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TEXT C¥ SPELCH BY 'HE MINISTER FOR IABOUR, MR,
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Purchasers of houses have for & long time been at the
mercy of unscruiusulous men whose sole aim has been to make
quick money at the expemse of would-be purchcsers. There
are, of course, many decanrt business men who develop housing
estates and their service to society ia acknowledged as an
effective coroll.ry to the Governmeut's policy of providing
decent living stcaderds fer the people. The Government has
concentrated on obuilding fla ts for the people in the lower
income group because this is the group that really needs
Governnment escistance. This has left people in the middle
and upper income zroups to look to private housing developers
for houses. Once his com>ined family income is up.to a .
naximum of %800/~ per monih, it is left to himseif to find
a house. BDut thig does not mean thai he must be left to
the wolves. HHeny of these people, especially in the ‘middle
income groud, are ordinary working veople who dream of
purchasing a house. They sweat and toil to save enough
money at least for the initial deposit for a house forgoing
many of the ordinary pleasures of life. ‘‘hen they are
expléited by unscrupulcus developers, their dream of a
house of their own is bhattered and the atiendant hardshipe
are of some magnitude.

We must not allow racketeers disguised in the name of
housing developeis to rob away the fruit of yrosperity of
our society, XYrosperity must be shared. So is the wealth
of our count:y. The commbn people has every right to expect
a decent house of his own and to lead a decent life. HWe
must not sllos: recketders to frustrate his hopes. And if
racketeers viake false plang and pronises to rob them of
their hard e-raeé savings, it is the duty of the Government
to suppress these racketeers.

The few recketeers in the housing business are nothing
more the: harmful parasites who live on the sufferings of
innocent people. They have probably no land, no concrete
plans and even no business capital. Hewspaper advertise-
ments and flaaboyant brochures and pamphlets are published
to lure deposits from innocent and gullible buyers. The
deposite B0 made constitute their working capital with which
they purchase laud not with the intention of building
houses thereon immediately but with an eye on speculative
profit. “rhey wait for some time until the price of land
increases and the notify the people who have booked houses
that in the lizht of the increased price of land, an
increased »rice over that originally agreed must be paid
for the house end in some cases they even return the deposit,
after having made money out of the accumul: ted deposits,
with the ¥rite excuse that the booking has been cancelled.
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In some ceses a transfer fee in addition to the deposit is
demanded and when the frustrated buyer finally demends

back the deposit, he gets it, but not the transfer fee.

If the buyer, on the other hand, had deposited the money -
in a bank he would have earned interest, but when caught

in the web of these racketeers he not only loses his
transfer fee but the interest that he would have earned.

The racketeer has always the upper 1and -- he tosses the coin
and confidently expects to call always “heads, I win, tails
you lose”,

Some of the-shrewder ones, nowever, give an appearance
of legitinmacv. They make the price attractively low
to lure “uye.s but what the unsuspecting buyer does not
know is that the developer has deliberately excluded from ‘ O
the price he guotes very important items such as septic i
tank, elecirical cables, etc. 'Wher the house nears .
completion, and the buyer is already firmly committed, the
developer coanfronis the buyer for a few thousand dollars
more for the laying of cables or installction of a septic
tank and so on. ‘Vhat can the buyer do but pay the additional

" amount demancded for he cannot live in 2 house without basic

necessities like lighting and modern sanitation? It is
sad to say thet today there are already some house buyers
who are in a very ridiculous and pitiful position; living
in a modern house without modern sanitation.

We a2lso know of developers who in the final s tages
of building, suddenly tell the buyers that they have. to pay
more than the agreed price on the pretext that prices had
generally increesed. In a few instances, resolute buyers
have goinéd to resist such developers with some measure
of success. :

I wish to seek the privileze of this liouse to cite
concrete cases of housing companies which have caused
hardship to home-buyers. I do this not because I cennot
substantiate the charges that I am zoing to make. It is
because I do not want to get involved in endless. law suits.
I do not have the time nor the money for that.

