some key issues.

• Despite some courageous regulatory decisions, 
Hong Kong lost points (yet again) because it 

still lacks any sort of overarching government 
strategy on CG. It remains one of the few markets 
in Asia without an independent audit regulator.

• The culture of governance in companies, while 
improving, is moving forward glacially.

Entry of Australia
• Australia was included for the first time in 

this survey to respond to the many requests to 
benchmark Asia against a developed market 
outside the region. 

• But Australia was excluded from the rankings 
this round, so as not to skew past results. 
It will, however, be included in the 2018 
rankings – and, given that its score currently 
far surpasses the scores of Singapore and Hong 
Kong, it is almost certain that Australia will top 
the rankings in two years.

• Quite clearly, governance in Australia is 
robust. The system supports development of 
richer, deeper and more balanced corporate 
governance outcomes. It is not just a matter of 
more or better regulation (in some areas Asia 
has better rules), a more shareholder-friendly 
legal system, a more accountable government, 
a freer media, a diverse community of business 
associations and nonprofit organisations – 
although all these things certainly help. Nor is 
it because Australia has been at the corporate 
governance game for a longer duration (in 
some areas it has not). It is a combination 
of all these factors and something less easily 
defined – an apparent willingness on the part 
of diverse players in government, the business 
community, and the financial and NGO sectors 
to work together, an acceptance that they need 
to talk to each other, and a broader consensus 
about accountability.

• There is, thus, a big difference in corporate 
governance culture between Australia and 
the rest of the region. In Australia, companies 
talk to investors, investors are very active 
owners, and there is a lot of director training, 
accountant training, strong investor bodies, 
and a strong civil society.

FEATURES
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The Ministry of Finance (MOF) and the 
Accounting and Corporate Regulatory 
Authority (ACRA) are considering a suite 

of reforms to the Companies Act and Limited 
Liability Partnerships Act.

The intent of the reforms is to improve the 
ease of doing business in Singapore and 
enhance the transparency of companies and 
limited liability partnerships (LLPs). The changes 
will further boost Singapore’s reputation as 
a trusted international financial and business 
centre and ensure that Singapore remains 
internationally competitive.

Information on the proposed reform is available 
on the websites of ACRA, MOF and REACH. 
Three significant reforms, which have yet to be 
finalised, are summarised below. 

Inward re-domiciliation 
An inward re-domiciliation regime may be 
introduced in Singapore. 

This will allow foreign corporations to relocate 
and transfer their registration and become 
Singapore companies, upon which they would 
have to comply with the Companies Act like 
any other Singapore company. Re-domiciliation 
does not create a new legal entity and so allows 
for continuity in operations without loss in 
corporate history.

Upcoming amendments to 
Companies Act and LLP Act

Other jurisdictions that currently have re-
domiciliation regimes include Australia, Canada 
and New Zealand. 

Maintaining registers of beneficial owners 
Locally incorporated companies (except for listed 
companies), foreign companies registered in 
Singapore and LLPs will be required to identify their 
beneficial owners. A beneficial owner will be defined 
based on various criteria e.g. number of shares held/ 
voting rights (i.e. whether they exceed 25 per cent) 
and influence/control over the companies/ LLPs.

They will need to obtain and maintain beneficial 
ownership information in a register of beneficial 
owners at a prescribed place e.g. registered offices. 
This means that these entities will have to send 
notices to anyone whom they have reason to believe 
is a beneficial owner, who in turn will be required 
to provide his (or her) particulars if he is a beneficial 
owner or any beneficial ownership information 
that he is aware of to the company/LLP. 

Beneficial owners would also have separate 
obligations to provide beneficial ownership 
information to companies/LLPs. 

Disclosure of nominee status and 
nominators 
Nominee directors/managers will be required to 
disclose their nominee status and their nominators 
to their companies/LLPs.

By ELGIN TAY 
 Head, Institute of Corporate Law, ACRA

 WANG YUXUAN 
 Manager, Law Reform Department, ACRA

2017 could see some significant amendments to the Companies Act and 
Limited Liability Partnerships Act.
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By  ROBERT CHEW
 Council member, SID

SUSTAINABILITY

SUSTAINABILITY

The Form and Substance of 
Sustainability Reporting

In fact, the modern use of the term “sustainability” 
was first developed by the UN Brundtland 
Commission. It defines sustainable development 
as “development that meets the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their own needs”.

The sustainability movement has evolved since. 

In the wake of the financial crisis of 2008, the 
2010 UN publication Corporate Governance in the 
Wake of the Financial Crisis, refined the hallmark 
of business sustainability as “conducting 
operations in a manner that meets existing 
needs, without compromising the ability of 
future generations to meet their needs and 
has regard to the impacts that the business 
operations have on the life of the community in 
which it operates and includes environmental, 
social and governance issues”.  This extends 
what had been mostly about environmental and 
social issues to include governance.

In addition, various frameworks have also been 
developed, of which, three are globally well-
recognised:

• Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) Sustainability 
Reporting Guidelines.

• International Integrated Reporting Council’s 
(IIRC) Framework.

• Sustainability Accounting Standards Board’s 
(SASB) Standards.

Sustainability is becoming an increasingly 
important item on the board agenda. Starting 
from this issue,  SID Directors’ Bulletin will 
carry a new column focused on this subject. 

On 20 June 2016, the Singapore Exchange (SGX) 
announced that it will be mandatory for all listed 
companies to report their environmental, social and 
governance (ESG) practices.  This report will be 
prepared on a "comply or explain" basis, and will 
take effect in 2018, for any financial year ending on 
or after 31 December 2017.  This requirement is a 
step up from the voluntary sustainability reporting 
regime that has been in place here since 2011.

Sustainability reports covering non-financial 
information, such as the ESG factors, policies and 
practices, are relatively new compared to financial 
reports. While the earliest evidence of double-
entry bookkeeping dates back to the 13th century, 
sustainability reporting stretches not much more 
than half a century. 

Evolution
In the broadest sense, the history of sustainability 
reporting could be traced back to as early as the 
1960s in Europe when corporations started to 
recognise their role in society, above and beyond 
profit maximisation. The sustainability movement 
and reporting in the US dates back to the first 
Earth Day in 1970.  After that, the movement 
gained momentum with a 1987 United Nations 
(UN) report, Our Common Future, better known as 
the Brundtland Report.  
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That was a pretty impressive report.

Yet on 22 September 2015, Volkswagen revealed 
that 11 million of its cars can appear more 
environmentally-friendly than they were during 
emissions tests. That revelation came days after 
the US Environmental Protection Agency alleged 
that nearly half a million cars Volkswagen sold 
in the US had software installed that deceived 
emissions testers.

Knowing what we now know has been going 
on in the company, exposes the hypocrisy 
and irony of some of these statements in their 
sustainability report.  

So while the sustainability reporting movement 
has accelerated globally, and Singapore has taken 
steps to roll out such reporting, it is also timely 
to consider the reporting agenda – understand 
why we do this, what it takes to comply in spirit 
and in substance, and to do it right. We should 
also not let one scandal and misbehaviour of
a corporation – even one as esteemed as 
Volkswagen – to negate all the good work that the 
sustainability movement has accomplished.

Sustainability reporting is no longer just 
practised among the so-called green companies. 
It is emerging to be a best practice employed by 
corporations globally.  It is growing in significance 
as corporations, their shareholders and other 
stakeholders recognise that non-financial issues 
impact financial performance, and vice versa. 

Consumers, governments, regulators are becoming 
more aware, expect and demand that corporations 
adopt more sustainable behaviours too. 

Form or substance
However, in light of the recent major corporate 
scandals such as Volkswagen’s Diesel Gate, 
one can be excused for wondering whether 
corporations seek anything beyond maximising 
profits for their shareholders, by any means 
necessary.  Does sustainability reporting then 
make any difference? 

Volkswagen is one of the European companies 
that embraced sustainability and responsibility 
from quite early on. It was much ahead of 
many of its German rivals in its adoption 
of sustainability reporting.  In its 156-page, 
Sustainability Report 2014, the automaker details 
its commitment to its customers, its employees 
and the environment. Here are a couple of 
excerpts from the report: 

…our conviction that stable, long term business 
activity based on ethical criteria is a precondition for 
acting in an environment friendly way and playing 
a responsible part in shaping the future of people 
within the Group and in society at large. 

Volkswagen Group places environmental sustainability 
at the core of our operating philosophy. We don’t just 
talk about it, we take action, finding inventive ways to 
be responsible in everything we do.

As a result, we are on our way toward our goal of 
becoming the world’s most environmentally 
sustainable automaker by 2018.
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Launch of the 
“mother of all” 

corporate governance guides 

Conformance versus performance, among other issues, 
was hotly debated at the launch of the Board Guide.
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Guide, and the strong alignment of the sections 
with the conformance and performance roles of 
the board. 

A group of panellists drawn from members of 
the Review Panel and moderated by Mr Yeoh 
Oon Jin, Executive Chairman of PwC Singapore, 
deliberated on the burning question of “Rules 
versus Results: How can effective Boards balance 
them in these challenging times?”

In his closing address, Mr Ng Yao Loong, 
Executive Director of MAS, shared his thoughts 
on how the “comply or explain” regime can 
work better in Singapore. MAS felt that it may 
be timely to review the Code of Corporate 
Governance. Any review would need to consider 
the perspectives of different stakeholders while 
aspiring to a Code that is balanced, progressive 
and workable in practice. 
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About 300 directors were present at Marina 
Mandarin Hotel on 11 November 2016 to 
witness the launch of the Board Guide, 

or what has been hailed as the “mother of all” 
corporate governance guides.  

In his welcome address, SID Chairman Willie 
Cheng explained that the Board Guide was the 
fourth book in a series of corporate governance 
produced by SID with the support of ACRA, 
MAS and SGX. He thanked the many organisations 
and individuals involved in the development 
of the Board Guide. PwC Singapore provided 
the main resources for the Board Guide and 
a review panel of ten leading practitioners and 
professionals oversaw the content development. 

The Guest of Honour for the event was 
Senior Minister of State for Law and Finance, 
Ms Indranee Rajah. She spoke of the developments 
in corporate governance around the world and 
the need for Singapore to continue raising the bar. 
She recognised that the “mantle of directorship 
is by no means an easy task” and “the extent 
of responsibilities and liabilities imposed on 
directors is understandably daunting, especially 
given the increasing complexity of the business 
landscape”. In this regard, she found the Board 
Guide to be a laudable effort and a useful 
resource for directors.

Mr JY Pillay, Chairman of the Securities Industry 
Council, delivered the keynote address. He said 
that trust is what fuels and sustains the world 
we live in, and corporate governance is what 
engenders that trust.  He noted that boards 
have the means at their disposal to manage and 
mitigate the risks of bad behaviour and other 
actions that can erode trust and the success of 
their corporations.

After the launch of the Board Guide, Mr Ng Siew 
Quan, Partner of PwC Singapore and Lead of 
the Board Guide Working Committee walked 
participants through the contents in the Board 
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When it 
comes 

to corporate 
governance, more 
often than not 
however, boards 
tend to concentrate efforts on 
matters surrounding compliance 
and regulation. This is typically 
par for the course, given the 
amount of damage that can result 
from corporate malfeasance. But 
conformance to rules, regulations 
and guidelines is only part of the 
equation. As fiduciaries, directors 
are expected to focus on boosting 
company performance. They must 
be mindful that besides keeping 
the company out of trouble, their 
role also involves value creation.”

