Annexure 1

      OLYMPIA INDUSTRIES BERHAD

MATERIAL LITIGATIONS AS AT 22 MAY 2009 

Save as disclosed below, Olympia Industries Berhad (“OIB”) and its subsidiary companies are not engaged in any material litigation, claims or arbitration, either as plaintiff or defendant, and the Directors of OIB have no knowledge of any proceedings pending or threatened against OIB and/or its subsidiary companies or of any facts likely to give rise to any proceedings which may materially and adversely affect the position and/or business of OIB and its subsidiary companies: -

1. On 12 February 1998, Jupiter Securities Sdn. Bhd. (“JSSB”) commenced legal action against Datin Wo Tang Koi @ Wu Shya Kwee, Chang Kok Chuang, Chong Chi Siong and Dariel Loh Yuen Tuck (collectively “the Defendants”) at the Kuala Lumpur High Court (“KLHC”) under suit no: D1-22-249-1998 (“Current Suit”) for the recovery of approximately RM27,193,868 together with interest and costs.  JSSB’s claim relates to shares trading undertaken by the first, second and third defendants through the fourth defendant who was an employee of JSSB. JSSB had on 21 March 2003 at the Kuala Lumpur High Court under suit no: D1-22-433-2003 (“Fresh Suit”) filed a legal action against Dato’ Wong for the recovery of RM27,193,867.72 and has successfully consolidated the Fresh Suit with the Current Suit on 20 October 2003. Dato’ Wong’s application for security for costs was dismissed on 5 September 2005 and Dato’ Wong appeal was also dismissed with costs on 17 May 2006. Case management has been fixed on 3 June 2009. The Court has fixed the matter for trial on 13 and 17 July 2009.

2. On 20 November 1998, Harta Sekata Sdn Bhd (“Harta Sekata”), a wholly owned subsidiary of OIB, commenced legal action originally against Soo Sin Lian @ Su Ken Sin (“Peter Su”) at the KLHC under suit no: S2(S4)-22-739-1998 to inter alia dispute the Power of Attorney granted to Peter Su and the Deed of Settlement. On 14 November 2000, Harta Sekata amended its action to include Taipan Focus Sdn Bhd ("Taipan") as a defendant in order to challenge the Sale and Purchase Agreement entered into between Taipan and Peter Su, who alleged he was acting on behalf of Harta Sekata.  Harta Sekata's action states that Peter Su with the co-operation of Harta Sekata’s officers entered into a wrongful and voidable scheme, Harta Sekata’s officers acted without authority at the instigation of Peter Su who has knowledge of such wrongdoing, the documents executed are unconscionable and Peter Su had knowingly assisted in the execution of the documents, Peter Su had wrongfully executed the Sale and Purchase Agreement in breach of the earlier documents and the Sale and Purchase agreement is illegal and executed wrongfully in particular the purchase price was not reflective of fair market value. On 31 March 1998, Peter Su had lodged a Lien-holder’s caveat on a piece of leasehold land held under H.S. (D) No. 114559, P.T. No.243, Bandar Petaling Jaya, Daerah Petaling Jaya (“the said Land”). Through the Sale and Purchase Agreement, Taipan agreed to buy and Peter Su agreed to sell the said Land for the purchase price of RM23,000,000 which has no date of completion and a deposit payment of RM1,000.00 only. On 15 October 1998, Tunku Mudzaffar bin Tunku Mustapha (“Tunku Mudzaffar”) as a Director of Harta Sekata lodged a private caveat on the said Land to prevent any unauthorised dealings by Peter Su with the unenforceable and invalid Power of Attorney and Deed of Settlement. The Court has fixed continued trial dates on 20 to 23 July 2009. 

