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             I, RALF LANGE, (NRIC NO. S2697482H), care of 11 Biopolis Way, 

Helios #08-01/02, Singapore 138667, do solemnly affirm and say as follows:- 

I. PRELIMINARIES 

1. I am the Managing Director of the Applicant and am duly authorised by the 

Applicant to make this affidavit on the Applicant’s behalf. I am also the founder 

of the business.  

2. The facts deposed herein are from my personal knowledge, documents in the my 

possession, other grounds of belief and/or sources of information as stated. Insofar 

as the matters deposed to herein are within my personal knowledge, they are true. 

Insofar as the matters herein are not within my personal knowledge, they are true 

to the best of our knowledge, information and belief. 

3. I depose this affidavit for the limited purpose of addressing the following issues 

raised in the 1st Affidavit of Roland Amoussou Guenou filed on 4 July 2014 

(“1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou”). Further, I will, in this affidavit, only 

address the matters set out in the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou to the extent 

necessary and/or appropriate for the purposes of my application herein. The 

omission to address any of the matters in the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

herein is not to be regarded as an admission of any of these matters and the 

Applicant joins issue with the same . 
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4. For consistency, I will herein adopt the same definitions referred to in my 4th 

Affidavit filed herein on 21 May 2018. 

II. PROCEDURAL UPDATES 

5. I wish to update the Honourable Court on what had transpired at the pre-trial 

conference (“PTC”) held on 4 July 2018 before the learned Assistant Registrar 

Cheng Pei Feng which was scheduled to be heard at 2.30pm. Just half an hour 

before the PTC, the Applicant was served with the 1st Affidavit of Roland 

Guenou. 

6. As the affidavit was filed late, my solicitors and I were forced to review the said 

affidavit on an urgent basis in order to determine how the Applicant was to 

proceed in the matter. In the previous paragraph and the following paragraphs, I 

am not seeking to introduce new material or evidence, but to justify why I am not 

responding to any allegations of the Respondent in respect of the injunction that 

had been granted in the Applicant’s favour. The Order of Court granted by the 

Honourable Senior Judge Andrew Ang is exhibited hereto at pages 24 to 25 of 

“RL-5”. 

7. For the avoidance of doubt, although the Respondent had filed only one affidavit, 

this affidavit was to serve to respond to all of the previous affidavits that had been 

filed on behalf of the Applicant as well as to be used to support an application to 

set aside the injunction granted by the Ang SJ. 
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8. At the PTC, the Respondent had withdrawn the application to set aside the 

injunction. As a result, I shall not be making any substantive responses to material 

deposed by the Respondent which were made in support of that particular 

application. Again, this omission is not be regarded as any admission to the same. 

III.  SUBSTANTIVE RESPONSES 

Reply to paragraphs 8 – 13 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou  

9. I wish to state that I had deposed that I knew that the Respondent was a lawyer. 

However, I am not aware of his full credentials because insofar that my wife and I 

had interacted with the Respondent, he had only represented himself in the 

capacity that I had known him then, ie stemming from his involvement in Latin 

music and dance. 

10. As regards his involvement in Asiafrica Foundation, I shall respond to such 

references in due course. 

Reply to paragraphs 14 – 20 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

11. I wish to state that the relationship between the Respondent and me and my wife 

is not as close as the Respondent states it to be. I wish to clarify that my wife was 

taught salsa (only five times if I recall correctly) and specifically to paragraph 17 

of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou, he did not come up with the concept of 

“Colors”. 

12. My wife and I were not “family friends” with the Respondent in any way. While 

there were occasional communications between us, the relationship was relatively 
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distant. What did happen was that the Respondent had occasionally hosted events 

which he had named Salsa Concept (which only catered to 20 – 50 people at 

most), which my wife had only sporadically attended. 

13. I must clarify that my wife and I had paid the Respondent monies for these five 

private lessons at our house. He had always asked for cash payments which we 

had provided. He did not provide any receipts for such cash payments either. It is 

a complete untruth that we had made donations to the Asiafrica Foundation. I 

must point out that the Respondent has not provided any receipts showing that we 

had indeed made such donations. 