Ms Indranee Rajah
Senior Minister of State for Law 
and Finance
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Launch of the Board Guide

L to R: Mr Ng Yao Loong (Executive Director, MAS), Mr Kenneth Yap (CEO, ACRA), Mr Tan Boon Gin (Chief Regulatory Officer, SGX), 
Senior Minister of State Indranee Rajah, Mr Willie Cheng (Chairman, SID), Mr Yeoh Oon Jin (Executive Chairman, PwC Singapore).

The 
concept 

of “comply 
or explain” 
recognises 
the need 
for proportionality and 
innovation; it allows 
companies to seek alternatives 
in achieving good governance 
instead of requiring 
unthinking compliance... 
Meaningful explanations 
of both compliance and 
deviations, and constructive 
dialogues are vital in 
building trust and confidence 
between companies and their 
shareholders.”

Mr Ng Yao Loong
Executive Director, MAS

Some may 
ask why we 

are so obsessed with 
governance when our 
forefathers were able 
to manage without 
all those onerous structures.... As 
time moved on and the economy 
expanded in size and complexity, 
the capital market evolved as 
well, which led to a paraphernalia 
of laws, regulations, and codes 
being formulated.   The market 
has become more diverse and 
amorphous, and what underpins it 
is trust.  It is to facilitate trust being 
fostered that all those safeguards 
have been designed, which may 
occasionally appear irksome to 
practitioners.”

Mr JY Pillay
Chairman, Securities Industry Council 
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Board Guide: 
The definitive guide for board effectiveness

Summarised here are key 
points on the presentation 
of the Board Guide by 

Mr Ng Siew Quan, Lead of the 
Working Committee for the 
Board Guide. 

• Corporate governance requirements change as 
the business evolves. Therefore it is important 
for directors to understand which stage 
of growth a company is at. Managing the 
transition between stages is critical.

 
• Stepping up as a board member can therefore 

be a daunting task. Typical questions include:
− How do I make sense of all my 

responsibilities?
− Why are there so many compliance 

requirements?
− How do these reports being surfaced for my 

review help me discharge my duties?
− What resources do I have at my disposal to 

guide me in decision-making?

• The Board Guide is a one-stop resource for 
company directors seeking to learn about 
leading practices and improving board 
effectiveness in the context of Singapore’s 
business and regulatory environments.

• What’s in this 700-page book:
−  8 Sections replete with FAQs.
− 64 Appendices containing templates, forms 

and processes.
− 38 case studies offering practical guidance 

for directors.
− Myriad of topics including value creation 

models, innovation governance, tax 
morality, sustainability agenda, the 
“comply or explain” regime, conflict of 
interests, boardroom dynamics, and crisis 
management.

• Effective corporate governance is about finding 
the right balance between performance and 
conformance.

• In addition, companies are not only expected to 
go beyond looking after shareholders’ interests, 
but also to allocate sufficient resource to 
engage other stakeholders (e.g. the community, 
suppliers, subcontractors, etc.) and respond to 
their concerns.

• As a start, directors would do well to look out 
for the following:
− Balanced composition of directors’ skill sets 

and expertise.
− Clear-cut understanding of duties and 

accountability.
− Efficient group governance and oversight of 

subsidiaries’ performance.
− Efficient organisation of interaction with 

shareholders and investors.
− Reliable procedures to prevent and settle 

conflicts of interest.
− Disclosure of complete and high-quality 

financial and non-financial information.
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I would liken the Board’s 
role in performance 

and conformance to soccer – 
where both defence and offence 
strategies are needed to win 
the game. The balancing act of 
performance and conformance 
starts from the top and engages 
every talent at the organisation. 
Integrate and imbue it through 
strategic planning, right board 
culture and a performance 
management system such as  
a balanced scorecard.”

Mr Piyush Gupta

Corporate governance failures and scandals have created much 
negative publicity. But has the pendulum swung too much to 

the left towards conformance?”

Mr Yeoh Oon Jin

How do we raise the performance of boards when meetings are 
centred more on compliance because some members feel it is 

needed? The tail is wagging the dog but it is an issue not easily resolved.”

Ms Adina Cooper
Chief Investment Officer, IREIT Global

The cornerstone to institutionalising compliant behaviour is in 
continuous educational initiatives, building leadership, raising 

awareness and the moral compass across the organisation.”

Mr Robert Gordon

One should not succumb to paranoia. As a director, do your due 
diligence, act based on good justifiable grounds and document 

your deliberations to show you did think about the consequences of 
your decisions.”

Professor Walter Woon
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Panel Discussion: 
Balancing Rules and Results

Is it conformance or 
performance?

Is there too much conformance?

L to R: Mr Yeoh Oon Jin (Executive Chairman, PwC Singapore; and Chairman,  Board Guide Review Panel), Mr Piyush Gupta (CEO, DBS Group), 
Professor Walter Woon (SC, David Marshall Professor, NUS Faculty of Law), Mr Robert Gordon (CEO, Board Accord).
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More rules and regulations do not equal 
better governance. In fact, companies 

can be paralysed by it. Too many rules can 
inhibit the conscientious but do not obstruct the 
unscrupulous. More rules is thus not always the 
answer. A longer term solution is a corporate 
governance ecosystem which encourages 
intuitive compliance through clear principles.”

Professor Walter Woon

In many listed companies, the Exco 
seems to hold an enormous amount 

of power. How do we ensure that the Exco 
is used appropriately – that they are neither 
rubber stampers nor an in-group that knew 
more than other board members.” 

Mr Bill Liu
Chairman, Stream Global

The board is responsible 
to shareholders. The 

requirements for company 
to report based on the 
environmental, social and 
corporate governance factors 
seem to suggest that the Board 
is responsible to a much wider 
group, not just shareholders.”

Mr Michael Hwang
Director, YTL Starhill Global REIT 
Management Ltd

Australia scored well in the 2016 CG Watch because 
it has a strong corporate governance ecosystem. We 

see a high level of participation, training and engagement of 
directors and other players, and the positive energy augurs 
well for the system. Many company directors in Australia 
feel the compliance structure is too onerous. It’s a challenge, 
in every jurisdiction, to balance regulatory compliance and 
self-regulation to optimise good corporate governance.”

Mr Robert Gordon

The Exco plays an important role in not only sharing 
the burden of the Board, they are an intermediate 

platform for CEOs to surface matters of significant importance, 
without having to wait for the board meetings. At DBS, the 
Exco plays a critical role, acting as an extra check and balance, 
especially for strategic issues which involve investments of 
large sums of funds.”

Mr Piyush Gupta

In the process of evolution, 
the function of companies 

became primarily to make money, 
but leadership is about making 
decisions that consider the broader 
community. The stewardship 
role of the board requires 
that it protects the company’s 
reputation, and ensures that the 
company practises good corporate 
citizenship.” 

Professor Walter Woon

Conventional wisdom is 
that shareholders own the 

company. But in this day and age, 
there are multiple constituencies 
including customers, employees 
and suppliers. The board 
therefore needs to go beyond 
ROE and yield, to value creation 
for all stakeholders.”

Mr Piyush Gupta
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What makes for good governance?

Are Excos good or bad?

Are companies accountable to shareholders or stakeholders?
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T
he inaugural 2014 Singapore 
Directorship Report had proven to 
be the most in-depth and definitive 
study on the state of directorships of 

listed entities on the Singapore Exchange that 
has ever been done. With the 2014 report as 
the base, this second edition of the biennial 
study provided trend analysis in respect of 
executive directors, non-independent non-
executive directors, independent directors, 
board size, board structure and composition, 
director tenure, gender diversity and mix, 
multiple directorships, and disclosures of 
director remuneration.

The second edition also succeeded in 
expanding the scope of the original report to 
include a plethora of additional information, 
including board committees such as audit 
committees, nominating committees and 
remuneration committees, and information 
on board and committee meetings.

The Singapore 
Directorship 
Report 2016
There have been an increase in the number 
of independent directors, including lead 
independent directors. However, diversity 
and remuneration disclosures remain 
challenging. These are some of the findings 
in the second edition of the biennial 
Singapore Directorship Report which was 
launched on 18 Oct 2016.
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Some 200 directors and business leaders attended the launch event at the 
Marina Mandarin Singapore. 

In his opening remarks, SID Chairman Willie Cheng recapped the genesis of 
the reports. He explained how in 2014, SID had wanted to create a "mother 
of all" directorship analysis. Along the way, it teamed up with the Institute 
of Chartered Accountants to jointly produce the first report. Other partners 
in the development of the report include Deloitte, Handshakes, Nanyang 
Business School and NUS Business School. In addition, the regulators, ACRA 
and SGX support the report and provided input on the analysis.

Mr Adrian Chan, Deputy Chair of SID’s Advocacy & Research Committee 
and whom Mr Cheng called “the father of the 'mother of all' directorship 
reports”, presented the results of the 2016 study together with Professor Ho 
Yew Kee, Head of the Department of Accounting at the NUS Business School.

A lively and spirited panel discussion followed the presentation of the key 
findings. The panel was moderated by Associate Professor Victor Yeo, Head 
of the Division of Business Law at NTU. In addition to Mr Chan and Prof 
Ho, the panel comprised a diverse spread of stakeholder representatives: 
Mr Ho Tuck Chuen, Chairman of ISCA Corporate Governance Committee; 
Dr Ernest Kan, Deputy Managing Partner (Markets) and SEA Centre for 
Corporate Governance Leader of Deloitte; Mr Daryl Neo, Founding Director of 
Handshakes; and Ms Eliza Tan, Vice President of Listing Compliance at SGX.

The seminar ended with participants receiving a copy of the report and many 
staying behind to network.

L to R: Associate Professor Victor Yeo, Mr Adrian Chan, Mr Ho Tuck Chuen, Ms Eliza Tan, Mr Daryl Neo, Dr Ernest Kan, Professor Ho Yew Kee.
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• All companies in Singapore
o 297,843 live companies registered 

with ACRA
o 598,495 board seats

• SGX-Listed Entities
o 758 entities (717 in 2014, up 5.7%) 
o 3,891 directors (3,761 in 2014,  

up 3.5%)
o 4,982 board seats (4,839 in 2014, 

up 3.0%)

Key Findings and Trends 
(2014 to 2016)
• Greater independence.

o An increased proportion of independent 
director (ID) seats.

o Jump in lead ID appointments.
o More independent chairmen.

• Committed IDs. 87% of IDs have an 
attendance rate of more than 75% of all 
board meetings, unlike Non-Independent, 
Non-Executive Directors who have the 
highest absenteeism rate.

• Smaller boards. Although average board size 
has remained relatively stable, there seems to 
be a movement towards smaller boards.

• Long tenures. Of long-listed firms, 64% 
have one or more IDs who have served 
more than nine years.

• Poor remuneration disclosure. Only 34% 
disclosed the remuneration of individual 
directors on a named basis and only 27% 
disclosed CEO remuneration. 

• Poor gender diversity. Women directors crept 
up incrementally from 9.7% to only 11%.  

• Experience matters. Firms have a strong 
tendency to look for directors with existing 
listed board experience when searching for IDs.

