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About This Report
Corporate Governance Hightlights 2015 is a joint initiative
between the Centre for Governance, Institutions and
Organisations (CGIO) at NUS Business School and CPA Australia.
This report is an annual series published in the last quarter
of every year after the release of the Governance and
Transparency Index (GTI) rankings.
The report focused on the GTI trends and highlighted the
outstanding progress and hindrance of Singapore-listed
companies (SGX Mainboard and Catalyst) from their yearly GTI
performance. This year, the GTI 2015 covered 639 activelytrading companies which released their 2014 annual reports
by 31st May 2015. The report also included data and analysis
obtained from the CGIO’s GTI database of 2009 – 2015.

Disclaimer
This report has been prepared in good faith on the basis of information available at the date of publication,
any errors remain the responsibility of the authors. The organisations, authors, publishers, and their
employees, and affiliates are not responsible or liable for any loss, damage, cost or expense incurred or
arising from any use of this report or any communication given in relation to this report. The data and
analysis from the report may be quoted with proper and explicit acknowledgements.
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About CPA Australia
Members around the world

Members working in senior
leadership positions

Members in Singapore

CPA Australia is one of the world’s largest accounting bodies
with a global membership of more than 155,000 members
working in 120 countries, with more than 25,000 members
working in senior leadership positions.

members to employers, government, regulators and the
public. The CPA Australia designation denotes strategic
business leadership and is recognised and valued throughout
the world.

We have 19 staffed offices in markets throughout the world,
including all Australian capital cities, Hong Kong, Beijing,
Shanghai, Guangzhou, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Vietnam,
New Zealand and the United Kingdom. At present, there are
over 8,000 members in Singapore.

Our international presence continues to grow in terms of
representation on international bodies and influence in the
profession globally. In the areas of financial reporting, taxation
and corporate governance, we are thought leaders in Australia
and internationally.

CPA Australia advances its members’ interests through its focus
on education and knowledge exchange, the development of
professional networks, advocacy in relation to policy, standards
and regulation and the promotion of value of CPA Australia

CPA Australia’s vision is to be the world’s best member service
organisation.
For more information, please visit cpaaustralia.com.au
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Foreword by CPA Australia

Company boards and senior management
face new and ever more complex challenges
every day with the fast-changing business
landscape. Amidst the headwinds, uplifting
governance and transparency standards
remains a key strategic business priority if
companies are to retain the confidence of
their investors and stakeholders.
Keeping standards of corporate governance high is also
critical for Singapore to cement its reputation as a global
financial centre. Since 2009, Singapore companies have made
much progress in corporate governance practices. But with
evolving stakeholder expectations, improvement is a rolling
target. There is always room to do better to embrace the
highest standards of governance and transparency, not just in
the letter but in the overall spirit as well.

As a professional accountancy body with more than 155,000
members worldwide, CPA Australia is a leading advocate of sound
corporate governance. We believe that good governance has to
do with maximising long term value creation with integrity and
accountability. Good governance comes with effective stewardship
by all stakeholders.
CPA Australia is therefore pleased to sponsor this Corporate
Governance Highlights 2015 publication. Built on the annual
Governance and Transparency Index (GTI), which assesses the
governance practices of all Singapore-listed companies, this report
helps to identify significant areas for improvement in corporate
governance. We hope the issues raised in this report will continue
to generate rich discussions to raise the bar on governance and
transparency amongst companies in Singapore and beyond.

PHILIP YUEN FCPA (AUST.)
Divisional President – Singapore
CPA Australia
November 2015
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About CGIO

Established in 2010

The Centre for Governance, Institutions and Organisations
(CGIO) was established by the National University of Singapore
(NUS) Business School in 2010. It aims to promote relevant and
impactful research on governance issues that are relevant to
Asia, including corporate governance, governance of family firms,
state-linked companies, business groups, and institutions. CGIO
organises events such as public lectures, industry roundtables
and academic conferences on topics related to governance.
NUS Business School is known for providing management
thought leadership from an Asian perspective, enabling its
students and corporate partners to leverage global knowledge
and Asian insights.
The school has consistently received top rankings in the AsiaPacific region by independent publications and agencies, such
as The Financial Times, Economist Intelligence Unit, and QS Top