3. On 14 January 1999, Jupiter Capital Sdn. Bhd. (“JCSB”) commenced legal action against Tan Lay Hiong (“the Defendant”) at the KLHC under suit no: D6-22-122-1999 for monies due and owing to JCSB under a loan cum margin facility agreement. The sum claimed in the Statement of Claim is RM3,019,116.80 as at 17 December 1998 together with interest and costs. JCSB filed an application for summary judgment on 14 January 1999 which was dismissed by the Court on 12 May 2000. Subsequently, an application was made to amend the writ and statement of claim to add, one Lye Hun Kwee (a remisier with JSSB) and one Dato’ Desmond Lim as co-Defendants (hereafter referred to as the “Co-Defendants”). The Defendant opposed JCSB's application to add the Co-Defendants but the application was finally allowed by the Court on 6 January 2005.  On 14 July 2006, the Co-Defendants filed an application for further and better particulars as to the nature of JCSB’s claim against them which application was defeated on 30 March 2007. The Co-Defendants appeal to the Court of Appeal against the dismissal of their application for further and better particulars. On 17 February 2009, the Defendant filed an application to strike out JCSB’s statement of claim and on 20 March 2009 JCSB has filed another application to amend the statement of claim. The Court has fixed the matter for further case management on 20 July 2009 pending the hearing of the Defendant’s application to strike out JCSB's statement of claim on 30 June 2009.  

4. On 14 January 1999, Jupiter Capital Sdn. Bhd. (“JCSB”) commenced legal action against Ang Soon Tat (“the Defendant”) at the KLHC under suit no: D6-22-124-1999 for monies due and owing to JCSB under a loan cum margin facility agreement. The sum claimed in the Statement of Claim is RM1,279,078.56 as at 5.1.1999 together with interest and costs. JCSB filed an application for summary judgment on 14 January 1999 which was dismissed by the Court on 12 May 2000. Subsequently, an application was made to amend the writ and statement of claim to add, one Lye Hun Kwee (a remisier with JSSB) and one Dato’ Desmond Lim as co-Defendants (hereafter referred to as the “Co-Defendants”). The Defendant opposed JCSB's application to add the Co-Defendants but the application was finally allowed by court on 6 January 2005. On 14 July 2006, the Co-Defendants filed an application for further and better particulars as to the nature of JCSB’s claim against them which application was defeated on 30 March 2007. The Co-Defendants appeal to the Court of Appeal against the dismissal of their application for further and better particulars. On 17 February 2009, the Defendant filed an application to strike out JCSB’s statement of claim and on 20 March 2009 JCSB has filed another application to amend the statement of claim. The Court has fixed the matter for further case management on 20 July 2009 pending the hearing of the Defendant’s application to strike out JCSB's statement of claim on 30 June 2009.  

5. On 14 January 1999, Jupiter Capital Sdn. Bhd. (“JCSB”) commenced legal action against Low Lee Yoong (“the Defendant”) at the KLHC under suit no: D6-22-396-1999 for monies due and owing to JCSB under a loan cum margin facility agreement. The sum claimed in the Statement of Claim is RM3,102,629.21 as at 17 December 1998 together with interest and costs. JCSB filed an application for summary judgment on 14 January 1999 which was dismissed by the Court on 12 May 2000. Subsequently, an application was made to amend the writ and statement of claim to add, one Lye Hun Kwee (a remisier with JSSB) and one Dato’ Desmond Lim as co-Defendants (hereafter referred to as the “Co-Defendants”). The Defendant opposed JCSB's application to add the Co-Defendants but the application was finally allowed by court on 6 January 2005. On 14 July 2006, the Co-Defendants filed an application for further and better particulars as to the nature of JCSB’s claim against them which application was defeated on 30 March 2007. The Co-Defendants appeal to the Court of Appeal against the dismissal of their application for further and better particulars.  On 17 February 2009 the Defendant filed an application to strike out JCSB’s statement of claim and on 20 March 2009 JCSB has filed another application to amend the statement of claim. The Court has fixed the matter for further case management on 20 July 2009 pending the hearing of the Defendant’s application to strike out JCSB's statement of claim on 30 June 2009.  