Highlights of the Study

Our current disclosure regime revolves largely 
around value protection. To futureproof the 

report, we need to be advocates of the move from 
value protection to value creation....”  
Mr Daryl Neo

As the quality of corporate governance of listed 
companies continues to be in the spotlight, the 

importance of this landmark study has, in fact, grown with 
its increased scope. The information it has thrown up will 
be rich fodder for further analysis for years to come.”
Mr Adrian Chan

Many	of	the	existing	practices	are	influenced	
by the law and the Code, which in turn is 

influenced	by	western	practices.	In	Asia,	we	should	be	
innovative and evolve our own set of practices based 
on our needs.”
Professor Ho Yew Kee

Large-Caps 
(more than $1b)

160694
Mid-Caps 

(between $300m and $1b)

558
Small-Caps 

(less than $300m)

Business Trusts
16

REITs
29

Catalist 
companies

Mainboard 
companies

172

541
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Findings
• The average board seats per firm is 6.6. The most common 

board size is six directors. 

• The largest board has 20 directors. 

• There appears to be a movement towards smaller boards:
o The number of large boards with more than eight 

directors has reduced to 110 (2014: 119).
o The number of smaller boards with less than six 

directors has increased to 239 (2014: 187).

• Generally, larger firms have more directors on their 
boards than smaller firms. 
o The majority of Large-caps have eight or more 

directors.
o Most Mid- and Small-caps have five to seven board 

directors. 

• While a significant percentage of Mid-caps have eight or 
more directors (39.4%), a relatively smaller percentage of 
Small-caps do.

Board Size

48

139

121

76

58

27 34

214

6.7%

19.4%

16.9%

10.6%

8.1%

3.8% 4.7%

>101098765<5

2014 2016

29.8%

22.7%

15.0%

10.8%

7.5%

3.2% 3.8%

28.1%

8.9%

67

172

114

82

57

24 29

213

Average Board Size

Shareholders should be comforted 
that there are more hands on 

deck, especially since IDs are seen to be 
watchdogs over shareholder interests.”
Mr Adrian Chan

Directors elected to boards 
tend to have social links to the 

CEO. How is independence in such 
circumstances determined?”
Associate Professor Angie Low, 
Nanyang Technological University
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Findings
• The number of IDs have increased, from 47.5% to 49.0% of all 

board seats.

• The spike is in a 30% spike in number of Lead IDs, from 304 to 
396 board seats. However, 15.4% of firms who have appointed 
a Lead ID need not do so as their chairmen are independent.

• The proportions of IDs on boards differ by firm size:
o 65.1% of Large-caps have at least half of their board seats 

taken up by IDs. 
o For Mid-caps and Small-caps, IDs mostly form between 

1/3 to less than 2/3 of the board. 
o The increase in the proportion of boards with at least half 

of the board seats taken up by IDs is most pronounced in 
the Mid-caps segment, which increased to 60.7% (2014: 
45.5%), a 15% increase.

• Similarly, the proportion of independent board chairs differ 
by firm size: 
o Among Large-caps, there appears to be an equal 

proportion of independent board chairs, non-executive 
board chairs, and executive board chairs.

o Mid- and Small-caps appear to have a higher proportion of 
executive board chairs, followed by non-executive board 
chairs, than independent board chairs. 

o Interestingly, there is a discernible trend for Mid- and 
Small-caps to have fewer executive chairs and to have a 
greater proportion of independent chairs.

Types of Directors

Types of Directors (Percentage and Number of Seats)

34.1% (1,649)2014

Executive Directors (ED) Non-Independent Non-Executive Directors (NI-NEDS) Lead Independent Directors (Lead ID) Independent Directors (ID)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

2016 33.0% (1,644)

18.4% (889)

18.0% (899)

41.2% (1,997)

47.5% (2,301)

49.0% (2,439)

41.0% (2,043)

6.3% 
(304)

8.0% 
(396)

The objective of a lead 
independent director is to 

ensure greater independence 
when the chairman and chief 
executive	officer	are	the	same	
person. However, if there is 
already an independent chairman 
in place, what is the role and 
purpose of having a lead 
independent director?” 
Mr John Lim, Immediate Past 
Chairman, SID

A large number of 
shareholders, particularly 

institutional investors, like to talk 
to the board directors directly on 
the company’s directions. 
To ensure that the board 
speaks as one voice, there is 
a need to appoint a lead director 
to front interactions with all 
stakeholders and the media. 
A singular approach will reduce 
the challenge of differing 
messages and even incorrect 
information about the company.”
Professor Ho Yew Kee
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Findings
• There has been an improvement in terms of gender 

diversity from the 2014 survey, with an increase of 1.3% in 
the proportion of women on boards, from 9.7% to 11.0%. 

• The gender bias is more pronounced in:
o Business Trusts compared with Companies and REITs.
o Large-Caps (increased from 49.0% to 58.5% of having 

at least one woman on board) and Mid-Caps (from 
48.2% to 57.4%) than the Small-Caps.

• More than half of all boards (53.0%) continue not to have 
any women.

• Where boards have women, it is few:
o Typically it is just one (35.0% of all the boards). 
o Only 12.0% of all boards have more than one female 

director (increase of 1.9% over 2014). 
o Only two firms have four women directors (the 

highest number of women directors on a board).

Gender Diversity

Gender Breakdown of Directors – By Firm Type
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I support gender diversity but I 
think we are focusing too much 

on it. We may be missing out on other 
aspects of diversity such as ethnicity, 
religion and age which are equally, if 
not more important. In this world of 
disruption, if we have the same type 
of directors on boards, companies 
may not see beyond the current state 
of business.”
Mr John Lee, Vice Chairman, 
Arts Theatre of Singapore

Half of the world’s population 
are females. They drive and 

influence	purchasing	decisions	of	
their generation. Female directors 
bring diverse viewpoints to the 
Boards, and can help companies 
make better and informed decisions.”  
Ms Eliza Tan
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Findings
• Of 2,431 ID seats, 890 IDs (36.6%) have been on 

their boards since listing.

• The median board tenure for IDs for all firms 
is five years, while that for firms listed for over 
nine years is eight years. 

• In relation to the nine-year rule (Guideline 2.4 
of the Code):
o 28.0% of ID seats (for which tenure was 

reported) are more than nine years, but this 
goes up to 39.2% if only firms listed for over 
nine years are considered. 

o 64.3% of the 507 firms which have been 
listed for nine years or more have at least 
one ID who has served for more than nine 
years on their boards.

Director Tenure 

Boards need to balance between continuity 
and renewal of directors. Whilst directors 

who have been on the board for a long period 
have deeper understanding of the business, 
new directors bring fresh perspectives and 
approaches,	which	can	benefit	the	company.	
If	there	is	a	shortage	of	experienced	and	qualified	
directors, we should seek to address this.” 
Mr Ho Tuck Chuen

When I was a regulator at the SGX, I observed 
that companies were not following the spirit 

of the Code when they refreshed their boards. As 
an entrepreneur now, I can see why boards prefer 
to tap on their own informal network, and appoint 
people they trust as directors.” 
Mr Daryl Neo

Tenure of Independent Directors
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Findings
• Only 18.3% of directors hold more than 

one board seat, a slight increase from 2014 
(17.8%). 

• A significantly higher percentage of ID seats 
filled in Small-caps (11.7%) are taken up by 
individuals who hold four or more other 
directorships as compared with Mid-caps 
(8.2%) and Large-caps (7.6%).

• Sitting on multiple boards does not appear 
to affect a director’s ability to devote 
sufficient time to attend board meetings. 
The attendance rates for the busier directors 
remain better than those of directors with just 
one board seat.

Multiple Directorships

When independent directors sit on different 
boards, there is always the opportunity and 

advantage of having cross pollination of ideas and 
best practices because of this multiple directorships.”
Mr Adrian Chan

We can no longer look at corporate governance 
without understanding the behaviour and values 

of the millennial generation who will dominate the 
workforce,	and	influence	spending.	In	Asia,	we	are	not	
paying enough attention to the millennial generation. 
The USA which is clearly ahead of us on corporate 
governance may have a better understanding of the 
needs of the millennial generation.”
Professor Ho Yew Kee

Multiple Directorships – 
Percentage of Board Seats Held by Individual Directors
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Findings
• IDs’ attendance at board meetings continues 

to remain relatively high for all firms, and 
generally higher than EDs and NI-NEDs.

• 87% of IDs had an attendance rate of more 
than 75% at board meetings. The highest 
absenteeism rate is from NI-NEDs.

• On average, the frequency of meetings is 
influenced by the size of the firm, namely, 
larger capitalisation firms meet more 
frequently at the board and committee levels. 

• In terms of audit, remuneration and 
nominating committee meetings, the Large-
caps met more often than the Small-caps.

• For board meetings:
o The majority of firms (67.2%) met between 

four and six times.
o A larger percentage of Large-caps (22.6%) 

met more than six times as compared to 
Small-caps (7.5%).

Board and Committee Meetings

In	a	study	on	independent	directors	in	US	firms,	
it	was	found	that	the	appointment	of	first-time	

directors appear to have a more positive impact on 
firm	value	than	the	appointment	of	seasoned	directors.	
This	may	be	because	first-time	directors	have	greater	
incentives to establish their reputations as effective 
directors and may work harder as a result.”
Professor Victor Yeo

The issue of performance versus conformance 
has to be examined carefully. Nokia, for 

example, had a good corporate governance structure, 
but its current performance in the smartphone market is 
a	reflection	of	non-performance	despite	conformance.	
Finding the right balance is the job of the board.”
Dr Ernest Kan

Nokia’s handphone business may be history 
but it has pivoted resources to building its 

telecommunications infrastructure business.”
Ms Poh Mui Hoon, CEO,  SP Telecom

Attendance at Board Meetings

2014

2014

2014

ED
NI

-N
ED

S
ID

2016

2016

2016

86.6% (1,428)

85.5% (1,967)

86.5% (2,109)

75.0% (667)

72.5% (652)

0.9% (15)

0.8% (18)

1.3% (32)

1.2% (19)

3.8% (63)

3.9% (90)

2.6% (63)

3.3% (55)

2.3% (38)

2.4% (55)

4.3% (106)

3.3% (29)

84.1% (1,382)

6.4% 
(106)

7.4% 
(170)

5.3% 
(129)

5.3% 
(87)

6.2% 
(56)

7.0% 
(62)

6.1% 
(101)

1.9% (17)

4.3% (39)

10.8% (96)

10.0% (90)

9.0% (80)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Less than 25% 25% – 50% 51% – 75% More than 75% Information not disclosed or available
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Remuneration Disclosure

Proportion of Firms Making Precise Disclosure of 
Individual Director Annual Remuneration – by Industry (2016)

Findings
• Overall, the precise disclosure of directors’ annual fees and 

remuneration (Guideline 9.2 of the Code) continues to be low,  
with only 34.2% of firms doing so.

• The greater level of compliance are by:
o Firms listed on the Mainboard than by those listed on Catalist. 
o Financials sector, which leads the pack across sectors with  

a majority of firms (53.6%) in this sector complying.

• The remuneration levels of IDs and NI-NEDs (for those firms 
providing precise disclosure) are:
o For Small-caps: Highest proportions are below $50,000.
o For Mid- and Large-caps: Highest proportions are between 

$50,000 and $100,000.

• The increase in remuneration for IDs is most pronounced for  
Mid-caps.

• For CEOs who are executive directors and where precise pay is 
disclosed (27% of them), the average pay is $4 million (Large-cap), 
$1.5 million (Mid-cap) and $850,000 (Small-cap).