The first coce I would like to cite is that involving
the Jurong Pocrk Limited at 38 Jurony Road, 8%+ milestone.
In 1962, this company published adveriisemente in the
newspapers announcing its proposed housing estate. These
advertisements aitracted many school headmasters and .
teachers in Chinese schools in the Jurong area because it
presented- them an excellent opportunity to obtain adequate
housing accommodation close to their place of work. Many
of them booked houses, but more than 2% years have elapsed
since then, and the estate is not in its first phase of
building programme, I also know of one particular person,
a friend of mine, who had dealings with this company.
He was so eager to get a house in this estate that he paid
£2,500/- to the company as a transfer fee to book one and,
in addition, he paid ¥1,000/- as initial deposit. His
hopes, however, were doomed to despair for, when six months
later he visited the site, he found to his consternation
that the sitate remmined nothing more than the original
wasteland thot it was. There was no sign of building, not
even a bulldozer or a building contractor's temporary office.
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. He, therefore, wrote to the company esking when the houi%'
would be cornpleted. The company returned him the depos

of #1,00V/~ he hod paid, informing him that his booking
had been cancelled ard that he would have to seek a house
elsewherc, There was no mention of the $¥2,500/- he hed
paid to book the house; it would appear that this amount
had vanished, not into thin air as would commonly be said,
but, I am sure, inio the pockets of someone in the company
and permanently lost to the person who paid it. .

The second case involves the Sinzapore Trading Company
Limited ( ) of 4 & 4-1, Collyer
Quay, which has several building projects in Singapore.

I am meniioning one housing estate in pcerticular, namely
the Hillview Zstate which is also in the Jurong area.
About the middle of 1961, the Singapore Trading Company
Iimited advertised in the press about this estate. They
also printecd a pamphlet giving details of their scheme
and inviting apslications. They called it a "Save £5/-
. a day to own a house" scheme. In my view this is highly
. suspect, Illowever, this is a small point and I do not
propose to go further into it. The pamphlet asked persons
who were interesied in the scheme to apply to the Singapore
Trading Counany Limited. But when thev did apply and after
several discuccions, decided to buy such a house, they were
asked to si:n the usual agreement not with the Singapore
Trading Comiany Timited but with an entirely different
company call the ropular Estates Limited
Though I am not familiar with this gort of thing, it appears
odd to me th.t one firm should offer houses for sale and
another firm shouvld be a party to the agreement. It would
seem to me that this is a ruse to cutwit the purchaser
because the company that offered the houses for sale cannot
be held responsible if the houses were not built according
to the original specifications printed in the pemphlet.
This would give the second company, the actual party to
the transactiou, en opening to sell houses very different
from the original specifications and the buyer will have
no legal right of remedy against eitier company. The
Singapore Trading Company Limited and the Popular Estates
Limited are, hovever, in the same premises and the Managing
Director of hoth these firms is one Seah Boon Heng

). Mr. Seah very recently made a generous
donation to the building fund of the §t. John's Ambulance
Briszade and@ vhoreby obtained some publicity in the. press
as a philanthkropist. If the harveB8t reaped by racketeering
is transformed into & donation and mckes the donor a
philanthropist, may we be spered in future from such a
travesty!

Let us come back to this Hillview Estate in Jurong
( ). Three years have .passed but the
Hillview Istate is hardly in the first phase of building
activity., The worried and indignant purchasers have joined
forces and iJo.ied an associstion to protect themselves
against the the unserupulous developers. I commend them
for the acti#on that they have taken. Accordingly, the
Hillview Lstiave llouse Ovners and ilesidents Association was
registered on 15th July, 1964, as & society, On 1lst June,
1964, three years after the purchase agreement was signed
and when tihe iAsgociation was in its pro-tem stage, the pro-
tem Secretary issued a circular to ite members the contents
of which will clecrly signify their plight. I quote below
a few sigiificant paragrephs therefrom:-
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"The Vendor in his last letter dated 26th February,
1964 assured us that the whole project was expected to be
completed within the next five months.

