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OUR AIM

This digest is a publication by the Employment Agencies Licensing Branch (EALB) of MOM to be 
distributed to all Employment Agencies (EAs). 

Our Aim

a. To share enforcement statistics; and

b. To raise awareness of common offences and highlight areas that require additional attention. 
Through raising EAs’ awareness, we hope to improve EAs’ practices and achieve a better 
regulated EA landscape. 

This digest is divided into 3 segments

a.     b.    c. 
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CL (non-FDW) 
Licence

Select Licence

Comprehensive 
Licence (ALL)

CL (Local 
placements 
only)

CL 4K 
(discontinued 
in Jun 16)

85%
(3034)

6%
(286)

6%
(208)

1%
(37)

Total: 3565

2015

1%
(38)

5.3%
(198)

13.5%
(501)

80.2%
(2979)

Total: 3716

2016

As at 31 December 2016, there were 3,716 EAs, an increase of 151 from 2015. There was a 75% 
increase in EAs with Select Licences to 501, as a result of the changes to the licensing framework 
in June 2016 which removed the CL(4K) licence type and streamlined the minimum candidate 
salary threshold for Select licences from $7,000/month to $4,500/month. The new licensing 
framework took into account EA’s feedback on how the industry has evolved and the need for 
clearer demarcation of licence types.

Total Number of EAs in the industry

There were 372 cases with infringements in 2016. There were 12 more cases (16% increase) 
involving persons or companies performing EA activities without a licence in 2016 compared to 
2015. There were 11 more cases (30%) of companies engaging the services of an unlicensed EA. 
To avoid a situation where an employment agency may unknowingly facilitate the work of an 
unlicensed employment agent, we strongly encourage employment agents to verify the identity 
of the person doing the referral, the relationship between him/her and the person being referred, 
and ensure that the referrer has not collected any sum of monies from the prospective worker. EAs 
who come across dubious persons or companies should report them to MOM.

EA Act Sec 11(1)(f ) - EA's Actions Detrimental
to the Public Interest and EA Act Sec 11(1)(c) - 

EA's Actions Detrimental to the Interest of its Clients

EA Act Sec 23(5) - Contravenes Any Conditions 
of the Licence

EA Act Sec 6(2) - Performing EA Activities 
without a Licence

EA Act Sec 22(A)(1) - Any Person Directly or 
Indirectly Uses the Services of an Unlicensed EA

Total Infringements Found
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In 2016, a total of 1,104 complaints were received and followed up by EALB. After investigation, 
action was taken for 372 complaints, an increase of 3.6% compared to 2015.



EA Licences Revoked
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Administrative Actions

cAse stUDY

ScAm - Overseas Job Placements by an unlicensed EA

In November 2014, Mr Mohamed Yasin distributed flyers in the vicinity of Little India, Sim Lim 
Square and Sim Lim Tower. In addition, he placed adverts on various online portals to attract 
potential job seekers. In the flyer and online portal, it was advertised that job seekers can contact 
his company to apply for jobs in restaurants or hotels at various overseas locations. 

3 foreign workers contacted Mr Mohamed Yasin after being attracted by the pamphlets. They 
were enticed by the promise of jobs and migration prospect to Australia and were told that the 
application fee would be around SGD$5,900. They opted to pay the application fee by instalment 
and Mr Mohamed Yasin prepared contracts for them, documenting their payments and also issued 
invoices after receiving the monies. 

Sometime in between their payments, Mr Mohamed Yasin advised all 3 of them to return to their 
respective countries to prepare documents such as the international police clearance certificate, 
birth certificate, bank statements and medical reports which Mr Mohamed Yasin claimed was 
necessary for the overseas job applications. The foreign workers were also told to cancel their work 
permits in Singapore so as to facilitate the job application in Australia. 

Mr Mohamed Yasin told them to wait for the outcome of the application but did not provide an 
update thereafter. When they attempted to check on the status of their applications, Mr Mohamed 
Yasin threatened them instead. 