6. On 14 July 1999, LCE commenced legal action against DMRR and CF Architect (“CFA”) at the KLHC under suit no: S2-24-1012-1999 for the recovery of RM1,686,287.33 being LCE’s claim for works carried out for the car park project on Lot 238, Section 49, Kuala Lumpur. DMRR filed its defence and counter-claim dated 25 April 2001 claiming, amongst others, liquidated damages of RM14,385,730.40. It is DMRR’s defence that inter alia pursuant to the supplemental agreement dated 13 September 1993 entered into between LCE and DMRR, the parties has agreed to absolve each other of all further claims therefore the supplemental agreement prohibits and/or estops LCE from claiming the RM1,686,287.33 from DMRR. On 22 November 2004, the Court struck out LCE’s claim against DMRR for failing to comply with the Court’s direction. LCE appealed to the Court of Appeal and on 28 July 2008, the Court of Appeal allowed LCE's appeal with costs. The next date for case management has been fixed on 11 November 2009.

7. On 15 October 1999, Poh Loy Earthworks Sdn. Bhd. (“Poh Loy”) commenced legal action against Mascon Sdn. Bhd. (“Mascon”), at the KLHC under suit no: S3-22-710-1999 for the recovery of RM4,785,105.69 being the balance contract sum for earthworks carried out by Poh Loy. Mascon filed an application dated 10 November 1999 to strike out Poh Loy’s action on the grounds that Poh Loy’s claim against Mascon has been discharged and settled in full, in consideration of Mascon assigning to Poh Loy, at the request of Poh Loy, the right to recover money up to a maximum sum of RM4,785,105.69 directly from Pelita Plus Sdn. Bhd. Mascon’s application to strike out Poh Loy’s action was dismissed by the Deputy Registrar on 16 June 2005 and a notice of appeal to the judge in chambers dated 23 June 2005 has been filed by Mascon. The Registrar has allowed Poh Loy’s application for summary judgment with cost on 13 January 2006 and Mascon appealed against the decision on 19 January 2006. Stay of execution was granted on 24 March 2006. The Court dismissed Mascon’s appeal against the decision of the Senior Assistant Registrar’s decision on the summary judgment. On 13 October 2006, Poh Loy filed a winding up petition against Mascon. Mascon filed an appeal to the Court of Appeal against the decision and an application for stay of execution/winding up on 2 November 2006. On 13 November 2006, the Court has granted an unconditional stay of the winding up petition pending Mascon’s appeal to the Court of Appeal. Poh Loy’s appealed against the decision of the Court in granting Mascon an unconditional stay of the winding up petition.  On the 25 March 2008, Geopancar Sdn Bhd has obtained an order to wind-up Mascon. Pursuant to Section 226(3) Companies Act 1965, when a winding up order has been made, no action shall be proceeded or commenced against Mascon except by leave of the Court.  

8. On 1 November 2001, JSSB commenced legal action against American Home Assurance (“AHA”) Company at the KLHC under suit no: D4-22-1926-2001 for the recovery of approximately RM31,274,870.74 pursuant to a Stockbrokers In and Out Indemnity Policy. This claim relates to share trading transactions pertaining to three accounts maintained by JSSB. AHA filed an application to strike out JSSB’s claim which application was dismissed by the Court. JSSB’s claim was dismissed with costs by the High Court on 15 May 2006. JSSB filed an appeal on 8 June 2006. JSSB has written to the Court requesting for the notes of proceedings and grounds of judgment and are still waiting for the Court to supply the same. The Court has yet to fix a mention date for JSSB’s appeal. 

9. On 8 November 2001, Harta Sekata commenced legal action against Taipan Focus and Peter Su at the SAHC under originating summons no: MT1(MT5)-24-3437-2001 ("OS") claiming amongst others, a declaration that the Consent Order for the land to be transferred to Taipan Focus and for the removal of Peter Su's and Tunku Mudzaffar's private caveat dated 31 October 2000 recorded in the SAHC suit no: MT3(MT2)-22-1010-1999 is null and void and an order that the Consent Order be set aside. Taipan Focus filed an application to strike out the OS, which application was dismissed by the Court. On 6 February 2008, the Court also dismissed Harta Sekata’s application for consolidation and Harta Sekata has filed an appeal to the Court of Appeal. On 9 January 2009, the Court struck out the OS for non-attendance by all parties. Subsequently, Harta Sekata filed an application to reinstate the OS on 21 January 2009. The Court has yet to fix a mention date for the reinstatement.