14. This is because he had asked sought for cash for his own use in consideration for 

these dance lessons. He had only taught her only a few times and I believe it is no 

more than five (5) times. There was no continuing relationship as what the 

Respondent says. 

Reply to paragraphs 21 to 36 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

15. I wish to state that the Respondent has far over-stated his involvement in the 

Colada events that the Applicant organises. As stated in my 4th Affidavit, it was 

my wife and I who had envisioned a Latin dance and music event, which we had 

named a Latin Dance Congress and we had approached numerous parties (which 

had included the Respondent) for consultancy and steering committee 

participation. I exhibit hereto at pages 26 to 73 of “RL-5” correspondence 
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between potential consultants and potential steering committee members that we 

had approached at that time to work on the Latin Dance Congress. 

16. We had on 15 July 2016 approached Mr Garry Portugal and we had already 

bandied with the name “Colors of Latin Dance” as opposed to “Colors of Salsa”. 

Mr Garry Portugal is also another dancing teacher for my wife. He actually gave 

us better advice on wider issues and he was far more professional than the 

Respondent ever was. For the avoidance of doubt, the Whatsapp messages 

exhibited at pages 26 to 37 of “RL-5” are excerpts of conversations during the 

July 2016 period. 

17. In fact, as early as 11 July 2016, we had also contacted one Ms Saori Watanabe 

who is domiciled in Japan but regularly visits Thailand. She too was also a 

dancing teacher of my wife and is very actively traveling to various major Latin 

Dance events around the globe. She was the first person the Applicant had met 

with to discuss the project. She gave us deep insights on how such an event had 

to be organised and which artistes to invite. Because of her active role in various 

events around the world, the quality of her advice was far better than Roland 

ever gave as well. She was the first consultant that we had approached. Earlier 

conversations with her (first week of July 2016) was done via the application 

LINE. Unfortunately these messages have erased. I exhibit whatever Facebook 

messages that we had on the Colada Latin Dance Congress at pages 38 to 48 of 

“RL-5”. 
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18. Finally, we had also contacted Ms Brenda Liew who has her own dance 

company and is one of Asia's best known female dancers in the Latin dance 

community. She teaches and travels globally in the field of Latin Dance. She has 

her own performance teams and a large student base (potential COLADA 

customers) in Singapore, South Korea, Taiwan and China. She gave in-depth 

knowledge and advise to us on various issues related to COLADA. Her 

Facebook messages are exhibited at pages 49 to 73 of “RL-5”. 

19. The Respondent’s reference to the Panama Papers is completely irrelevant. It is 

actually not the Panama Papers but the ICIS Offshore Leak Database. For the 

avoidance of doubt, the reason why my name appears is because I have three 

registered offices with David Chong and Co and these were operating companies. 

David Chong had an employee who therefore leaked his database to newspapers 

and this was how I ended up being on the Panama Papers. 

20. I wish to highlight at this juncture that the Respondent had admitted that it was 

my wife and I who had come up with the concept and ideas of organising a Latin 

dance event in Asia. This is apparently in paragraphs 24 and 25 of the 1st 

Affidavit of Roland Guenou. In no uncertain terms has he even attempted to state 

that he was the originator of this event.  

21. I wish to highlight that it is clear that the Applicant is the major player in the 

creation of these events and the impetus behind them, whereas the Respondent 

was only a consultant and a failed one at that. 
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22. For the avoidance of doubt, the development of the “COLADA” mark had been 

explained in great detail in my 4th Affidavit and it is clear from the documentary 

evidence that the Respondent had no part to play in any of it. 

23. Further, in paragraph 29 of 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou, it is apparent that the 

Respondent was aware that he was a figure apart from the organisers of the Latin 

Dance Congress which was later developed to the Colada events. I want to 

emphasise that he had himself deposed that he “had … discussed with [his]… 

friends … to invite “Colors of Salsa” to [their] event in Saigon … and as a 

sponsor”. 