65.8% (499)

46.4% (58)

56.9% (58)

60.0% (6)

63.1% (53)

64.3% (18)

71.1% (160)

71.2% (42)

71.7% (81)

77.8% (7)

83.3% (45)

34.2% (259)

53.6% (67)

43.1% (67)

40.0% (4)

36.9% (31)

35.7% (10)

28.9% (65)

28.8% (17)

28.3% (32)

22.2% (2)

16.7% (9)

Overall

Consumer Staples

Financials

Telecommunication 
Services

Information Technology

Consumer Discretionary

Healthcare

Industries

Materials

Utilities

Energy

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Firms without disclosure of precise individual remuneration Firms with disclosure of precise individual remuneration

A few independent 
directors I met over dinner 

questioned the value of precise 
disclosure of director’s annual 
fees and remuneration. Most of 
them sit on several boards, and 
the comparison of remuneration 
packages can be awkward, 
given the disparity even among 
companies of comparable size.”
Dr Ernest Kan

There seems to be a 
cultural bias towards 

avoiding disclosure of pay.”
Mr Adrian Chan
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Diversity in 
Asian boards

FEATURES

By
KAREN CHOY-XAVIER
Partner, Heidrick & Struggles

The real power of diversity lies in balancing the internal, external 
and organisational dimensions of diversity. Asian boards with their 
high proportion of family businesses need to take steps to enhance 
diversity from within, and evolve from Darwinism to modernity.
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A s the Asia Pacific region plays 
a growing role in the global 
economy, regional corporations 
are increasingly expanding their 

footprint beyond Asia. To this end, Asian 
companies are starting to look for ways 
to build more diverse leadership teams, 
boards and executive committees in a bid 
to fuel their expansion ambitions.  

Although diversity is crucial to creating more 
effective boards and improving corporate 
performance, it must be understood in a 
much broader sense than is seen in many 
current boardroom discussions.

Regulatory changes are also encouraging 
greater diversity. Hong Kong, Singapore, Japan 
and Malaysia, among others, are requiring 
companies to increase the diversity of their 
boards – or explain any shortcomings. The 
aim is for companies to consider the benefits of 
diversity, and examine whether their board consists 
of a balance of skills, experience and mindsets.

Another consideration in Asia is the prevalence 
of family-owned businesses. Since executive 
power is usually kept within a group of relatives, 
and therefore independent board positions are 
less common than in companies with broader 
ownership structures, diversity can be difficult to 
attain. Many steps therefore need to be taken to 
enhance board effectiveness.

The diversity wheel
Why do boards need diversity? By including 
people who think differently, have unique 
approaches to problem-solving and different 
backgrounds, organisations increase their 
innovative thinking, encouraging progress and 
growth in the process.

One helpful tool is the “diversity wheel”, which 
has four levels of diversity. Most corporate 
diversity discussions focus on the second ring 

– internal dimensions – which includes factors 
such as gender, race and other attributes that 
individuals cannot control. 

Incidentally, Asia typically fares poorly in these 
internal dimensions compared to other regions. 
Although these aspects are undoubtedly vital 
and should never be neglected, the real power of 
diversity lies in taking a broader view that balances 
the internal, external and organisational dimensions 
of diversity. Including individuals with varied 
backgrounds, for example, can encourage diverse 
thinking, which can greatly benefit the group.   

The unique dynamics of Asian boards
Family businesses form an integral part of most 
economies in Asia. A 2014 report by EY found 
that 85 per cent of companies in Asia Pacific 
were family-owned businesses and that these 
companies accounted for 32 per cent of market 
capitalisation in the region.  

The Diversity Wheel

Source: Lee Gardenswartz and Anita Rowe, Diverse Teams At Work: 
Capitalising on the power of diversity (Irwin Professional Publishing, 1994)
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The level of generational experience in 
governance ranges from Japan, which has some 
of the world’s oldest family-owned businesses, 
to China, which has some of the youngest. 

Diversity can be more difficult to achieve in 
family-owned businesses because executive 
power is usually kept within a group of relatives, 
and therefore, independent board positions are 
less common than in companies with broader 
ownership structures.

It is common to find the founders and co-
founders in executive positions on the board, and 
typical family businesses have fewer independent 
directors. In general, these businesses are more 
reluctant to take on board members from outside 
their inner circle, and often replace board 
members who have resigned with familiar faces.

Although the recent increase in mergers and 
acquisitions by Asian companies implies that 
numerous subsidiary boards would have 
emerged in these companies, not many of these 
parent and subsidiary boards share and align 
strategies that would help ensure effective and 
transparent communication. Many steps need 
to be taken to enhance board effectiveness 
before these businesses can consider building 
diverse boards.

In addition to using easily quantifiable metrics 
to gauge diversity levels, such as gender, 
organisations should look more broadly at 
concepts that expand diversity of thinking. 
This can include a focus on bringing down the 
average age of board members. Although 
a degree of seniority amongst board appointees 
is to be expected, boards can benefit from hiring 
younger members with different perspectives.  
  
Darwinism of boards
Chairs are realising that a smart board composition 
today comprises a good mix of members who 
are relevant to the core business, plus alternative 

thinkers who are able to hypothesise the what-ifs 
of the future. 

Alain Deniau of Heidrick & Struggles calls 
this “The Darwinism of boards”, a reference to 
naturalist Charles Darwin’s theory of evolution 
based on natural selection. As boards are moving 
from being regulatory gatekeepers to strategic 
advisors that define comparative advantage for 
organisations, it is simply a natural evolution 
where continuing the old principles and ways 
of doing things may subject the organisation to 
the “risk of extinction”. This kind of forward-
thinking board mix usually attracts better 
external investor appetite. 

When selecting candidates for board positions, 
companies should have a clear idea of the range 
of experience already represented on the board. 
Pragmatic gaps (e.g. experience in core businesses 
and targeted growth markets) should be closed 
quickly, and intangible skill set gaps (e.g. not 
having a variety of approaches to problem-
solving) should also be identified and addressed.

Having alternative thinkers joining boards 
can have a phenomenal impact. They would 
likely join boards as independent non-executive 
directors, and their experience, unambiguous 
ways of thinking and strong analytical abilities 
can benefit the board dynamics. In addition, 
their new way of doing things and their 
willingness to develop multilevel contacts with 
the Chair and other boards can result in more 
effective communication and hence more efficient 
board decision-making processes. Divergent 
backgrounds can bring different lines of attack 
to tackle problems and greater flexibility to adapt 
to a changing environment.

However, alternative thinkers can also bring 
specific challenges. Their sectorial inexperience 
could mean they might be slower to accelerate to 
full speed, while veteran directors might also not 
understand their value. Even strong personalities 
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Getting diversity right, and not only creating 
– but effectively running – a diverse board of 
directors, requires a strong Chair. Indeed, the role 
of the board’s Chair must evolve to include new 
responsibilities that demand different skills.

For one thing, Chairs must often be the ones 
setting board diversity as a priority and clearly 
defining its implications. After all, it is the Chair 
who must help determine and then articulate 
the what, why and when of diversity for the 
organisation. The focus must go beyond common 
metrics, such as gender and race, to encompass 
true diversity of thinking.

As part of this effort, board Chairs must assess 
any diversity gaps and draft a plan for closing 
them, bringing fresh ideas and new energy into 
the boardroom.

can be timid in such situations. A well thought-
out onboarding programme and proper guidance 
from the Chair are therefore key to helping 
smooth out any negativity in board energy.

The appropriate balance between executive 
directors and independent non-executive directors, 
and the size of the board itself varies from one 
company to the next. Having a sufficient number 
of non-executive directors can help ensure that 
independent, diverse voices are heard. To avoid 
boards getting too big, companies should ask 
themselves whether the board is large enough 
to carry out its functions without pressuring 
individual members, and if it is small enough for 
each member to remain personally involved.

The Chair plays a critical role in ensuring this 
mix of the different types of directors, including 
alternative thinkers (see box, “The Chair’s Role 
in Board Diversity”).

Questions to consider include:
• How does our board rank across relevant 

dimensions of the diversity wheel?
• How are our gaps affecting performance,   

or our ability to assess risk and challenge   
the status quo?

• How does our board’s range of experience and 
background align with the company’s mid- to 
long-term strategies? How (and when) can 
diversity complement or strengthen that view?

• What is our plan to address the shortcomings?
• What is the best time to make a change?

Getting there
The unique way that most Asian businesses are 
run poses challenges and resistance to creating 
more diverse boards. However, the goal is 
attainable for forward-looking companies and 
can lead to performance improvements. 

These forward-looking companies should:
• Ask themselves the right questions at the  

right time.

• Understand how they would like their boards 
to make a positive impact on their business.

• Review board performance.

• Bridge the gaps.

To be more effective, boards should be diverse 
and representative. Chairs should challenge the 
status quo, and apply board effectiveness models 
that allow businesses to survive, succeed and 
evolve beyond Darwinism to modernity.

The Chair’s Role In Board Diversity
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DAC pushes for 
diversity disclosure 
The Diversity Action Committee (DAC) launched its report, Women on Boards: Tackling the Issue, on 
5 October 2016 with Mr Tan Chuan-Jin, Minister for Social and Family Development, as the guest of honour.

The DAC was formed in August 2014 
with the objective of increasing 
representation of women directors on 

boards of companies in Singapore. It is chaired 
by Mr Magnus Böcker, former CEO of SGX, and 
comprises 15 corporate leaders including SID 
council members Ms Junie Foo and Mr Willie 
Cheng. The launch of the report (see facing page 
for a summary) marked the two-year milestone 
since DAC was formed.

At the launch ceremony, Minister Tan said that 
the government supports DAC’s push for listed 
companies to report on diversity policies, self-set 
measurable objectives and their progress towards 
achieving them, or provide an explanation should 
they fail to do so. “More can and really should 
be done,” he said. “The DAC report brings to the 
forefront a very important issue of continued low 
women’s representation on boards.”

Mr Böcker, citing concerns of Singapore’s 
comparatively low figures on women’s 
representation on boards, said that it is time to 

give companies in Singapore a firmer nudge. 
“What gets measured gets done,” he said, pushing 
for the disclosures by companies.

Ms Foo felt that the additional disclosure 
requirements should not be an undue burden on 
companies. She said, “It should really be part and 
parcel of what a board is required to do.”

Mr Loh Boon Chye, CEO of SGX, who is taking 
over as the new chairman of DAC said that the 
committee will be reconstituted to include more 
captains of industry.

FEATURES
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Why are there so few women on boards?
• No impetus for change because governance is 

generally good and companies are not required  
to disclose board diversity practices. 

• Preference for experienced directors who are 
mostly men.

• Perceived shortage of qualified women. 
• Few vacancies for new director appointments, 

including women.

Where are we now?
• The good news:

o There is widespread awareness of the issue.
o Women are making up an increasing proportion 

of new appointments.
o Women’s representation on boards of listed 

companies has improved by 21% for the past 
4 years (from 8% to 9.7% of women directors). 
However there are concerns that the pace of 
change for companies may slow if there is no 
fresh impetus.

• The not-so-good news:
o There are many all-male boards (52.5% of all 

boards) including many in consumer-facing 
industries.

o Singapore is still behind many other markets. 

FEATURES

Why should we have more women  
on boards?
• Enable relevance in a fast-changing business 

environment.

• Enhance decision-making process.

• Deliver richer customer insight.

• Enable better business outcomes.

• Help attract investments.

What does the DAC recommend?
• Strengthen the Code of Corporate Governance 

(the Code) to require listed companies 
to disclose their diversity policy, self-set 
measurable objectives and progress.

• Early disclosures by forward-thinking 
companies before the Code is strengthened.

