


Executive interference with judicial proceedings and be contrary to our Constitution. For the
same reasons, the Government of Singapore is also not in a position to intervene in the next
step of proceedings before the High Court in relation to the substantive merits of the case of
each claimant.

5. Singapore had previously explained to the Philippines authorities that although the
Court of Appeal had decided that State Immunity does not apply in this instance, this
decision does not preclude the Philippines government from presenting its arguments fully
on the substantive aspect of the case in subsequent proceedings. The Singapore High Court
has not yet made a final decision as to which party is the rightful owner of the funds as the
matter is still being litigated by the claimants.

6. We also disagree with the contention in Dr Bautista’s paper that the Singapore
proceedings appear to run counter to the current trends on multi-lateral co-operation. With
respect to the UNCAC, the Convention does not oblige State Parties to interfere in judicial
proceedings which are underway. In fact, article 57(2) of the UNCAC requires, very clearly,
that the rights of bona fide third parties must be taken into account in any proceedings
relating to the recovery of assets. The current proceedings before the Singapore Courts are
therefore in line with the provisions of Article 53(a) of the UNCAC, and in no way run
counter to the current trends in multilateral co-operation.

7l We trust that we have explained and clarified Singapore’s position in respect of the
proceedings in the Singapore Courts on the recovery of Marcos assets and that Dr Bautista
will be made aware of our position. We would also request that a copy of this letter be
enclosed as an addendum to the Paper by Dr. Bautista, in future hard copy or electronic
editions of UN publications reproducing Dr Bautista’s Paper.

Thank you.

Yours faithfully,

i

Eric Tan

Director

Corrupt Practices Investigation Bureau
Singapore