MBA, in recognition of the quality of its programmes,
faculty research and graduates. In the Financial Times
Global Rankings, the NUS MBA is ranked 31st, while the
NUS-UCLA Executive MBA and Asia-Pacific Executive MBA
are ranked 5th and 25th respectively in 2015.
The School is one of the 16 faculties and schools at NUS. A
leading global university centred in Asia, NUS is Singapore’s
flagship university which offers a global approach to
education and research, with a focus on Asian perspectives
and expertise. Its transformative education includes a
broad-based curriculum underscored by multi-disciplinary
courses and cross-faculty enrichment. Over 38,000 students
from 100 countries enrich the community with their diverse
social and cultural perspectives.
For more information, visit bschool.nus.edu/CGIO.aspx
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Foreword by CGIO

This year marks the completion of the
Governance and Transparency Index (GTI)’s
seven-year journey since 2009 to 2015. We
are proud that the GTI has so far accomplished
its goals as the recognised independent
corporate governance ranking of Singaporelisted companies and the pioneer in spurring
widespread efforts among the companies
for better transparency and corporate
governance practices.
The successful running of the GTI is not possible without
many contributing factors and combined support from the
collaborators and the regulators in particular to the companies’
acknowledgement and the corporate governance community
at large. CGIO is truly honoured and grateful to cooperate
with CPA Australia, our sponsor and The Business Times,
our strategic media partner for the whole GTI journey. We
would also like to express our deepest gratitude to the GTI
advisory panel for their invaluable guidance and insightful
commentaries to the GTI project.

This report is an extension of the findings of GTI 2015 that
was jointly released at the Governance and Transparency
Forum on 18th August 2015. With comprehensive analyses
of the overall GTI score trend and specific corporate
governance areas by market size, the report hopes to close
a chapter of the GTI by providing insights into the current
state of corporate governance in Singapore and the way to
move forward.
Commendable progress from the GTI’s results shows that
the index is ready to better synchronise with the latest
developments of global and regional corporate governance
standards. I am optimistic that Singapore-listed companies
will press on their momentum together with the new index
next year towards a new frontier of corporate governance.
DR. LAWRENCE LOH

Director

Centre for Governance, Institutions, and Organisations (CGIO)
NUS Business School
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Executive Summary

BOARD
MATTERS
Uneven performance seems to be the theme for the board issues
this year. Noteworthy developments included more companies
having a lead independent director (53.8%) and setting the limit for
the number of directorships one can hold (24.7%). On the contrary,
declines were observed in the amount of companies having an
independent chairman from 16.9% down to 14.6%, and in CEO
succession planning from 4.4% down to 3.6%.

companies
having a lead
independent
director

53.8%

companies
setting limit for
the number of
directorships
one can hold

24.7%

companies
having an
independent
chairman

14.6%

companies
having CEO
succession
planning

TRANSPARENCY
AND INVESTOR
RELATIONS
When it comes to recognition of shareholder rights,
companies are gradually aligning their practices to the
revised Code. Over half of companies (55.2%) practiced
poll voting and over a third of companies (34.7%)
allowed the appointment of more than two proxies for
nominee corporation services.

practiced poll voting

3.6%

NOMINATION
MATTERS
Independent status does make a big difference.
This is evident in the comparisons of percentages of
companies that disclosed details relating to director
and board appraisal process, as well as the criteria for
independent versus non-independent chairperson.
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OVERALL
TRENDS

GTI 2015 set a new average
score record of

GTI 2015 set a new record with the all-time-high average
score of 47.6 points. Among the GTI sections, Singapore-listed
companies have made the most improvements in accountability
and audit matters. Bigger firms with at least one billion market
capitalisation generally had a higher GTI average score than the
rest. Nevertheless, the smaller companies with market value of
S$50 to S$100 million contributed the most to the new curve of
GTI scores this year.

ACCOUNTABILITY
AND AUDIT
89.4%

obtained CEO/CFO’s
certification of
financial statements

GTI 2015 observed companies’ rather strong commitment in
the areas of accountability and audit. 89.4% of companies
obtained CEO/CFO’s certification of financial statements.
Meanwhile, 92.5% of companies obtained the board’s or audit
committee’s statement on adequacy of the risk management
and internal control systems.