24. It is clear from the above that he was merely at best a consultant and any 

obligations between parties is governed by terms of a contract or agreement and it 

does not prima facie, give him rights into intellectual property that the Respondent 

had no part in creating. I exhibit hereto the Applicant’s organization chart and 

internal event project cycle at pages 74 to 75 of “RL-5”. 

25. As the Respondent has brought up the email which I had exhibited at page 67 of 

“RL-1”, I shall focus on that email in depth and emphasise parts of that email that 

sheds light on the true relationship between the Plaintiff and the Respondent. 

 

26. Firstly, I am the managing director of the Applicant and it was the Applicant who 

was to organise the events. The Respondent is aware of that. He starts his first 

email with the telling words: 
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“Dear Ralf, 

First of all, I would like to thank you for the invitation to join your team 

for the *Colors of Salsa/Latin Dance* project.” 

 

27. This already evidences that the Respondent is a third party to the main organising 

parties and the entire email shows merely the negotiations and plans that he had as 

a “potential consultant”. As a consultant, potential or otherwise, I am advised and 

do verily believe that it does not grant a person any intellectual property rights per 

se.  

 

28. Further, the Respondent attempts to credit himself such that he was the party who 

came up with the term “Colors of Salsa/Latin Dance”. For the avoidance of doubt, 

it was in fact the Applicant who had come up with the term. This was why as 

early as 10 July 2016, I had instructed my staff to register various domain names 

that we can use. This is exhibited at pages 39 – 41 of “RL-4”. 

 
29. I go further to say that the Applicant had only really contacted the Respondent on 

or about 14 or 15 July 2016, which had led to the email exchange between the 

Plaintiff and the Respondent which I had exhibited here at pages 79 to 84 of “RL-

4”. 
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30. At the very best, the Respondent’s contribution at this time was only exhibiting 

his preference for the chosen moniker for the Latin Dance Congress that the 

Applicant was planning. Again, I reiterate that the Applicant was not working 

exclusively with the Respondent during this time at all and the Applicant had 

gone to various parties for their feedback. 

 
31. It is true that I personally have little experience in the Latin dance industry. What 

is relevant, however, is that I have experience in events organising and event 

management which is more integral in this context. 

 
32. For the avoidance of doubt, I note that the Respondent casually glosses over (at 

paragraph 34 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou) how the “logo morphed from 

“Colors of Salsa Dance” to “Colors of Latin Dance”. I want to emphasise that it 

was in fact the Applicant who had provided evidence as to the development of the 

copyright and how it had thus evolved as well as all the developmental art that 

had gone into its conception. 

 
33. I also emphasise that there was no “mutual agreement” as asserted by the 

Respondent. How the term “Colada” had evolved was because as the Applicant 

was planning the Latin Dance Congress, the various employees of the Applicant 

had started as a matter of ease, reduced “Colors of Latin Dance” to “Colada”. I 

had in fact deposed to the same in my 4th Affidavit at paragraph 33. It is therefore 

exceedingly untrue that the Respondent has any rights to the “COLADA” mark or 
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even the word “Colada”. I wish also to highlight that all rights to the “COLADA” 

mark emanate from the Applicant’s rights because the Applicant had in fact dealt 

with all our business relations on an arms-length basis and it is clear that it was 

never intentioned that we would give away our goodwill or our rights over our 

creations. 

 

Reply to paragraphs 37 to 45 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

34. At this juncture, I wish to state that I do not understand why the Respondent is 

responding to the contents in my 1st affidavit filed on 17 May 2018 as the main 

substantive material in relation to the invalidation of the “COLADA” mark is to 

be found in my 4th affidavit filed on 21 May 2018.  

 

35. The screenshot referred to can be found exhibited here at pages 76 to 87 of “RL-

5”. For the avoidance of doubt, this Facebook page has been deleted and it is 

difficult for me to extract the data. What is exhibited here are all the photos that 

have been uploaded to the page since the beginning and it is apparent that we had 

started using the logo very early on. 