• Monitor the need for stronger action through 
regulation.

• Companies adopt the best practices for board 
nomination and appointments.

• Companies proactively develop the executive 
pipeline to increase the pool of women for 
board roles in the future.

Summary of  DAC Report
Women on Boards: Tackling the Issue
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Shareholder stewardship, the concept of 
getting investors to pursue the spirit of good 
stewardship and good governance, has gained 

prominence around the world (see box, “Worldwide 
Developments On Shareholder Stewardship”). 

In November 2016, ten industry organisations 
and stakeholders came together to launch the 
Singapore Stewardship Principles (SSP) for 
Responsible Investors.

Shareholder stewardship gets a push in Singapore

FEATURES

The Singapore Stewardship Principles 
for Responsible Investors

Why the SSP?
• Reinforces the positive investment environment   

in Singapore. 

• Encourages the development of good stewardship and 
governance amongst institutional investors in Singapore.

• Creates an industry-led channel for mutual sharing of 
stewardship values and promotion of good practices.

Who is it for?
• The SSP is intended for asset owners and asset managers.

• The SSP is not meant to be an enforceable code,   
but intends to be a set of principles to be voluntarily 
applied by investors in diverse contexts.

What are the Principles?
1. Take a stand on stewardship.

2. Know your investment.

3. Stay active and informed.

4. Uphold transparency in managing conflicts of interest.

5. Vote responsibly.

6. Set a good example.

7. Work together.

Who is in the SSP Steering Committee?
• Chaired by Stewardship Asia Centre.

• Members include ACA, APREA, CFA Singapore,   
CPA Australia, IMAS, ISCA, SIAS, SID, and SVCA.

• Supported by SGX and MAS.

Worldwide Developments On 
Shareholder Stewardship

• United Kingdom: The UK Stewardship Code, 
Financial Reporting Council, 2010.

• Canada: Principles for Governance Monitoring, 
Voting and Shareholder Engagement, Canadian 
Coalition for Good Governance, 2010.

• European Union: Code for External Governance, 
European Fund and Asset Management 
Association, 2011.

• South Africa: Code for Responsible Investing, 
Institute of Directors of South Africa, 2011.

• Netherlands: Best Practices for Engaged Share-
Ownership, EUMEDION Corporate Governance 
Forum, 2011.

• Switzerland: Guidelines for institutional 
investors, governing the exercising of 
participation rights in public limited companies, 
Ethos Foundation, 2013.

• Japan: Principles for Responsible Institutional 
Investors, Financial Services Agency, 2014. 

• Malaysia: Code for Institutional Investors, 
Minority Shareholders Watchdog Group, 2014. 

• Italy: Stewardship Principles for the Exercise 
of Administrative and Voting Rights in Listed 
Companies, Assogestioni, 2015.

• Kenya: Draft Stewardship Code for Institutional 
Investors, Capital Markets Authority, 2015.

• Hong Kong: Principles of Responsible Ownership, 
Securities and Futures Commission, 2015.

• Global: Global Stewardship Principles, International 
Corporate Governance Network, 2016.

The SSP is the culmination of a nearly two-
year effort by an industry-led Working Group, 
supported by MAS and SGX. The Working 
Group, which includes SID and other members 
and was chaired by Stewardship Asia Centre 
(which is part of the Temasek Group), first 
met in September 2014. Most members of the 
Working Group moved on to be members of 
the Steering Committee that will promote and 
administer the SSP.  

66
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At the annual SID Corporate Governance Roundup held on 24 November 2016, 
SID governing council members provided a synopsis of the happenings in 2016 
and a glimpse of what could be expected in 2017 in key corporate governance 
and directorship matters. In the next few pages, we summarise their takes and 
audience comments in these 10 areas:

•	 CG	codes
•	 CG	excellence
•	 Regulation
•	 Audit	committees
•	 Directorship	landscape

•	 NonProfit	directorship
•	 Board	diversity
•	 Professional	development
•	 Digital	and	value	creation
•	 Cyber	security

Corporate Governance: 
What’s happened, what’s ahead
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Corporate 
Governance Codes

Corporate Governance 
Excellence

Irving Low

Corporate Governance Codes
• Singapore ranked top in the biennial CG Watch 2016 but  

this is unlikely to stay (see page 38). Global best practices  
are some way off, but there are several SID initiatives to  
help close the gap.

•  The ASEAN Corporate Governance Scorecard of top 100 
companies in six ASEAN countries is in its fourth year.  
There will be a gap year in 2017 as the methodology is 
reviewed. Rankings will resume in 2018.

• A new Singapore Governance and Transparency Index 
(SGTI) was launched in August 2016 by SID in partnership 
with CGIO of NUS Business School and CPA Australia.   
This will be the new benchmark for Singapore listcos. 

• The Singapore Corporate Awards continued with its five 
main awards, and an inaugural Special Recognition Award 
given to CDL for its sustainability practices in 2016. 

• The Corporate Governance Guides initiative will 
complete in March 2017. To date, four guides have 
been launched (see page 44), with two more (AC Guide 
and Resource Guide) and electronic versions of all the 
guidebooks in 2017.

Philip Forrest

Corporate Governance Excellence

• At the international level, the OECD Principles of 
Corporate Governance has evolved to the G20/OECD 
Principles of Corporate Governance, with most significant 
changes emphasising the rights and equitable treatment 
of shareholders and key ownership functions, and the 
responsibilities of the board.

• In Singapore, significant activities (an SGX-KPMG study 
and several forums) were held on the Code of Corporate 
Governance and its disclosures. 2017 will most likely see  
a review of the Code (last revision in 2012).

• The Charity Code of Governance will also be revised in 2017 
(last revision in 2011).

• The Singapore Stewardship Principles was launched in 
November 2016 after two years in the making (see page 66).

• In 2017, SID will roll out an eGuide to the Code of Corporate 
Governance, a corporate governance self-assessment for 
companies, and a Governance, Risk Management and 
Compliance certification course under licence from OCEG.
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Regulation

Audit Committees

Tan Boon Gin

Regulation

• First half-yearly report on long suspended companies 
issued May 2016. Objective is to achieve share trading 
resumption or an exit offer for minority shareholders  
if delisting.

• Sustainability reporting on a “comply or explain” basis 
required for financial year on or after 31 December 2017, 
within five months of financial year end.

• Review of CG Code by KPMG: SGX is currently engaging 
companies on the findings, purpose behind relevant 
requirements, and improvements that can be made.

• Public consultation on minimum trading price (MTP):  
Issuer be placed on watch-list only if six-month VWAP 
is below $0.20 and six-month average daily market 
capitalisation is below S$40 million. Feedback being 
reviewed, implementation is expected by end-June 2017.

• What more to expect in 2017: dual class shares public 
consultation; quarterly reporting consultation; and review  
of the Code of Corporate Governance.

Gerard Tan

Audit Committees

• ACRA released second report on its Financial Reporting 
Surveillance Programme (FRSP). SID hosted two  
roundtables with ACRA and AC chairmen on the FRSP. 
ACRA announced some changes to FRSP approach from 
2017, including “restatement first” on non-compliances. 

• The enhanced Audit Report is effective in 2017 (for financial 
years ending after 15 December 2016). However, 10 
companies early adopted the new report in 2016.

• ACRA introduced eight Audit Quality Indicators (AQIs) 
in 2016. In 2017, ACRA will be introducing six targets for 
certain AQIs for the six Singapore audit firms that adopted 
the AQI disclosure framework.

• MAS policy of audit firm rotation every five years for 
locally incorporated banks was suspended in 2008. After its 
consultation in October 2016, MAS is expected to announce  
a new policy on auditor rotation and retendering for 2017.

• The Companies Act will be amended in 2017 to introduce 
beneficial ownership laws to combat money laundering  
and terrorism financing.

• SID will launch the revamped Audit Committee Guide  
and an Audit Committee Chapter in January 2017. 
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Directorship 
Landscape

NonProfit 
Directorship

Directorship Landscape

• The Singapore Directorship Report 2016 was launched 
in October 2016 (see page 50). It shows that the state of 
directorship among entities listed on SGX, measured against the 
Singapore Code of Corporate Governance continues to improve. 

• One notable improvement is a stronger element of 
independence on the board. Areas requiring attention include 
board diversity, precise disclosure of remuneration of directors 
and CEOs, and long-serving directors (including IDs). 

• Singapore Post was in the news last year. Lessons learnt include: 
o Managing conflicts of interest: Conflicts may arise from 

indirect interests, disclose when in doubt, and recuse from 
deliberations when conflicted.

o Evaluating and approving M&A transactions: Have 
prescribed policies and procedures, and SOP to check 
directors’ interests against targets and advisors before 
seeking approval for due diligence and the transaction. 

o  Board renewal and tenures: succession planning, limits on 
tenures and board size and diversity. 

Lee Kim Shin

Wilson Chew

NonProfit Directorship

• Key developments in the nonprofit space in 2016 include:
o A social service strategy being developed by National 

Council for Social Service.
o The establishment of the Singapore Centre for Social 

Enterprises (raiSE).
o Anti-money laundering and countering terrorism financing 

guidelines from the Commissioner of Charities (CoC).
• Governance emphasis in nonprofit sector manifested in:

o The ongoing City Harvest case which is expected to conclude 
in 2017.

o A governance review by the CoC of 41 charities and IPCs in 
2016, with several recommendations which form part of the 
refinements to the Code of Charity Governance expected to 
be implemented in 2017.

o A new Charity Transparency Awards in 2016 by the  
Charity Council.

• SID introduced a new track on nonprofit directorship in its 
professional development with two new courses (see page 78), 
and covered the subject of nonprofits in its publications. It also 
introduced NonProfit Organisation memberships, and including 
nonprofit directorships in its Board Appointment Services.
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Board Diversity

Professional 
Development

Junie Foo

Board Diversity

• Board diversity has many dimensions, but gender diversity 
is way below par. Singapore at 9.7 per cent of women’s 
representation on boards is lagging behind most countries. 

• SGX Diversity Action Committee (DAC) chaired by   
Mr Magnus Böcker, former CEO of SGX, has been active in 
last two years: collaboration with search firms, roundtables, 
forums, and nudging boards. A report, was issued in October 
2016 with five major recommendations (see page 64). 

• SID Council and its Diversity SubCommittee have also been 
active: Board Diversity Pledge (over 200 companies signed); 
involvement in DAC, BoardAgender, WCD, etc; walking 
the talk (25 per cent female council members, women on 
its panels and forums); driving female membership (now 
at 18 per cent) and board appointments; research and 
publications.

• What more to expect in 2017: follow up to DAC 
recommendations; DAC refreshed with Mr Loh Boon Chye 
at the helm; SID board appointment service for women 
directors; publication on women company directors; 
diversity criteria and special award in the Singapore 
Corporate Awards.

• Directors need to keep abreast of developments. SID 
is helping with continual revisions to its professional 
development framework (see page 76).

• In 2016, SID conducted more than 100 professional 
development sessions for more than 6,000 participants. 
New professional development sessions include:
o New forums and seminars such as a Chinese seminar, 

state of corporate governance disclosure forum, the 
Noble saga, forum on Enron and financial engineering, 
and forum on cyber security.

o New courses including GRC, governance and value 
creation for growth companies, three Masterclasses.

o New track on nonprofits with two courses (see page 78).
• In 2017, expect four new Masterclasses; a new Business 

Future Series with three modules; a new course on 
governance for family businesses; a new social enterprise 
track; and a new nonprofits seminar.