REMUNERATION
MATTERS
Positive strides were seen across most aspects of
remuneration matters. 24.3% of companies disclosed
the exact CEO remuneration, an increase from 18.2%
in the previous year. Further, 37.4% of companies
disclosed the link between executive remuneration
and performance, a handsome increase from 8.2%
in the prior year.

disclosed the exact CEO
remuneration

disclosed the link between
executive remuneration
and performance
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Background
The Governance and Transparency Index (GTI) is the only leading
index which assesses corporate governance disclosures and
practices for all Singapore-listed companies. The benchmark is
instrumental in providing the ratings, by publishing a ranking
table on annual basis, for all listed companies on the Singapore
Stock Exchange (SGX). Through its seven-year journey, the
Index has encouraged companies to improve their corporate
governance practices in place and to fully comply in spirit with
the Code of Corporate Governance issued by Monetary Authority
of Singapore.
The majority of established companies have recognised that
good corporate governance practices contribute to attract
investors’ confidence and build up long-term sustainable
business values. The GTI is a reliable and candid benchmarking
instrument that can help companies reflect their own practices
and showcase their demonstrated commitments towards the
company’s growth and their shareholders. Furthermore, the
GTI scores are also useful for investors to gauge how important

CHUA SOCK KOONG
Group Chief Executive Officer
Singapore Telecommunications Limited

corporate governance and transparency are for each company and
the quality of its governance. Indeed, the GTI ranks and
scores for all seven years are now available on SGX’s website
since early this year to plug the gap in information and help
both the company and investor sides.
GTI 2015 is the first time that the whole index captures the impact
of the revised Code of 2012 to all Singapore-listed companies.
This year’s findings showed that the majority of companies have
made laudable efforts to embrace the Code. Further analysis
showed that the most tangible improvements in line with the
revised Code were in remuneration, accountability and audit, and
transparency and investor relations matters. Full disclosure of our
GTI methodology is presented in the appendix of the report.
It is hoped that the Corporate Governance Highlights 2015
will bring the readers valuable insights into the transforming
landscape of Singapore corporate governance and useful updates
on the strengths and weaknesses in the current governance
practices of Singapore-listed companies.

“Singtel believes that strong corporate governance is
crucial in driving sustainability and future growth. We
achieve this by having an independent board, aligning our
reward system to shareholder interests, timely disclosures
of material information and regular shareholder
engagement. As a home-grown company that is now
a MNC, a diverse and agile board and management is
key to mitigating risks of business disruptions. This is
particularly important for Singtel as it re-makes itself as
Asia Pacific’s best multimedia group. Ultimately, good
governance is about managing a company effectively to
deliver sustainable results.”

13

CO RP OR ATE GOVER NAN CE H IGH L IGH TS 2015

Trends over the GTI Journey
score has ascended steadily for the last five years. We found
that the average score has reached a new height. Please see
Figure 1 below for the average scores.

2015 is the seventh year of the publication of the GTI ranking.
Over the years, the corporate governance landscape in
Singapore has improved significantly. Companies’ average GTI

GTI Trends

Mean Score

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
GTI 2009

GTI 2010

GTI 2011

GTI 2012

GTI 2013

GTI 2014

GTI 2015

Figure 1: GTI’s Average Scores of 2009-2015

GTI Score by Section
The GTI covers mainly two broad areas of governance and
transparency. The structure and weightage of each section in
the GTI are shown in the table 1 below. The maximum score
for governance is 75 points and for transparency is 25 points

respectively. The governance part includes three sections of board
matters (including nomination matters), remuneration matters,
and accountability and audit matters. The transparency part aims
to assess how companies communicate with their shareholders.

GTI 2013

GTI 2014

GTI 2015

15.8

17.0

16.7

Remuneration Matters

6.2

7.0

9.0

Accountability and Audit

9.6

9.7

13.1

Communication with Shareholders

9.5

9.6

12.0

41.1

43.3

50.8

Average GTI Score
Board Matters

Total Base Score

Table 1: GTI's Average Scores by Sections of 2013-2015

Weightage (Total Base Score=100)
Communication with
Shareholders

Board Matters

25
20
Accountability
and Audit

35
20
Remuneration
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Trends over the GTI Journey
GTI Score by Section (contd.)
The average base score for GTI 2015 is 50.8 out of 100 points.
It is the largest increase in the base score with 7.5 points up
from 2014 to 2015, which almost triples the difference of
2013 to 2014, 2.2 points. This improvement is attributable to

companies’ improved disclosures, in line with the revised code
of corporate governance. The most significant increase among
all of the sections is the progress in accountability and audit
matters with 13.1 points, a gain of 3.4 points from last year.