Mr Mohamed Yasin does not hold an Employment Agency licence and was charged with one 
count of conducting unlicensed employment agency (EA) activities without a valid EA licence. He 
was convicted and fined $30,000, in default eight weeks’ imprisonment. In addition, Mr Mohamed 
Yasin has been barred from holding an EA licence. 

EAs can help to keep a lookout for advertisements asking for payment to guarantee employment. 
The applicants in this case study not only failed to secure any overseas employment, they also lost 
their employment in Singapore. EAs should report such fraudulent practices to MOM.

In 2016, 9 EAs had their licences suspended or revoked. 4 EAs had their licences suspended 
for various infringements such as collecting non-prescribed fees, performing unauthorised 
applications or defaulting on a Labour Court Order to pay salaries owed to their EA staff. During 
the licence suspension, the EA’s access to MOM’s work pass system was suspended and EAs were 
not allowed to do new placements to employers. 

5 EAs had their licences revoked after they were convicted for making a false declaration to the 
Controller of Work Passes or abetting the collection of salary kickbacks. 

In the case of the false declaration to the Controller of Work Passes, Neels Consultancy Pte Ltd, 
declared an inflated salary when submitting an EP application for a client. The EA knew that the 
actual salary was below the declared salary and the financial statement was inaccurate but made 
a false declaration by stating a higher salary and submitting an inaccurate financial statement to 
the Controller of Work Passes in a bid to get the EP application approved. The EA was convicted in 
court for 2 counts under the EFMA for making a false declaration to the Controller of Work Passes 
and fined $8,000. The EA licence of Neels Consultancy Pte Ltd was revoked. 

In the case of abetting the collection of salary kickbacks, the sole KAH of Yao Gu Employment 
Consulting Services was concurrently the manager of a construction company. In his capacity 
as an EA, the KAH collected $1,200 from every foreign worker as a condition to be hired by his 
construction company. In his capacity as a manager of the construction company, he collected an 
additional $1,200 from the same workers for their levy. MOM’s investigation revealed that the KAH 
abetted the construction company and was convicted for 11 counts under the EFMA for abetting 
to receive monies or benefits from a foreign employee in consideration of employment. The KAH 
was fined a total of $48,000 and had its EA licence revoked. 

An EA whose licence is revoked will have to cease all EA activities and will not be allowed to conduct any work 
pass transaction. The key appointment holders of the EA will also be barred from entering the EA industry.

* This figure supercedes 
the number reported 
in the 2015 EA 
enforcement report, 
due to a change in the 
tabulation of statistics.



Well Being of FDWs Staying in Boarding Houses

In May 2016, an inspection was conducted on the 2 lodging house premises at Keramat Road. This 
was a joint inspection comprising officers from the Employment Agency Licensing Branch (MOM), 
Housing Inspectorate (MOM), Singapore Civil Defence Force (SDCF) and National Environment 
Agency (NEA). The inspection was conducted to check on the condition of the boarding houses. 
These were the findings: 

Well Being

•	 Overcrowding	–	the	number	of	residents	exceeded	the	approved	occupancy	load	

•	 FDWs	were	sharing	mattresses

•	 Pest	infestation

Fire Safety Lapses

•	 Locked	exit	door

•	 Blocked	exit	route

•	 Faulty	fire	alarm	panel	

There were 28 EAs that placed their FDWs in the 2 boarding houses. As the conditions of the 
boarding houses were not acceptable, these EAs have breached Licensing Condition 12. MOM 
assessed and meted out the penalties based on the degree of culpability of the EAs involved. EAs 
are reminded that they are responsible for the proper upkeep and maintenance of the FDWs prior 
to the issuance of the work permit, including the provision of acceptable accommodation.