Since then three good months have passed and there
seelns to be no sipgn of completion even after the lapse of
-£ive months. 'orl seems to be in progress, but only a
very glow unsteady pace, which could mean that the target
date could be dragrmed on for another yeir ox» so.

. We aleo nove from our ingpection of the site that the
Car Porch is noi in accordance with the requirements. The
drive way to the PPorch is at a very bad angle in practically
all the housesa., VYe have therefore insisted to the vendor
that at all cost the drive way must e flat or parallel to
the ground. You could undoubtedly expected a further delay’
over this renresenteation. HNevertheless, we expect to attain
.our aim patieavly.

A letter dcted 28th May, 1964 has heen received by all .
_house-owners frow the vendor (Popular Estaies Ltd. ) recommend-
ing that lhouse--owners cousider to build bn their own retaining-
walls in frou,t back and side of our land, which we are ,
aware will cost well ove-— a. thousand dollars. This extra, N
.unnecessary expenditure could have been avoided, had the )
developer itaken greater carewhile plaaning the 81te. We
have no intention of suffering over errors committed by
the developer. Moreover, there is nothing specific in our
.agreement to the effect that such expenditure must A be
‘borne by house-owners. Therefore, the Committee has decided
.to seek furiher legal advice to nut such short comings right."

. These are the common plights frced by the house purchasers
who. fell into the merciless grip of these sharks in the
building trade. Strange to say, however, the law is used
to tie up the purchasers in what is, almost always,

a one-gided a;reement in which, unfortunately enough-,

lawyers play tlhe vital role, and the purcha sers are at the
rece1v1ng end. “he law, of course, is an honourable profession
and it is most vnfortunate that in the name of the law
dishonourable cdocuments are drawn up to fix the innocent
buyers. Jecause the le-al requirements are met in these
documents, it is almost impossible to bring unacrupulous 7
develope.s o court if they failed to fulfil their obliga- '
tions. The documents are framed in such a way that the

developer is completely free to change specifications,

raise the price and use any material he likes, and it is

more than likely tuet these would be inferior ones. There

are possibly other ramifications in this type of racketeering

but, because I have not got sufficient information on them,

I do not propose to go into them now.

In the absence of legislation to curb and control
housing developers and to protect home buyers, a fertile
field will exist for avaricious developers, Like vicious
man-eating sh-rks they always hunt for their prey. The
Government nzes, therefore, a duty to protéot®the society
from them. A firm line has to be drawa between legitikate
business and bubble. The bubble must not be allowed to
form and if already formed we must ake steps to emsure that
the public is protected before the hubble bursts. Legitimate
business scrves a sueful purpose in that it contributes
to economic and social deve lopment but the bubble, on the
other hentl’, lives on the sufferings of the people and is
therefore sbsolutely anti-sacial.
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There are mrny other instances and I hope members
of the public especially the purchasers who are victims of
these buildin  sharks do come forward to give information
to the Government and the Controller to be appoint under
this Ordiicnce, so that remédial action can be taken against
these sharks in the building trade. ,

Sir, it is these sharks that have spoilt the good name
of the building trade, and it is these sharks that the
Governrent seeks to control and supress.

Sir, I personelly have no special love or hatred for
these housiug developers. I never had any occasion to buy
a house myself, However, as representetive of the common
people, it is my duty to voice their protest and indignatiom
against such an evil force in our society and if I cannot
do this safely outside the House without involving in
expensive law suits, then I must do it in thie House under
its privilege wiich is meant for such purpose.

The CGovernnment is also interested to see that genuine

developers will not be seriously affected by this law. e have

therefore decided to commit  to a Select Committee after its
gecond reading in order to hear views from various quarters,
We hope tici this bill, after ihtroduction, will kelp to
regularise and sirengthen the building trade in Singapore.

NOVEMBER 19, 1954, Time issued- 2000 hours)