GTI Score by Market Capitalisation
In a further analysis of the GTI’s average scores by market
capitalisation (Table 2) we found that large-cap companies
with above one billion market value had, on average, higher
GTI scores than the rest. Similarly, mid-cap companies
(100 million to 1 billion of market capitalisation) had higher
GTI scores than companies smaller in size. This observation
suggests that bigger firms may have more resources and

are hence more ready to strengthen their corporate
governance practices. However, GTI2015 saw the highest
contribution from the small-cap companies (50 million to
100 million market capitalization), with overall mean score
improving by 7.7 points, from 37.8 last year to 45.5 in the
current year. This suggests remarkable efforts improving
governance disclosures.

GTI 2014

GTI 2015

Above 1 billion

62.9

67.8

4.9

100 million to 1 billion

43.2

49.9

6.7

50 million to 100 million

37.8

45.5

7.7

Below 50 million

36.6

41.5

4.9

Total GTI Score

42.1

47.6

5.5

Market Capitalisation

Difference

Table 2: GTI’s Average Scores by Market Capitalisation of 2014-2015

MERVYN LIM
Group CFO and Deputy Group
CEO (Corporate Services)
Singapore Post Limited

“The Board and Management of SingPost are
committed to achieving a high standard of corporate
governance which we recognise as being essential
for the long term sustainability of the Group’s
businesses and performance. We have in place welldefined policies and processes to enhance corporate
performance and accountability, and protect the best
long term interests of stakeholders.”
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Board Matters
The Code requires companies to disclose the limit on the
number of directorships an individual director can hold.
This is to ensure that directors can commit reasonable time
to conduct its duties. 24.7% of companies have made this
disclosure, while this represents a 16.2% improvement from
last year, the challenge lies with the rest of the companies
who fall short of in the practice (Figure 3).

On the overall, companies have taken positive strides in the
majority of recommended practices for independent directors
except for mixed signals in selected areas. In particular, board
independence has seen improvements from last year. More than
half of the companies (53.8%) now have lead independent director
on their boards, an almost 10% improvement from GTI2014.
However, there are only 14.6% of companies with independent
chairman, a reduction of 2.3% in the prior year (Figure 2).

Independent Chairman and
Lead Independent Director
60%
53.8%
50%
43.9%
40%

35.2%

30%
20%

GTI 2013
GTI 2014
GTI 2015

18.2%

16.9%
14.8%
14.6%

15.4%
13.2%

Independent chairman

Non-independent and
non-executive chairman

10%
0%

Having lead independent
director

Figure 2: Board Independence

Term and Directorship Limits
30%

24.7%

GTI 2014

20%
10%
0.8% 0.8%
0%

GTI 2013

4.1%

Having term limits
for directors

8.5%
3.2%
Having limits for the number of
directorships held

Figure 3: Disclosures of Directorship Terms and Limits

GTI 2015
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Board Matters
Similarly, companies seem to be more conscious of director
training, evident from a steady increase in the disclosure of
training over last three years (Figure 4). On the other hand,

weak attention to succession planning persistently shows
up across the last three years, with only 3.6% of companies
disclosing such moves.

Induction Training and Succession Disclosure
30%

GTI 2013
21.8%

20%
10%

GTI 2014

15.1%

GTI 2015

7.8%

3.0% 4.4% 3.6%

0%
Director training

Succession planning

Figure 4: Disclosures of Director Training and Succession Planning

“Global Investments finds the GTI a useful
barometer to measure the health of our
corporate governance practices, especially in
relation to industry peers. We are heartened
that a near 7% increase in our scores this year
has resulted in an almost 15% improvement in
our rankings, which shows that we are on the
right track.”
BOON SWAN FOO
Chairman
Global Investments Limited
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Nomination Matters
Companies are demonstrating greater transparency in
disclosing the process and criteria used for appraising its board
of directors. 24.1% and 41.2% of the companies have provided
disclosures on process and criteria respectively, which is an

increase from last year (Figure 5). One can be hopeful that the
majority who have yet to disclose will soon be persuaded by
those who have taken the initiative to improve transparency.

Director Appraisal
50%
41.2%
40%

35.4% 38.4%

30%

GTI 2014

24.1%
19.9%

20%

GTI 2015

10.5%

10%
3.3% 3.6% 4.1%
0%
External party to
conduct appraisal

Disclosure of process

GTI 2013

Disclosure of criteria

Figure 5: Disclosures of Director Appraisal

Companies are demonstrating greater transparency in
disclosing the process and criteria used for appraising
its board of directors.
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Nomination Matters
The Role of Independent Chairman in Director
and Board Appraisal
Related to the disclosure of director appraisals, the
independence of nominating committee chairman may
serve as an additional indicator of transparency. Of the 611
companies with an independent chairman in the nominating
committee, 40.2% and 23.5% respectively disclosed the

criteria and process of individual director’s appraisals. This
is significantly different from those companies without an
independent nominating committee chairman, in which only
0.9% and 0.6% respectively disclosed the appraisal criteria
and process (Figure 6).