Poh Mui Hoon

Professional Development
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FEATURES

Digital and 
Value Creation

Cyber Security

Robert Chew

Digital and Value Creation

• Moore's Law, which suggests that computing will increase in 
capability and decrease in relative cost at an exponential rate, 
continues to be relevant.  This has created a resurgence in 
exponential technologies from artificial intelligence, big data 
analysis, cloud computing to virtual and augmented reality.

• New business models leveraging on this have emerged. They 
are characterised by personalisation, peer to peer transacting, 
and crowd sourcing.  The shared economy is not hype.

• Businesses need to respond.  Boards should address this by 
putting digital issues on the board agenda, and getting digital 
capability into its structure.

• SID responded by having digital disruption as the theme of 
the 2016 SID Directors' Conference, and covering the subject 
in its Board Guide, and other publications.

• In 2017, expect the report from the Committee on the Future 
Economy, and further coverage of the subject in SID’s 
professional development courses (Business Future Series, 
Masterclasses, and Value  Creation in Family Businesses),  
and publications. 

• No industry or company is immune to cyber attacks. 2016 saw 
a rise in ransomware, bots, mobile malware and hacktivism.

•  At the national level, Singapore created the Cyber Security 
Agency in 2015 and rolled out a national cyber strategy in 2016. 
Expect a Cyber Security Act in 2017.

• Boards need to respond by starting at the top and 
understanding the trade-offs between convenience, costs and 
security. It should ensure that management develop cyber 
hygiene practices, invest in resilient technology, and look into 
cyber security insurance.

• In 2016, SID covered the subject in its annual conference and 
several forums, its Board Guide, Board Risk Committee Guide 
and other publications. 

• In 2017, SID introduces a new course on cyber security  
for directors. 

• Also expect more relentless cyber attacks, more companies 
setting up Security Operations Centres, and more solutions, 
seminars and consultancy services being offered on cyber 
security.Tan Yen Yen

Cyber Security



DIRECTORS’ BULLETIN 2017 Q1 DIRECTORS’ BULLETIN 2017 Q1

73FEATURES

Overheard at the Roundup

Cyber security measures 
in SMEs is a must-have. 

Such initiatives should be part 
of a company’s core strategy and 
investment, and should not be 
regarded as just IT problems.”

Ms Stefanie Yuen Thio
Joint Managing Partner, TSMP Law Corporation

There is empirical evidence that 
boards with women directors perform 

better than those without them. However, 
accomplished women like to be invited 
on the boards because of their potential to 
contribute rather than simply because of the 
gender issue. In practice, the experience in 
India is that two women directors on a board 
are much more effective than only one.” 

Professor Mahendra Chouhan
Vice Chairman, Global Advisory Board, Asian Centre for 
Corporate Governance 

Independence of directors in boards is 
a subjective matter. Therefore, there are 

regulations created to help boards determine 
this independence. At the same time, market 
forces such as shareholder scrutiny may help 
determine the independence of directors.”

Ms Veronica McCann
Non-Executive Director, Manulife US Real Estate Management 

When a situation such as a crisis 
occurs, the board chairman 

together with his board must act 
quickly and rationally to address 
this challenge. In this way, the board 
demonstrates its transparency and 
assurance to the shareholders and the 
public that it adopts the best corporate 
governance practices.” 

Mr Wang XinBin
Executive Director, Everbright Business Consultancy 
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A field day at the SID AGM 

On 24 November 2016, SID convened its 
18th Annual General Meeting (AGM), 
and also conducted its annual Corporate 

Governance Roundup at the Orchard Parade Hotel.

The Corporate Governance Roundup, which 
was held in the morning, saw a panel of 10 SID 
governing council members presenting 10 hot 
topics in rapid-fire fashion. The motion was then 
moved to the floor where SID members present, 
raised questions and commented on the range of 
issues. (Ed: see Corporate Governance: What's 
happened, what's ahead" on page 67.)

Two upcoming initiatives were announced after 
the roundup session ended.

The first was a soft launch of the 
first chapter by SID – the Audit 
Committee Chapter. The aim 
of the AC Chapter is to build 
the capacity and enhance the 
effectiveness of audit committees. 
Mr Daniel Ee, SID Vice Chairman 
and Chair of the pro-tem committee, highlighted 
that SID hopes to build a whole ecosystem of 

FEATURES

people who may be interested in raising the 
understanding and awareness of issues related to 
audit committees.

He then invited members to step forward to serve 
on the AC Chapter Committee which will be 
setting up sub-committees to look into aspects of 
education, publication, advocacy, and forums. 

The second was the official release of the third 
volume of Boardroom Matters: Towards Effective 
Boards. This publication contained 50 articles 
collated from the weekly eponymous column 
featured in The Business Times and BT Invest. 
Come 2017, Boardroom Matters will continue with 
its presence in The Business Times but at a much 
reduced frequency of just one article per month.
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SID Chairman expressed his appreciation 
to the three members who retired from the 
governing council:
• Mr Kevin Kwok
• Ms Elaine Lim
• Mr Eugene Wong
 
He also expressed his appreciation to Far East 
Organisation which sponsored the venue for 
both the Corporate Governance Roundup 
and the AGM, Boardroom Limited which 

FEATURES

SID’s 18th AGM was held in the afternoon 
of 24 November 2016 at the Orchard 
Parade Hotel.

After a crisp presentation on 2016 activities and 
plans for 2017 by Joyce Koh, Executive Director 
of SID, the resolutions were voted on using 
electronic polling devices.

sponsored and provided the polling devices, 
and Deloitte which provided the scrutineer 
services probono.

The following members were elected/re-elected 
to the SID governing council:
• Mr Willie Cheng* 
• Mr Robert Chew*
• Mr Lee Kim Shin 
• Mr Andy Tan Chye Guan*
• Mr Tan Boon Gin 
• Ms Tan Yen Yen*
* re-elected

Mr Willie Cheng

Mr Andy Tan Chye Guan

Mr Kevin Kwok Ms Elaine Lim Mr Eugene Wong

Mr Robert Chew

Mr Tan Boon Gin

Mr Lee Kim Shin

Ms Tan Yen Yen
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EXPANDING HORIZONS

Staying Relevant with 
Training in 2017

By POH MUI HOON
 Council member, SID

With increasing complexities and changes in 
the business and regulatory landscapes, SID 
is updating its professional development 
programme to ensure directors stay relevant.

The updated SID professional development 
framework is shown in the map on the facing 
page. The key changes are highlighted below.

Courses versus Forums
One noticeable change in the presentation of the 
framework is the grouping of our offerings into:

• Courses — Formal training programmes with 
clear learning objectives and, in some cases, 
certification.

• Forums — Informational and exploratory 
sessions on topical matters.

Social enterprise track
A new track has been created for directors of 
social enterprises. These businesses with social 
missions are mushrooming in Singapore and 
the needs of boards of social enterprises have 
to be addressed. 

After all, the governance of a social enterprise 
can be challenging. For example, how should 
boards deal with the duality of “doing good” and 
“doing well”, and whether there is any trade-off 
between the two? And are board members treated 
as volunteers as in nonprofit organisations or 

should they be performance-driven directors akin 
to those in commercial organisations?

This new track sits aptly between “private 
companies” and “nonprofit organisations”, and starts 
with a variant to the “So, You Want To Be A Director” 
course, except it is tailored towards addressing the 
unique challenges of social enterprises.

Family businesses
In the “Essentials” segment, we are adding a new 
one-day course targeted at family businesses, 
specifically dealing with the unique challenges 
of governance, risk, fundraising and succession 
planning, as they form a significant part of our 
corporate landscape.

Governance, Risk Management and 
Compliance (GRC)
Having piloted the GRC Professional Training 
Course for directors in 2016, we have now 
brought this on as part of our on-going 
professional development programme in the 
“Essentials” segment. 

This first-of-its-kind programme, delivered under 
licence from the Open Compliance & Ethics 
Group (OCEG), helps directors and management 
develop a core understanding of governance,  
risk management and compliance, and equip 
them with the skills to integrate these key areas 
into one capability.   
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Business Future Series
In the past, much of the updates needed on 
business trends and issues have been provided as 
“Current Topics” in our professional development 
framework. Starting in the last quarter of 2016, 
we conduct courses that deep-dived into cyber 
security and disruptive technologies pitched at the 
director level. The sessions proved successful with 
full capacity and positive feedback. 

We are thus institutionalising the Business Future 
Series (BFS) under the “Advanced” segment in 
2017 with three courses:
• BFS 1: Disruptive Technologies for Directors
• BFS 2: Cyber Security for Directors
• BFS 3: Sustainability for Directors

These will be done with partners renowned in 
these areas, such as Accenture, EY, Booz Allen 
Hamilton and Dimension Data.

Masterclasses
Our Masterclasses for Directors (MCD) continue 
to evolve. We continue to partner INSEAD 
Business School, and will be adding PwC 
Singapore in the coming year:

• MCD 1 – Value Creation for Owners and   
 Directors in Family Firms 

• MCD 2 – Overcoming Cognitive Biases in   
 Boardroom Decisions 

• MCD 3 – Strategy at the Board Level 

• MCD 4 – The Director as an Innovation Driver
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The session on the introductory programme 
for aspiring and new NPO directors on 
20 October 2016 attracted a record attendance 
of 50 participants. 

This run of the programme was organised 
jointly with the Centre for NonProfit 
Leadership (CNPL). The course kicked off 
with a short networking dinner, followed 
by a two and half-hour presentation on the 
nonprofit landscape, as well as the NPO 
director’s role, responsibilities, liabilities, 

Developing NonProfit Directors 

SID NEWS

Since SID expanded its professional developments to create a track for directors of 
nonprofit organisations (NPOs), the last quarter of 2016 saw full-house turnouts of its 
two main nonprofit offerings. 

So, You Want To Be A NonProfit Director (SYN)

rewards and journey. These were covered by 
SID Council members who were experienced 
directors in both the commercial and nonprofit 
space, and Winnifred Loh, Managing Director of 
CNPL, who shared on how to join an NPO board.

Many of the participants said that they found 
the course insightful and energising. Some were 
surprised by the duty of care and commitment 
expected of an NPO director, but the sharing 
of rewarding volunteer experiences quelled 
their concerns.
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The NPD is a course for existing directors of 
NPOs, and is also a next stage course for SYN 
participants. It is jointly organised by SID and the 
Social Service Institute (SSI, the training arm of 
the National Council of Social Service) with the 
support of CNPL and the Charity Council.

The NPD features seven modules conducted 
over seven months, addressing the role and 
functioning of NPO boards in aspects such as 
fundraising, strategy, financial accountability 
and new social models. Each module is held at 
a different venue in collaboration with an NPO 
to provide participants with experiential learning 
in the different aspects of the nonprofit sector.

The inaugural run of the NPD course started in 
October 2015. With the first run over, the second 
run started on 13 October 2016 at SSI Training 
Hub with the all 50 slots signed up. 

Module 1 on “The NonProfit Environment” kicked 
off with an overview of the social ecosystem by 
Ms Sharifah Mohamed, followed by sharing by 

SID NEWS

The NonProfit Directors Programme (NPD)

a distinguished panel of nonprofit leaders on 
the regulatory environment, the differences 
between nonprofit and commercial directorship, 
the social service sector vision and policy, and 
the head and heart of a nonprofit leader.