10. On 8 January 2002, Mascon issued a notice to Insa Alliance Sdn. Bhd. (“Insa”) calling for arbitration of all disputes. Mascon is claiming for the recovery of approximately RM3,970,919.46, being the amount outstanding for works carried out by Mascon for 272 town houses at Puncak Perdana, Shah Alam. Insa filed its defence and counter-claimed against Mascon for RM7,513,588.00 being, amongst others, cost incurred in appointing third parties to complete the works and liquidated damages as a result of late delivery. It is Mascon’s defence to the counter-claim that any delay to the contract works is caused by Insa’s failure to make payment to Mascon pursuant to the interim certificates issued by the architect. The parties appointed an arbitrator and have filed their respective points of claim and complied with the directions of the arbitrator.   The hearing dates have been fixed on 21st to 25th April 2008. On the 25 March 2008, Geopancar Sdn Bhd has obtained an order to wind-up Mascon. Pursuant to Section 226(3) Companies Act 1965, when a winding up order has been made, no action shall be proceeded or commenced against Mascon except by leave of the Court.  

11. On 3 March 2004, Mascon has filed a winding-up petition against KAB Corporation Sdn Bhd (“KAB”) for the sums of RM1,911,120.94 at the KLHC under Winding-Up Petition No. D7-28-218-2004. On 16 June 2004 the petition was dismissed with costs to be paid by Mascon. Despite the acknowledgment of the debt by KAB, the learned judge was of the opinion that the issuance of a further letter dated 23 March 1998 to rectify outstanding defects contrary to the earlier certificates of making good defects dated 16 March 1998 issued by the architect constitutes a triable issue. The learned judge refuses to consider the arguments inter alia that the said letter is a mere afterthought and void for being issued after the expiry of the defects liability period. Pursuant thereto an appeal against the said dismissal of the winding-up petition has been lodged on 12 July 2004 to the Court of Appeal. The Court has adjourned KAB’s application for stay of winding up proceeding pending hearing of Mascon’s appeal to 26 June 2008. On the 25 March 2008, Geopancar Sdn Bhd has obtained an order to wind-up Mascon. Pursuant to Section 226(3) Companies Act 1965, when a winding up order has been made, no action shall be proceeded or commenced against Mascon except by leave of the Court.  
12. On 11 May 2004, GOM commenced legal action against Mascon at the KLHC under suit no. S4-21-60-2004 for RM4,977,476.14 together with interest at the rate of 8% per annum for defaulted tax and penalties for the years of assessment 1998 and 1999.  Mascon has filed its defence on 20 July 2004. On the 25 March 2008, Geopancar Sdn Bhd has obtained an order to wind-up Mascon. Pursuant to Section 226(3) Companies Act 1965, when a winding up order has been made, no action shall be proceeded or commenced against Mascon except by leave of the Court. 

13. On 29 December 2005, Rinota Construction Sdn. Bhd. (“RCSB”) commenced legal action against Mascon at the KLHC under suit no: S7-22-1507-05 for the recovery of RM1,747,797.60 being the outstanding balance of the scaffolding rental as at November 2005. It is Mascon‘s defence that they did not enter into any oral agreement or contract with RCSB pertaining to the scaffolding rental and if there is such an agreement, the contract should be between Mascon Construction Sdn Bhd and RCSB, therefore RCSB has no locus standi to commence this legal action against Mascon. RCSB has filed an application for summary judgment and the Court has allowed RCSB’s application for summary judgment with cost on 12 December 2006. Mascon’s solicitor appealed and on 18 May 2007, the Court allowed Mascon’s appeal with cost.  The Court has fixed the date for case management on 19 March 2008 and for mention of Mascon’s application to amend the statement of defence. On the 25 March 2008, Geopancar Sdn Bhd has obtained an order to wind-up Mascon. Pursuant to Section 226(3) Companies Act 1965, when a winding up order has been made, no action shall be proceeded or commenced against Mascon except by leave of the Court. 