Independent Chairman with Director Appraisal
50%
40.2%
40%
30%

Independent
Chairman

23.5%
20%

Non-independent
Chairman

10%
0.9%

0.6%

0%
The criteria of individual director
appraisal are
disclosed in details

The process of individual
director appraisal is
disclosed in details

Figure 6: Comparisons of Director Appraisal between Independent and Non-Independent Chairpersons

The independence of nominating
committee chairman may serve
as an additional indicator of
transparency.
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process of board appraisals. In contrast, only 2.2% and 2.0%
of companies without independent nominating committee
chairman made such respective disclosures (Figure 7).

A similar observation is made for appraisal at the board level.
62.6% and 46.8% of those with independent nominating
committee chairman respectively disclosed the criteria and

Independent Chairman with Board Appraisal
70%
62.2%
60%
50%

46.8%

40%
30%

Independent
Chairman

20%

Non-independent
Chairman

10%
2.2%
0%
The criteria of board appaisal are
disclosed in details

2.0%
The process of board appraisal is
disclosed in details

Figure 7: Comparisons of Board Appraisal between Independent and Non-Independent Chairpersons

CHNG SOK HUI
Chief Financial Officer
DBS Group Limited

“DBS board and management share a common
understanding that our fiduciary responsibilities
extend to constituents beyond the usual domain
of shareholders’ interests; we are also accountable
to employees, customers, regulators and societies
at large. To this end, the Board is deeply engaged
on the Group’s strategies, core values and culture,
capital and risk management, compensation
and incentives. The alignment of these priorities
throughout the DBS Group via a balanced scorecard
approach to achieve value creation for stakeholders
forms the basis of our Integrated Reporting.”
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Remuneration Matters
Companies fared rather well in the exact disclosure of
remuneration matters in GTI2015. The disclosure rates of
non-executive directors’, executive directors’, and CEO’s
exact remuneration were respectively higher at 7.5, 5.9,
and 6.1 percentage points as compared to last year (Figure 8).

The exception was on the disclosure of aggregate remuneration
of top five executives, in which year-on-year improvement was
insignificant at one percentage point or less. While companies
have been guided on this matter in the revised Code, there is
definite room for improvement.

40%

Exact Remuneration Disclosure

31.3%
30%
27.5%

GTI 2013
24.3%

23.8%

GTI 2014

21.6%

GTI 2015

20%

18.2%

11.6%
9.8%

10%

7.8%

2.1%

3.1%

3.8%

0%

Non-executive directors

Executive directors

CEO

Figure 8: Disclosures of Exact Remuneration

While companies have been
guided on this matter in the
revised Code, there is definite
room for improvement.

Top 5 executives
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One notable highlight is an upsurge in the number of companies
that provided the link between the remuneration paid to and the
performance of executive directors and key management. 37.4%
of such companies complied with the Code, which represents a
4.5 times increase against last year, as well as a U-turn from last
year’s incremental reduction (Figure 9).

Companies which made the effort to maintain transparency in
this area should be highly rewarded, as the Code included this
guideline with the objective of allowing key stakeholders to
assess the executive team’s management effectiveness and
the company’s alignment of compensation structure to business
strategies.

Link between Remuneration and Performance
37.4%

40%
30%
20%
10%

9.9%

4.5 times
increase in companies
which complied with the
Code

U-turn

8.2%

from last year's
incremental reduction

0%
GTI 2013

GTI 2014

GTI 2015

Figure 9: Disclosures of Link between Remuneration and Performance of Executive Directors and
Key Management Personnel

TAN BOON YEN
President
The Institute of Internal
Auditors Singapore

“An effectively resourced and a well-positioned internal
audit function with a strong mandate from the Board of
Directors and support from management is essential for
good corporate governance. This enables internal audit
to provide an independent and objective assessment
of the organisation’s internal control, risk management
and governance framework. In its organisation wide
assessment of people, policies, processes and systems,
internal audit is an important catalyst for change and
organisational improvements to support management in
aligning its efforts throughout the organisation to achieve
its corporate and business goals.”
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Accountability and Audit Matters
Risk Management and Internal Controls
Risk management and internal controls are important
components in the Code as they are fundamental building
blocks of sustainable businesses. The Code recommends
that the board reviews and comments on the adequacy and
effectiveness of the company’s risk management and internal
control systems at least once every year. GTI 2015 observed

an increase of 10.5% of companies which complied in this area
(Figure 10). Companies’ commitment in this area is further attested
by the 8% increase in the number of companies disclosing
adherence to the standards of the Institute of Internal Auditors
Singapore (IIA) and a 13.1% improvement in the reporting of more
detailed framework of risk management process.