The second module of the 2016/2017 programme 
on “Board & Management Relationship” was 
held on 10 November 2016 at Society for the 
Physically Handicapped (SPD), which was also 
the case study for the module.

The third module on “Board Dynamics and 
Evaluation” was held on 8 December 2016 at 
SATA CommHealth, the case organisation for 
the module.
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SID NEWS

On 24 November 2016, 13 nominating 
committee chairmen went through an 
exercise on CEO succession planning 
by exploring the question “Who will 
be Singapore’s Next Prime Minister?”

Led by Ms Mira Gajraj Mohan, 
Director of Willis Towers Watson, 
participants partook in a lively 
discussion of defining the future 
challenges, creating a success profile of the ideal 
candidate, and assessing potential successors 
against the profiles.

Ms Gajraj then pointed out that the biggest gap 
in success management is not in identifying and 
assessing potential successors but in taking action 
to enhance their readiness. She also covered 
how this can be done through assignment 

On 8 November 2016, 15 board risk committee 
chairmen examined how strategy, risk and 
sustainability overlap over lunch at the Ritz-
Carlton Singapore. 

The BRC Chairmen's Conversation was facilitated 
by Dr Christian Pedersen, Partner, Oliver Wyman 
and his colleagues. Dr Pedersen shared how 

NC Chairmen: Who will be Singapore’s Next PM?

BRC Chairmen: Exploring the intersection of 
strategy, risk, and sustainability

management and creating opportunities as well 
as provided guidelines on how leadership teams 
can be strengthened as a whole.

Ms Junie Foo, SID council member who curated 
the session, noted that although succession 
planning is on the agenda of many boards, 
suitable facilitating frameworks to make that 
happen are still missing.

global uncertainty and demands from regulators, 
customers and investors are shifting the BRC’s 
role from traditional risk oversight to engagement 
between risk and strategy, as companies apply 
risk-return philosophies when evaluating 
strategic choices. At the same time, the growing 
sustainability agenda – the latest being SGX’s 
sustainability reporting requirement – means 

that it needs to be considered 
from both a risk and strategy 
standpoint. 

The session raised many 
thought-provoking points as 
participants discussed how their 
organisations’ strategies are being 
affected by the changing risk-
and-sustainability landscape.
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On 4 October 2016, 40 directors attended and 
gave the thumbs up to the inaugural Business 
Future Series (BFS) module on “Disruptive 
Technologies for Directors”, held at Accenture’s 
Internet of Things (IoT) Centre of Excellence.  

Mr Adam Burden, Accenture Global Lead for 
Advanced Technology & Architecture, kicked off 
with an overview of key disruptive technologies. 
Mr Sam Liew, Accenture ASEAN Technology 
Lead and Mr Daniel Gunawan, Accenture ASEAN 
Lead for Advanced Technology & Architecture 
then deep dived into IoT, cloud computing, 
social media and platform technologies with live 
demonstrations and examples.

Participants went on a tour of six different set-
ups at the IoT Centre where they had hands-on 

The second BFS module, “Cyber Security for 
Directors” was held at Dimension Data’s 
premises on 14 October 2016. It was organised in 
collaboration with Dimension Data, Booz Allen 
Hamilton and PwC Singapore.

After the welcome remarks, Mr Manish Prata, 
GM of Cloud Business at Dimension Data, Mr Mike 
McConnel, Vice-Chairman of Booz Allen Hamilton, 
and Mr Guido Crucq, GM of Security Solutions 
at Dimension Data presented on various business 
and technology aspects of cyber security. 

Members of Booz Allen led by VP Dr Ron Sanders
then facilitated a hands-on session on a cyber 
security war game. At the end of the game, 
Mr Christopher Ling, EVP at Booz Allen Hamilton, 
summarised the key learning points which included 

Business Future Series

The Destructive Power of Cyber Attacks

experience on how drones, sensors, augmented 
reality and other technologies can play an 
increasingly important role in various industries. 

The session closed with a panel sharing by 
Mr Burden, Ms Tan Yen Yen, and Mr Willie Cheng 
on “Implications of Disruptive Technologies 
on the Board and the Role of Digital Directors”  
moderated by Mr Liew.

the importance of having a plan and such scenario 
exercises to deal with cyber breaches.

A panel discussion moderated by Mr Vincent Loy, 
Partner at PwC Singapore highlighted how cyber 
security is not usually a board’s top priority. 
Participants adjourned for a networking lunch at 
Dimension Data’s cool green lounge.

The Positive Power of Disruptive Technologies
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SID NEWS

On 22 October 2016, the SID Governing Council and staff had 
its annual strategic planning retreat at Hotel Fort Canning.

The retreat was facilitated by Council members, Wilson Chew 
and Robert Chew.  Joyce Koh, SID Executive Director gave 
a summation of SID’s milestones in 2016 while members 
discussed and exchanged ideas on how to further improve 
SID’s role and enhance its services for members. 

The retreat closed with a CG Watch 2016 report made by Asian 
Corporate Governance Association. Ben McCarron presented 
the key findings of the report, while Ambassador Linda Tsao 
Yang (Chair Emeritus of ACGA) and Yuelin Yang (ACGA 
Council member) shared their observations on the findings. 
Several invited guests also attended the presentation.

SID Council Retreat

SID Fellows were treated to the Tony Award-winning 
comedy, ART!, on 22 September 2016. 

The play was staged at the iconic City Hall Chamber 
in National Gallery Singapore, giving those present the 
opportunity to watch this classic about art, surrounded by 
one of the world’s most iconic collections of art. 

It was an evening of great fun and entertainment, as SID 
fellows and their spouses socialised over cocktails and 
enjoyed the panoramic view of the Padang and Marina Bay. 
The Fellows event was very kindly sponsored by KPMG. 

SID’s Fellows celebrated an evening with ART! 
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Director Appointments
SID members appointed to listed companies during the period 1 September 2016 to 30 November 2016.

Company Person Designation

Far East Orchard Limited Koh Kah Sek Non-Executive Director

Grand Peace Group Holdings Limited Cheng Wai Keung Executive Director

Kluang Rubber Company (Malaya) Berhad Albert Chew Khat Khiam Independent Director

Koda Ltd Tan Choon Seng Independent Director

Kuchai Development Berhad Albert Chew Khat Khiam Independent Director

Lian Beng Group Ltd Ang Chun Giap Independent Director

Luk Hing Entertainment Group Holdings Limited Lam Wai Chin Raymond Independent Director

New Silkroutes Group Limited Pao Kiew Tee Independent Director

Nippecraft Limited Chow Wai San Independent Director

Nippecraft Limited Khoo Song Koon Independent Director

P99 Holdings Limited Jeffrey Ong Shen Chieh Executive Director

Progressive Impact Corporation Berhad Lee Weng Chong Independent Director

PSL Holdings Limited Stephen Leong Executive Director

Rubberex Corporation (M) Berhad Poh Chee Kuan Non-Executive Director

SATS Ltd Achal Agarwal Independent Director

SBI Offshore Limited Lawrence Kwan Hon Kay Independent Director

Secura Group Limited Tan Wee Han Executive Director

SembCorp Industries Ltd Yap Chee Keong Independent Director

Shun Wo Group Holdings Limited Tam Wai Tak Victor Independent Director

Singapore Airlines Limited Lee Kim Shin Independent Director

Singapore Post Limited Fang Ai Lian Non-Executive Director

Singapore Post Limited Bob Tan Beng Hai Non-Executive Director

Sinopipe Holdings Limited Chew Heng Ching David Independent Director

Sinwa Limited Chew Kok Liang Non-Executive Director

Sungei Bagan Rubber Company (Malaya) Berhad Albert Chew Khat Khiam Independent Director

Transcorp Holdings Limited Lim Yit Keong Independent Director

Tung Lok Restaurants (2000) Ltd Juliana Julianti Samudro Non-Executive Director

Union Steel Holdings Limited Francis Wong Loke Tan Independent Director

Yihua Energy Holdings Limited Wong Yan Ki Angel Independent Director
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AFTER HOURSBy RAMLEE BUANG
 Council member, SID

Dad-icated to social causes

I lead a blessed life.

For as long as I can remember, I have benefited 
from many helping hands, eager to pull me out 
of the difficult situations I was in and move me 
along in life.  

The aid I received from these kind and generous 
souls deeply imbued in me a need to pay it forward. 
So, I try, in whatever ways I can to contribute to two 
social causes that I feel are closest to my heart. 

The first, Centre for Fathering (CFF), has a mission 
that I, as a father of two, can identify with. They 
believe that every child needs a dad they can 
count on and have made it their mission to turn 
the hearts of children towards their fathers by 
empowering more fathers to be better role models 
and an enduring inspiration to their children. 

It’s been said, “Being a father is easy, but being 
a dad is difficult”, and with gender and parental 
roles increasingly overlapping one another, the 
quest to be a dad is getting tougher. 

The government, aware of this shift, is legislating 
laws, such as granting additional childcare and 
paternity leave, in a bid to get fathers more 
involved in their children.
 
In August 2015, CFF launched Dad’s Adventure 
Hub, a place with adventure facilities, such as 
a rock wall, maze and ropes course, providing 
a wonderful opportunity for father and child to 
bond. CFF also started Father’s Group in schools, 

AFTER HOURS

organising annual activities such as “Back to 
School with Dad”, “Eat with Your Family Day” 
and “Reading with Dads”. 

CFF also conducts programmes and workshops, 
in partnership with various agencies and 
educational institutions, to inspire, educate, equip 
and engage men in their role as fathers. The well-
received “ICan – A Fathering Workshop”, which 
is a seminar adapted from the National Centre 
for Fathering in the US and designed by leading 
researcher in fathering, Ken Canfield, continues 
to be the foundation initiative for CFF. 
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The second cause I am passionate about is helping 
the underprivileged get a leg up in society. 
For this, I work with the Halogen Foundation 
Singapore (HF).

What drew me to HF is that it is one of the few 
charity organisations dedicated to impacting 
youth through the belief that imparting 
these young lives with lifelong skills, such as 
leadership and entrepreneurship development, 
will have a longer lasting impact on them and 
society as a whole. This is in line with national 
push for innovation and entrepreneurship 
among youths.

It is no secret that size matters when it comes   
to charity. 

Both CFF and HF are small charities that push 
important causes that not many are aware 
of. Unfortunately, the more funds we use to 
build awareness, the fewer there is left for 

the beneficiaries. And companies with CSR 
programmes tend to support bigger charities and 
causes related to children, poverty, the elderly and 
infirmed. Education and fathering, it seems, are 
low on their radars.

The beneficiaries of CFF and HF are primarily 
from the lower income group so the charities are 
not able to charge for their programmes. We are 
dependent on corporate and individual sponsors – 
to whom I am eternally grateful – all these years.

Raising funds will be even more challenging in 
an economic slowdown – which we are all bracing 
to face.