MOM conducted another inspection in Jan 17. There was a significant improvement in the living 
condition of the 2 boarding houses. There was no longer overcrowding and sharing of mattress, 
the pest infestation issues had been resolved and the fire safety lapses had been rectified.
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Overcharging of Employment Agency Fees

Two foreign employees approached Career Central Pte Ltd to seek job opportunities in Singapore. 
During the various stages of the recruitment process, the foreign employees were instructed to 
pay various non-prescribed fees (such as ‘administrative fees’ and ‘resume marketing’ fees), before 
their job placements. In total, the foreign employees had each paid Career Central Pte Ltd more 
than $7,500 as agency fees, which was more than two months of their salary. Career Central Pte Ltd 
had overcharged the individuals more than $900 as agency fees. 

Career	Central	Pte	Ltd	was	fined	$6,000	for	collecting	excessive	agency	fees	from	the	two	foreign	
employees. In addition, their employment agency licence was also revoked. 

EAs are reminded to comply with the licensing conditions and regulations under the EAA. EAs are 
not	allowed	to	charge	their	clients	any	amount	exceeding	two	months	of	their	monthly	salary,	for	a	
two year work pass, as agency fees. EAs can only collect the fees (within the prescribed limits under 
the law) from clients after they have successfully placed job seekers with employers. Collection of 
non-prescribed fees by any EA is a contravention of the EAA.

Other than the 2 boarding houses in Keramat Road, there are also dormitories 
such as Juniper Lodge, which also provides interim boarding house facilities for 
FDWs in-transit.



IMpORtAnt 
ReMInDeRs
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Ensuring FDWs meet the Entry requirement (Licence condition 7)

All FDW-placing EAs have to conduct a thorough check to ascertain the age of the FDWs before 
deployment. It is insufficient to rely solely on the details found in the FDWs’ passports or suppliers’ 
biodata. EAs are required to check for other documentations such as the FDW’s birth certificates, 
foreign registration cards, educational certificates and national family registration records if 
applicable. During your pre-deployment interviews, you must ask questions relating to the FDW’s 
age	 such	 as	 her	 family	details,	 for	 example	 the	 age	of	 her	parents	 and	 siblings,	 her	 education	
history	and	work	experience.	Any	FDW	found	to	be	below	23	years	old	cannot	be	deployed	and	
must	be	 sent	back	 to	her	home	country.	 EAs	 are	 expected	 to	 inform	your	 foreign	 suppliers	 to	
exercise	greater	care	 in	verifying	FDWs’	ages	before	submitting	the	relevant	bio-data	to	you.	 In	
2016, 64 FDWs were underaged.

repatriation of FDWs (Licence condition 11A)

We have come across a number of EAs that frustrate the repatriation process by disregarding the 
employers’ instruction to send the FDWs back to their home country. Instead, the EAs arranged for 
the	FDWs	to	exit	to	a	neighbouring	country	without	the	employer’s	knowledge	or	consent.	The	
FDWs would stay there for a couple of days while the EA applies a new work pass for the FDW. A 
few days later, the FDW will re-enter Singapore using the new IPA. This process, known as round-
tripping, clearly frustrates the repatriation process and is disallowed by MOM. EAs are reminded to 
repatriate the FDWs to the nearest international port within their home country. EAs should only 
arrange for the FDW to travel to other destinations when the FDW and the employer agree to it 
and the Work Pass Division of MOM is notified.

in-Principle Approval (iPA) Letter for Foreign Employees (Licence condition 9A)

From our interviews with the foreign employees, many still do not know about their employment 
terms (i.e. occupation, salary) before their departure to Singapore. There were instances where 
foreign employees do not have their IPA letters. EAs have to ensure that foreign employees receive 
their complete IPA letter at least 3 to 7 days prior to their departure to Singapore. This allow 
the foreign employees to review their key employment terms stated in their IPA letter and seek 
clarification before leaving their home country. EAs must allow the foreign employees to retain 
their own IPA letters.
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