Adequacy of Risk Management and Internal Controls
100%
92.5%
90%
82.4% 82.0%
80%
70%
60%

GTI 2013

50%

GTI 2014
GTI 2015

40%

37.6%

30%
22.3%

25.2%

24.5%
20.5%

20%

17.2%

10%
0%
Process and
framework disclosed

Internal Auditor meets
IIA standards

Statement by the board or audit
committee on the adequacy

Figure 10: Disclosures of Accountability and Audit Matters

The Code recommends that the board reviews and
comments on the adequacy and effectiveness of the
company’s risk management and internal control
systems at least once every year.
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“Wilmar as a leading global integrated agri-business has
more than 500 manufacturing plants in 17 countries,
supported by an extensive distribution network covering
50 countries. The Board places a premium on maintaining
high standards of corporate governance, adapted to the
complexities and extent of its wide geographical reach.

YEO TENG YANG
Lead Independent Director
Wilmar International Limited

On the Corporate Governance Accountability and
Audit matters, the Board has established a robust risk
governance structure with a separate Risk Management
Committee to complement the Audit Committee and
with adherence to the 2012 revised Code on CEO and CFO
accountability certification of annual financial statements
and Audit Committee and Board assurance on its internal
control and risk management systems.
Recent experience of market stress testing of several
companies listed on SGX on their weak, or lack of clarity
on certain critical corporate governance issues, provides a
valuable lesson. Focusing on the woods from the trees, the
negative market response caused a massive destruction
of the respective companies' Shareholder Value,
overwhelming what took years of business development
to consolidate. Thus, market experience demonstrates
that official and private professional institutional impetus
towards higher corporate governance standards will, going
forward, be reinforced by similar market stress testing
pressure in the new realities of investment market and
shareholder activism.
With this outlook, rather than treating corporate
governance as a regulatory cost appendage, public
companies will place greater importance on integrating
corporate governance standards into their business calculus
and corporate branding.”
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Accountability and Audit Matters
Risk Management and Internal Controls (contd.)
• Determine the company’s levels of risk tolerance and the
risk degrees in which the board/management is willing
to take
• The CEO/CFO provides assurance to the Board
• The Board reviews the adequacy and effectiveness of
the risk governance system at least once every year

The revised Code encourages correspondence between the
board and key executive management on the effectiveness of
the company’s risk governance system. Risk management and
internal controls are broadly defined in financial, operational,
compliance, and informational technology risks. One may
wonder how the company’s risk management and internal
control systems can achieve effectiveness. In advocacy for
companies to reach full potential of the guideline level, the
followings are some exemplary suggestions:
• Have a complete Enterprise Risk Management (ERM)
framework/policy in place
• Clearly identify various risk areas including finance;
operation; compliance, information and technology controls;
health, safety, and environment; etc.

0%

10%

20%

30%

Specific guidance for the Code is that the board should
obtain the CEO/CFO’s certification on the company’s financial
statements; as well as the assurance on the effectiveness of
the company’s risk management and internal control systems
GTI 2015 revealed that 89.4% of companies received the
CEO/CFO assurance on the financial records and statements,
while 86.9% on the adequacy of the risk management and
internal controls (Figure 11).
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80%
90%

CEO / CFO’s certification of
the financial statements

100%

CEO / CFO’s assurance regarding
the effectiveness of risk
management and internal
control systems
No

Yes

Figure 11: Disclosures of Risk Management and Internal Controls

SUMITRI MIRNALINI MENON
Independent Non-Executive Chairman
Micro-Mechanics (Holdings) Limited