That said, in spite of all these challenges, the 
feedback that we received and the progress we 
see in our beneficiaries’ lives are encouraging. 
My colleagues and I will continue to beat the 
drums and make our mission more visible 
among the communities.
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SID CALENDAR

Listed Company Directors (LCD) Modules • 6 - 27 October 2016

Members' Networking Event – Wine Appreciation Workshop • 24 November 2016

Governance and Value Creation for Growth Companies • 23 September 2016

Masterclass for Directors–Board Evaluation • 7 September 2016

NonProfit Directors Programme (NPD) Module 1, 2 & 3 • 13 October, 10 November & 8 December 2016 
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NonProfit Directors Programme (NPD) Module 1, 2 & 3 • 13 October, 10 November & 8 December 2016 

SID CALENDAR

SID’s Q4 Events (October 2016 – December 2016)
  DATE TYPE EVENT DETAILS

4 Oct 2016 PD BFS 1: Disruptive Technologies for Directors 

6 Oct 2016  PD  LCD Module 1: Understanding the Regulatory Environment in Singapore

10 Oct 2016 PD Directors Compliance Programme 

11 Oct 2016 PD LCD Module 2: Audit Committee Essentials 

13 Oct 2016 PD LCD Module 3: Risk Management Essentials 

13 Oct 2016 PD NPD Module 1: The Nonprofit Environment

14 Oct 2016 PD BFS 2: Cyber Security for Directors 

18 Oct 2016 Event Launch of Singapore Directorship Report 2016

19 Oct 2016 PD LCD Module 4: Nominating Committee Essentials 

20 Oct 2016  PD So, You Want To Be A Non-Profit Director (SYN) +

25 Oct 2016 PD LCD Module 5: Remuneration Committee Essentials 

27 Oct 2016 PD LCD Module 6: Investor and Media Relations 

3 Nov 2016  PD Directors Compliance Programme

8 Nov 2016 CMC Chairmen’s Conversation (Remuneration Committee)

10 Nov 2016 PD NPD Module 2: Board & Management Relationship 

11 Nov 2016 Event Launch of the Board Guide  

14 – 16 Nov 2016 PD SID-SMU Directorship Programme Module 2: Assessing Strategic Performance:  
    The Board Level View

21 – 23 Nov 2016 PD SID-SMU Directorship Programme Module 3: Finance for Directors

24 Nov 2016 Social Members’ Networking Event 

24 Nov 2016 Event Annual General Meeting 

24 Nov 2016 Event Annual Corporate Governance Roundup 2016

25 Nov 2016 PD Director Financial Reporting Essentials

25 Nov 2016 CMC Chairmen’s Conversation (Nominating Committee)

1 Dec 2016 Event Website revamp

2 Dec 2016 PD Directors Compliance Programme

8 Dec 2016 PD NPD Module 3: Board Dynamics and Evaluation 

13-15 Dec 2016 PD IDP Module 3: Director Effectiveness and Development
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Upcoming events
Core Professional Development Programmes

 PROGRAMME DATE TIME VENUE

Directors Compliance Programme  10 Jan 2017 1300 – 1730 Capital Tower

Governance, Risk Management and Compliance (GRC) Professional Training Course 11-13 Jan 2017 0900 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

NPD Module 4: Strategic Decision Making 12 Jan 2017 1700 – 2030 HCA Hospice Care

Directors Compliance Programme  17 Jan 2017 1300 – 1730 Capital Tower

So, You Want to be a Director  17 Jan 2017 1000 – 1300 Capital Tower

LCD Module 1: Listed Company Director Essentials 18 Jan 2017 0900 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

NPD Module 5: Financial Management and Accountability 9 Feb 2017 1700 – 2030 Capital Tower

Board and Director Fundamentals  15 Feb 2017 0900 – 1700 M Hotel

Directors Compliance Programme  16 Feb 2017 1300 – 1730 Capital Tower

Directors Financial Reporting Essentials 17 Feb 2017 0900 – 1700 Capital Tower

BFS Module 1: Sustainability for Directors 23 Feb 2017 0900 – 1300 Marina Mandarin Singapore

Directors Compliance Programme  28 Feb 2017 1300 – 1730 Capital Tower

So, You Want to be a NonProfit Director +  2 Mar 2017 1700 – 2000 Capital Tower

LCD Module 1: Listed Company Director Essentials 8 Mar 2017 0900 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

NPD Module 6: Fundraising and Stakeholder Management 9 Mar 2017 1700 – 2030 Children’s Cancer Foundation

LCD Module 2: Audit Committee Essentials 14 Mar 2017 0900 – 1300 Marina Mandarin Singapore

SDP Module 5: Strategic CSR and Investor Relations 14-15 Mar 2017 0900 – 1700 SMU Campus

Governance, Risk Management and Compliance (GRC) Professional Training Course 15-17 Mar 2017 0900 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

Directors Compliance Programme  15 Mar 2017 1300 – 1730 Capital Tower

LCD Module 3: Risk Management Essentials 21 Mar 2017 0900 – 1300 Marina Mandarin Singapore

LCD Module 4: Nominating Committee Essentials 21 Mar 2017 1300 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

LCD Module 5: Remuneration Committee Essentials 24 Mar 2017 0900 – 1300 Marina Mandarin Singapore

LCD Module 6: Investor and Media Relations Essentials 24 Mar 2017 1300 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

Governance for Family Business  29 Mar 2017 0900 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

SDP Module 1- The Role of Directors  3-5 Apr 2017 0900 – 1700 SMU Campus

So, You Want to be a Social Enterprise Director 6 Apr 2017 0900 – 1300 Capital Tower

NPD Module 7: Social Trends  13 Apr 2017 1700 – 2030 Crossings Cafe

Directors Compliance Programme  18 Apr 2017 1300 – 1730 Capital Tower

Directors Financial Reporting Essentials 26 Apr 2017 0900 – 1700 Capital Tower

SDP Module 3: Finance for Directors  26-28 Apr 2017 0900 – 1700 SMU Campus

SID CALENDAR
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MCD Module 1: The Director as an Innovation Driver 3 May 2017 0900 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

Directors Compliance Programme  16 May 2017 1300 – 1730 Capital Tower

LCD Module 1: Listed Company Director Essentials 17 May 2017 0900 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

LCD Module Mandarin: LCD Essentials Programme 17-18 May 2017 0900 – 1700 Shanghai

Governance, Risk Management and Compliance (GRC) Professional Training Course 17-19 May 2017 0900 – 1700 Marina Mandarin Singapore

SDP Module 2: Assessing Strategic Performance 24-26 May 2017 0900 – 1700 SMU Campus

BFS Module 2: Disruptive Technology for Directors 25 May 2017 0900 – 1500 Accenture Pte Ltd

IDP Module 1: Board Effectiveness and Dynamics 18-21 Jun 2017 0900 – 1700 INSEAD Campus

MCD Module 2: Value Creation for Owners and Directors in Family Firms 22 Jun 2017 0900 – 1300 Marina Mandarin Singapore

Directors Financial Reporting Essentials 29 Jun 2017 0900 – 1700 Capital Tower

Upcoming events

Course dates and venues are subject to change. Please refer to www.sid.org.sg for the latest updates.

Core Professional Development Programmes
 PROGRAMME DATE TIME VENUE

Major Events
 EVENT DATE TIME VENUE

ACRA-SGX-SID Audit Committee Seminar 13 Jan 2017 0900 – 1130  Marina Mandarin Singapore 

ASEAN Corporate Governance Scorecard Briefing 10 Mar 2017 0900 – 1100  Capital Tower

Launch of eGuide for the CG Guides Series and Box Set 23 Mar 2017 0900 – 1100 Marina Mandarin Singapore

Socials
 EVENT DATE TIME VENUE
SID Golf Tournament  31 Mar 2017 1100 – 2030  Sentosa Golf Club

Other Professional Development Programmes
 PROGRAMME DATE TIME VENUE

Dialogue with Minister: Preparing the Board for the Runway Economy and an Uncertain 2017 10 Feb 2017 1630 – 1900 The Wealth Institute

Dual Class Shares Forum                                                          28 Feb 2017     0900 – 1100 Marina Mandarin Singapore

COSO ERM Workshop  23 Mar 2017 0900 – 1100  Capital Tower

Chairmen's Conversation (Audit Committee)  5 Apr 2017 1200 – 1400 Fullerton Hotel

Chairmen's Conversation (Board)  23 May 2017 1200 – 1400 The Ritz-Carlton Hotel

Business Value of Sustainability  27 Jun 2017 0900 – 1100 Marina Mandarin Singapore

SID CALENDAR
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Kan Tat Wee
Chan Heng Loon, Alan
Lim Derrick 

October 2016

Ang Yee Lim
Byrne Simon
Chan Wai Ming Claudia
Cheng Eileen
Chong Siew Hong
Chong Chou Yuen
Chua Tiang Choon, Keith
Chye Hoon Pin
Dutta Kamal
Fang Lee Wei
Gangopadhyay Tapas
Gopalakrishnan  Krishnan
Gullery John Paul
Hambling Joanna 
Issen Ronald
Krishnadas Devadas
Lam Shirley
Lau Benedick Vicpaul
Lee Bryan
Lee Wei Hock
Lim Siew Li Lelaina 
Lim Sing Hok Mervyn
Luke Peng Kong
Maniam Jude Celestine
Narasimhan Ramesh
Nesbitt Peter Lees
Ng Poh Keng Jocelyn
Ong Sing Huat
Peng Roy
Rai Mahesh
Shlomo Sharon
Shultseva Maria
Sia Kheng Hong

Skulley Stephen Charles
Tan Remy
Tan Elaine
Taylor Justin
Toh Timothy
Wang Jane
Wee Richard, Cheng Hong
Wong Sok Mei

November 2016

Altomare Luca
Banerjee Ayan Arun
Bourque Robert Henry
Dave Pinakin
Goh Yong Juay Richard
Goh Novianti
Hart Elizabeth
Henrichwark Gabriela
Huang Carolyn Baoyu
Kholostova Tatiana
Krishnaswamy  Sujatha
Lim Lynette
Lim Yin Nee Jenny
Lo Weng Wah Christopher
Mitchell Alan Christopher
Oliver Michael John
Ong Elaine Yi Ling
Rajaratnam Rajandran
Reid Timothy James
Schwartz Hendrik Michael
Tan Theresa Hwee Geok
Tan Chee Keong
Tan Shook Ing
Tan Wei Kuan
Taraporevala Kaikhushru Vicaji
Yeo Wee Eng Vincent

Welcome to the family

SID NEWS

September 2016

Ang Connie
Chan Jin Kiat
Duncan Michael
Lim Cecilia Mui Hoon
Tang Teck Choon
Tay Peter
Zhang Yuan
Barnes Wesley
Beretta Mark
Blaine Jonathan
Chan Teresa
Ch'ng Li-Ling
Chua Wendy Kok Wand
Colenso Jane Michele
Danani Anand  Jaisingh
Fang Sieny Odelia
Fendt Georg
Holm Jan
Hungate Alexander Charles
Lee Yishan
Lin Yi Lung
Loo Roei Lan
Mahendran Arjuna
Ng Ken
Ng Robin 
Ong Yu En
Ponnampalam Anil
Rowan James
Sim Hwee Hoon
Subramaniam Prema d/o K 
Tan Gek Khim
Valappil Muneer
Yap Siew Ling
Owyong Thian Soo
Heng Puay Hiong
Lim Chong Huat
Velten Michael

SID Governing Council 2017
CHAIRMAN
Willie Cheng

FIRST VICE-CHAIRMAN
Daniel Ee

COUNCIL MEMBERS
Ramlee Buang
Robert Chew
Wilson Chew
Junie Foo
Philip Forrest
Pauline Goh
Lee Chong Kwee
Lee Kim Shin

SECOND VICE-CHAIRMAN
Soh Gim Teik

TREASURER
Gerard Tan

Lee Suan Hiang
Irving Low
Ng Wai Kin
Poh Mui Hoon
Tan Boon Gin
Andy Tan Chye Guan
Tan Yen Yen
Wong Su Yen
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