14. On 5 December 2006, GOM commenced legal action against OIB (formerly known as Olympia Plantations Berhad) at the KLHC under suit no: S5-21-351-2006 for the sum of RM2,233,860.53 together with interest at the rate of 8% per annum for defaulted tax and penalties for the years of assessment 1999 and 2000. OIB has entered its appearance on 18 January 2007 and filed its defence on 14 February 2007. OIB is trying to resolve the matter with the GOM. 

15. On 3 January 2007, Rinota Construction Sdn Bhd (“Petitioner”) commenced legal action at the KLHC under petition no: D7-26-89-2006 and served the petition together with the affidavit in support, both dated 12 December 2006 on Mascon Rinota Sdn Bhd (“MRSB”), Mascon Sdn Bhd ("Mascon"), OIB, and 3 others (collectively the “Respondents”) claiming, amongst others, for an order that MRCB and Mascon purchase the shares owned by the Petitioner in MRSB at such price and terms determined by the Court, an order that Mascon and OIB pay, or cause its subsidiaries or associated companies to pay MRSB all debts owed to it by Mascon and OIB or its subsidiaries or associated companies in connection to the lease agreement and loans extended to the fellow subsidiaries. Mascon has filed its affidavit in reply on 22 May 2007 opposing the petition. The Petitioner filed a Summons in Chambers Ex-Parte dated 24 July 2007 for an injunction order ("Injunction Application") to restrain the Respondents and or its agents from taking any steps to complete the disposal of the share sale agreement representing, OIB's disposal of its 71% equity interest in Mascon or take any action to dispose off OIB's 14,200,000 ordinary shares in Mascon until after the Court has given its judgment on the Petition. On 26 July 2007, the Judge has granted the Petitioner a 21 days ex-parte injunction and on 11 December 2007, the Court had granted the Petitioner an interim injunction. Mascon has decided not to appeal against the decision but to proceed with the hearing of the petition.  Pursuant to the Petitioner’s application, the Court has granted an order dated 21 February 2008 to add Mascon Construction Sdn Bhd as the 7th respondent to the above petition. The matter is now fixed for mention on 9 September 2009 for both the Petitioner and the Respondents to comply with the Court directions. 
16. On 12 April 2007, BPSB commenced legal action by way of a writ of summons and statement of claim against OIB and a few others at the KLHC under suit no: D2-22-468-2007 (“Suit 468”) and filed an application for an injunction to restrain OIB from purchasing 100,000 shares in Harta Sekata Sdn Bhd (“HSSB”) from Bukit Seremban Jaya Sdn Bhd (“BSJSB”) and to restrain OIB from making the allotment of shares to BSJSB as consideration for the purchase of shares in HSSB. OIB has entered appearance and filed an application to strike out BSJSB’s writ of summons and statement of claim on 17 April 2007. OIB filed an application for security for costs and the Court on 17 August 2007 ordered BPSB to furnish security in the sum of RM18,000.00. On 1 April 2008, the Court granted an order that BPSB's Writ of Summons and statement of claim be struck out and BPSB's action as against OIB be dismissed with costs. On 3 April 2008, BPSB filed an appeal to the Judge in chambers against the decision. BPSB's appeal has been fixed for hearing on 22 July 2009. 

17. On 16 February 2009, GOM commenced legal action against DMRR at the KLHC under suit no: S21-37-2009 for the sum of RM5,697,229.64 together with interest at the rate of 8% per annum for defaulted tax and penalties for the years of assessment 2007. DMRR has entered its appearance on 10 April 2009 and filed its defence on 7 May 2009. DMRR is trying to resolve the matter with the GOM.