“Boards are answerable to shareholders and should do
their best to openly engage them. Trust, transparency and
accountability should form the cornerstone of a Company’s
relationship with all stakeholders. This will be readily
and more fully embraced when Boards accept that good
governance and transparency translates into a long term value
proposition and is not merely the discharge of regulatory
obligations.”
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Transparency and Investor
Relations Matters
Overall, shareholder participation has improved fairly well
this year especially with poll voting and the shareholders’
two-proxy rule not being constrained. Companies have been
responsive to the Code in polling with over half (55.2%) of the
companies now practicing electronic polling, a jump of 31.1
percentage points since last year (Figure 12).
In shareholder rights, the Code specifically recommends that
companies grant the option for more than two proxies in

attending the general meetings. This case is usually applicable
to institutional investors, as limiting the maximum number
of proxies at two undoubtedly prevents many members from
expressing their views and concerns directly. It also means that
not every company has the same need to implement this proxy
voting structure, hence the explain approach may kick in “comply
or explain”. Interestingly, GTI 2015 saw 34.7% of companies that
allowed the appointment of more than two proxies in general
meetings. This is an increment of 15.1 percentage points.

Shareholder Rights and
Conduct of Shareholder Meetings
55.2%

GTI 2013

60%
34.7%

50%

GTI 2014

40%
30%

24.1%
19.6%
17.8%

20%
6.5%

10%
0%

Two-proxy rule

Poll voting

Figure 12: Disclosures of Shareholder Rights and Responsibilities
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increment in companies that
allowed more than two proxies in
general meetings

increment in companies
practicing electronic polling

GTI 2015
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Transparency and Investor
Relations Matters
Communication with Shareholders
The principle of communication with shareholders is present in
both the old Code 2005 and the revised Code 2012. Both of the
codes advise companies to actively engage in regular, effective
and fair communications with shareholders. Comparatively,
the revised Code gives more specific guidance for an effective
investor relations policy as well as the ways to promote
effective communication with shareholders. These specific
guidelines include having and communicating a dividend
policy clearly to shareholders besides maintaining an updated

company website; announcing on SGXNET on a timely basis;
and holding regular dialogues with shareholders via media and
analyst briefings.
GTI 2015 saw only 21.8% of companies having and
communicating dividend policies (Figure 13). However, among
this 21.8%, only 7.5% disclosed a detailed policy on payment of
dividends. The other 14.3% of companies did not pay dividends
but mentioned the reasons for not paying dividends clearly.

Total disclosure of the dividend policy

78.2%

Further division among
21.8% of Yes

21.8%
7.5%
14.3%

No

Displayed detailed policy on payment of dividends

Yes

Disclosed reasons for not paying dividends
Figure 13: Disclosures of the Dividend Policy
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Communication with Shareholders (contd.)
Figure 14 shows a deeper dive into the profile of companies
which disclosed detailed dividend policies and reasons for
non-payment of dividends. Among the 7.5% of companies
with detailed policy on payment of dividends, 79.2% (38
out of 48) are mid-cap and large-cap firms with market
capitalisation greater than S$100 million. In contrast, of the
14.3% companies that disclosed reasons for non-payment of

Companies displayed detailed policy
on payment of dividends

dividends, 84.6% (77 out of 91) belonged to the small-cap
and micro-cap firms (market capitalisation less than S$50
million). Perhaps, disclosing a detailed dividend policy forms
a good start in establishing trust between the company
and shareholders and potential investors. This may in turn
attract capital injection, especially for small-cap and midcap companies.

Companies disclosed reasons
for not paying dividends

2.2%
10.4%
13.2%
10.4%

33.4%

14.3%
70.3%

45.8%

Above 1 billion

100 million to 1 billion

50 million to 100 million

Below 50 million

Figure 14: Disclosures of the Dividend Policy by Market Capitalisation

MICHAEL LIM
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Investment Management Association of
Singapore (IMAS)

“As the representative body of investment managers
in Singapore, IMAS truly believes that a good corporate
governance framework provides fundamental principles that
will spearhead accountability and transparency in companies
and, at the same time, allow them to excel in their core
businesses to deliver sustainable long-term returns.”
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“Benchmarks and rankings such as the GTI are useful for how
companies are progressing in their pursuit of excellence in
corporate governance. The good news, as shown by the latest
GTI report, is that, as a whole, Singapore-listed companies have
improved on their corporate governance practices over the
years.
However, comparative regional rankings such as the ASEAN
Corporate Governance Scorecard and the Asian Corporate
Governance Association / CLSA’s Corporate Governance in
Asia Report show that while Singapore and its listed companies
have been topping the rankings, the gap of their performance
relative to that of the other countries is fast narrowing. This is
a signal that we should not rest on our laurels in a globalised
world.