 
36. I wish to clarify what had happened in respect of the Afro Latin Invasion Asia 

2016 event. At that time, parties were still on good terms and pursuant to the 

agreement that the Respondent was to be a consultant for us, that would to some 
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extent, extend to him becoming a spokesperson for us. As such, this was his sole 

contribution but that is completely irrelevant to the “COLADA” mark itself. 

 
37. He has already admitted at paragraph 40 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

that the promotional materials that he had brought along was prepared by the 

Applicant. Further, how the Applicant got to be involved in this Afro Latin 

Invasion Asia 2016 was because the Applicant had been asked to provide 

sponsorship, ie, by way of providing prizes. We had in fact given out a 5 day full 

pass to the Colada Latin Dance Congress which was to be held in the following 

year in 2017.  

 
38. It was because of that reason that we had to supply these “promotional material” 

so that the fact that we had provided such prizes in the first place and it has 

nothing to do with the Respondent in that it was not something in which the 

Applicant was actively involved in, other than providing a prize. This can be 

clearly seen from the photograph exhibited at page 57 of my 4th Affidavit. 

 
39. I find it very odd and disturbing that the Respondent had stated that the expenses 

incurred to promote “Colada” was borne by the Asiafrica Foundation. I would 

imagine that this is a charitable organisation which makes its expenses and 

expenditure highly sensitive because proper accounts would have to be drawn.  
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40. In my opinion, it is completely irregular that such actions can be taken. In any 

event, this is completely untrue. At that time, we were going to enter an 

agreement and if anything, all the obligations were to be set out in it. The reason 

why the Respondent is raising this now is because he had taken numerous flights 

and spent beyond his means. He now wants to claim back such “expenses” to 

“subsidise” his lifestyle and it is just completely crazy that he actually uses 

charitable organisation’s funds to do so. 

 
41. I refute the allegations that the Respondent has made at paragraph 42 of his 

affidavit. He had provided no particulars nor any details or any documentary 

evidence in this regard. 

 
42. In respect of the Four Points by Sheraton (“Four Points”), again, this is a complete 

untruth. The Applicant had worked with Four Points because it was the one of the 

main places in Bangkok that would promote salsa and latin dance. This is the 

reason why the events would generally be organised there. Again, it had nothing 

to do with the Respondent. 

 
43. It is true that the Respondent did invite some ambassadors to attend. However, I 

must state that despite invitations being issued, the ambassadors did not turn up. I 

wish to highlight that the Respondent did not actually exhibit any photos of them 

at these roadshows either because they did not turn up. 
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44. Finally, in response to paragraph 45, I did meet the Respondent occasionally but 

again, I must emphasise that these are arms-length negotiations because the 

Applicant is operating a business and there was never any intention that the 

Respondent be nothing more than a consultant, nor have any rights in whatever 

the goodwill that the Applicant was creating in respect to the “COLADA” mark or 

the Colada events. 

 

Reply to paragraphs 46 to 55 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

 

45. At the outset, I want to reiterate to the Honourable Court that the Respondent 

failed to fulfil his obligations. He is therefore entitled to nothing. In fact, it is a 

wonder that his entire involvement did not bring down the goodwill of the 

Applicant, the “COLADA” mark and the Colada events. 

 

46. I wish to clarify the consultancy agreement between the Plaintiff and the 

Respondent. At that time, the Respondent had often boasted that he had 

trademarked words such as “Salsa Concept” and “Kizomba Concept”, such that 

anyone who had to use the word “Kizomba” had to pay him to use the trademark.  

47. I had been appalled by his bald assertions and I was very wary of the Respondent 

in this regard. This was why the Plaintiff did not wish to be involved in any of 

these trademark plans that the Respondent had come up with. This was the reason 
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why it was clear that he was not to be involved in any of these trademark 

registrations. However, this did not mean that he could go and register the 

“COLADA” mark as his own, which is preposterous. 

48. It is true that the Respondent had suggested to me to register the “COLADA” 

mark. At that time, I had bigger matters to attend to and registration of the 

“COLADA” mark would incur costs that I would have rather spent on promoting 

the Colada events and building goodwill. In addition, I have been advised and do 

verily believe that registering a trademark is only one way of protecting 

intellectual property. I merely regret that I did not do so at that time, because it 

had allowed the Respondent to take advantage of the situation and register the 

“COLADA” mark in breach of the Applicant’s legal rights whether in terms of 

copyright or the tort of passing off. 