WILLIE CHENG
Chairman
Singapore Institute of
Directors (SID)

Towards this end, we are pleased that SID, CGIO and CPA Australia
will be collaborating to create the Singapore Governance and
Transparency Index (SGTI) from 2016 onwards. The SGTI will
build upon the foundation and success of the GTI which is closely
aligned with the Singapore Code of Corporate Governance and
the ASEAN Corporate Governance Scorecard which is built upon
the OECD Principles of Corporate Governance. SID looks forward to
this partnership with CGIO and CPA Australia to raise the bar even
further on corporate governance in Singapore.”

CGIO

CPA
AUSTRALIA

SID
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Moving Forward –
A New Paradigm
GTI 2015 is proud to contribute its achievements and progress
along the GTI journey. The revised Code has made a boost.
The GTI trend is on an upswing. Companies are on a new
curve. In recognition of Singapore’s corporate governance
accomplishments, one must not forget that it is the consistent
and unwavering effort to improve oneself, the courage to look
far and beyond in setting a new target, and the willingness to
learn from mistakes and weaknesses that built the foundations
for a new height.
The GTI has been closely linked with the board centric focus
in Singapore. Yet, changes are happening in the international
and regional contexts. A good corporate governance in a

company does not rely only upon the leadership. A well-performing
and sustainable company not only requires the team effort of
every single constituent of the company from its employees,
management, clients, suppliers, but also the interconnected
community and environment surrounding the company. The
new direction is the synergy between the board and the
stakeholders. With this new path, there is much more to explore,
to research and to advance.
It is the right time for the GTI to upgrade in order to become a more
effective measurement and a new aim for Singapore companies.
From 2016 onwards, the Singapore Governance and Transparency
Index (SGTI) will become the new framework to assess companies.

Employees
Management
Suppliers
Community
Clients
A well-performing and sustainable
company not only requires the team
effort of every single constituent of
the company from its employees,
management, clients, suppliers, but
also the interconnected community
and environment surrounding the
company.

The SGTI will be the result of an expanded partnership of CGIO,
CPA Australia and the Singapore Institute of Directors (SID). SID
has partnered with CGIO over the last three years to produce
the rankings of the top 100 listed companies in Singapore
using the ASEAN Corporate Governance Scorecard (ACGS).
ACGS’s approach is based on the OECD Principles of Corporate
Governance and its purpose is to provide comparisons of top
listed companies across six countries in ASEAN. The alliance
of CGIO, CPA Australia and SID with The Business Times as the
strategic media partner will build the SGTI upon the strengths
of the GTI and the ASEAN Scorecard, which blend both the
Singaporean characteristics and the international best practices.
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Appendix: The GTI Methodology
The Governance and Transparency Index (GTI) assesses companies
on their corporate governance practices, as well as the timeliness,
accessibility and transparency of their financial results.
The GTI score comprises two components: the base score and
adjustments for bonuses and penalties. Companies can obtain a
maximum of 100 points for the base score under four domains:
(1) board matters (maximum 35 points);
(2) remuneration matters (maximum 20 points);
(3) accountability and audit (maximum 20 points); and
(4) transparency and investor relations (maximum 25 points). The
aggregate of the bonuses and penalties (positive or negative) is
incorporated in the base score to arrive at the company’s overall
GTI score.
The GTI is currently in its seventh year. The ranking is a tripartite
collaboration between NUS Business School’s Centre for
Governance, Institutions and Organisations (CGIO),

4
Board Matters

The primary sources of information were the companies’ annual
reports and websites. Announcements made by the companies on
SGXNet as well as in the media between 1st January 2013 and 31st
May 2015, have also been used to update the scores. In addition,
companies were contacted to obtain some information that
was not publicly available. A total of 639 SGX-listed companies
which released their 2014 annual reports by 31st May 2015 were
examined for GTI 2015.
Further information on the scoring methodology, including details
on its instrument and past results, may be obtained from CGIO’s
website at http://bschool.nus.edu.sg/CGIO.aspx. Queries about
the GTI may be sent to cgio@nus.edu.sg. In order to maintain
independence and fairness of the Index, reports or advice cannot be
provided to individual companies.

domains of
the base score

35

points

20

points
Remuneration Matters

CPA Australia, which also sponsors the annual study, and
The Business Times.

20

Accountability & Audit

points

25

points
Transparency & Investor
Relations
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