49. This is why I have now turned to the Honourable Court to recognise my earlier 

rights in the “COLADA” mark and state affirmatively and conclusively that the 

Applicant is the true creator of the “COLADA” mark. 

50. In response to paragraph 54 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou, first, it is not 

“our” project, it is the Applicant’s project and work. Secondly, the Respondent 

did not recruit these artists. He merely talked and corresponded with them. 

51. Finally, it was my employee, Ms Sandy Lim who had conducted the interviews 

and had indeed conducted an interview with the Respondent as well. If the 

Respondent did in fact conduct these interviews, he would very easily be able to 
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provide documents and details in relation to the interviews. I also wish to 

emphasise to the Honourable Court that the interviews that were published on the 

Colada Facebook page were intentionally taken down by the Respondent as he 

had complained to Facebook of the “trademark infringement”. Even so, had he 

conducted these interviews, it would not be difficult for him to provide drafts of 

the same. He is thus lying.  

Reply to paragraphs 56 to 62 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

 

52. The entire material in this section is just evidence of the Respondent’s 

motivations in fraudulently and in bad faith registering the “COLADA” mark. 

Again, any dispute that the Applicant has with the Respondent is contractual in 

nature and has nothing to do with the “COLADA” mark which he is intentionally 

using as a gambit to force me to pay him monies which he is not entitled to.  

53. I wish to say that if the Respondent is so certain that I have breached our 

agreement and not him, why has he not commenced an action, in particular an 

action for breach of contract whether here or Thailand. Instead, he turns to highly 

oppressive acts to force me to pay him monies that he is completely not entitled 

to, which is akin to blackmail and intimidation. 

54. Again, I do not understand how the Respondent can state that he has used monies 

from a charitable fund! If this is truly the case, I believe fervently that an account 

of his behavior has to be taken. 
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55. For the avoidance of doubt, I refer to page 130 of my 4th Affidavit. The 

Respondent is claiming approximately USD2 million in “compensatory damages” 

arising from our contract which only has a total value of USD8,000. There are no 

words for me to describe how disproportionate or illogical all this seems. 

Reply to paragraphs 63 to 73 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

 

56. Insofar as paragraph 63 pertains to law, I am going to rely on my solicitors to 

make the submissions on contractual breach, repudiation and termination at the 

correct time as this is not the appropriate place for such issues. 

57. I want to state that the Applicant has no agreement with the Asiafrica Foundation 

at all. There is no necessity for the Applicant to make payments to the said entity. 

In addition, I question now in retrospect and in light of what the Respondent has 

deposed whether this is even a proper foundation and is a charitable organization 

as he represents it to be. 

58. In relation to the artistes and third parties that the Respondent supposedly 

engaged, the Respondent had made promises to these parties without authority. 

He also made promises that the Applicant could never fulfil. This was the reason 

why the Applicant could not engage such artistes in the first place.  

59. Rather, he made a complete mess of our business relations. The Applicant was not 

going to pay artistes fees to these artistes because we could not have a situation 

where some were going to be paid and others were not. We would only be 
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providing flights and accommodation if they did attend the event. The Respondent 

had gone around promising these artistes an additional USD$1,000.00 on top of 

what we would be able to provide. For the avoidance of doubt, in the end, there 

were 150 invited artistes who attended the Colada Latin Dance Congress. 

60. I wish to clarify that the winners did obtain the 5-day pass and they did come to 

the Colada Latin Dance Congress 2017 and did take part in the event. 

61. Regarding the pricing policy, firstly I wish to state that the Applicant is the event 

organiser and had full discretion over the prices it wished to charge. Basically, 

what happened to the prices was that prices went up over time. Prices were cheap 

initially because they were being sold at the “early bird” rate. This is why there 

was a discrepancy in prices. 

62. I believe that the Respondent is operating under a mistake because what he had 

compared was tickets whose prices which were subject to the early bird rates and 

tickets which were not. In any event, this issue is immaterial to this matter. 

Reply to paragraphs 74 to 92 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

 

63. In respect of the “dance floor” allegation, I was told that the Respondent wanted a 

50% commission. I have been informed by the supplier that she had in fact 

wanted to supply the dance floor to us, but was put off by the request for 

commission. In fact, I also find it highly odd that this “commission” was 

demanded in the form of donation. This is the commercial world and insofar that 
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the Respondent states that it is a donation, I just humbly ask that the Honourable 

Court can see the matter for what it truly is. 

64. Secondly, in the beginning of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Genou, he states that the 

payments I made to him for my wife’s dance classes were donations. He has yet 

to provide the “donation certificates” for those payments. This is why this entire 

thing is a complete fabrication. 

65. In response to paragraph 87 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Genou, I wish to clarify 

that the Applicant had removed his photograph because we had received messages 

from women stating that they would not attend the Colada events if Roland was 

attending. At that time, I was appalled by this response from the general populace. 

After discovering the events that led to such an outburst, the Applicant then 

decided that it was best that he be removed from the promotional material, 

including the Facebook page. 

66. Finally, in relation to paragraph 88, the Applicant has had to scramble and deal 

with the Respondent’s oppressive acts which he had engineered to start just prior 

to the Colada Latin Dance Congress 2018. Insofar as the operations of the 

Applicant are in Thailand, that is a matter of Thai law and again, it is completely 

irrelevant to these proceedings. 

67. I have already responded in my affidavits to the outlandish demands of the 

Respondent but I reserve my rights to respond in full at the appropriate time. In 

addition, I wish to exhibit Facebook messages between Jesper Dopping and the 
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Respondent where the Respondent actually states that he has no money. This is 

exhibited at page 88 of “RL-5”. 

68. Finally, while clause 6 of the Agreements states that any dispute be resolved 

amicable. This is an action for the invalidation of a registration of a trademark and 

would not be envisioned by the Agreement in any way. 

Reply to paragraphs 93 to 99 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

69. I deny and refute all these statements by the Respondent. I am advised and do 

verily believe that I have more than proven my case that the registration of the 

“COLADA” mark is invalid and I refer to all the content in my 4th affidavit to 

support that contention. 

70. For the avoidance of doubt, the Respondent was not the only consultant that we 

had worked with. The Respondent was merely one of our consultants and he was 

never involved in the development of the logo at any time. 

71. I shall leave it to my solicitors to make the appropriate submissions at the hearing 

because I have already set out the Applicant’s position and do not wish to 

belabour the point. 

 

Reply to paragraphs 100 to 103 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

72. In respect of this, I wish to state that it was the Respondent who has cast the first 

volley by causing Facebook to shut down the Colada Facebook page which was 
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intentioned to hurt our business goodwill and affect the Colada Latin Dance 

Congress 2018. This was why our clients/fans had responded so strongly. 

73. I also wish to state that the Respondent has in fact been the most vocal of all and

he has also retaliated against these innocent third parties in a most egregious way,

like lodging complaints to their employers/place of business etc.

Reply to paragraphs 104 to 111 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

74. At this juncture, I wish to say that it is already apparent from the Respondent’s

affidavit what his motivations are. It is clear that of the reasons why he had

registered the “COLADA” mark was to attempt to force me to pay him monies

that he is not entitled to, in particular the USD2 million which he is claiming as

“compensatory” damages in his letter of demand.

75. As I had stated, I had already set out all the necessary material in my previous

affidavits. Whatever in these paragraphs pertain to law, I shall leave it to my

solicitors to make the appropriate submissions on the content I have deposed thus

far.

Reply to paragraphs 112 to 117 of the 1st Affidavit of Roland Guenou 

76. Finally, as the application to set aside my injunction has been withdrawn, I shall

not deign to respond to this section, save to say that the Respondent had continued

to make statements and remarks online. As the Respondent is out of jurisdiction, it

is imperative that I carry on and invalidate the registration of the trademark first.
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