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Competition Bites – ASEAN & Beyond  

Introduction 
 
Hello all!  
 
We are now into the second quarter of 2016. This quarter has been a busy one, particularly for the 
Competition Commission of Singapore (“CCS”). In the first quarter of 2016 alone, the CCS issued both an 
Infringement Decision and a Proposed Infringement Decision. In contrast, the CCS only issued one 
Proposed Infringement Decision in the whole of 2015. In addition, the CCS is conducting a number of 
investigations which, for now, remain confidential. Rajah & Tann is involved in various of these matters.  
 
This Update will discuss the decisions issued by the CCS and more. As with our last update, this is written 
in an easy to understand manner, with basic facts and holdings provided. The aim, as always, is so that 
businesses keep in mind the decisions and manage their business practices and / or dealings, to avoid 
competition problems. As the saying goes, it is never too late to change.  
 
Separately, we are hosting our annual ASEAN Competition Seminar in Kuala Lumpur on 13 April 2016. 
This year’s seminar is entitled ‘Competition & Antitrust:  A Practical View of ASEAN’s Competition Laws’, 
and it brings together regulators from Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore, as well as experienced 
practitioners from Rajah & Tann Asia network’s members across ASEAN to share their views and 
thoughts on developments in the region. As always, the session will be practical. If you are interested, 
please register through http://events.rajahtann.com.  
 

ASEAN 
 

SINGAPORE 
 
CCS Issues Proposed Infringement Decision against 13 Fresh Chicken Distributors  
 
On 8 March 2016, the Competition Commission of Singapore (“CCS”) issued a proposed infringement 
decision against 13 fresh chicken distributors in Singapore for allegedly entering into anti-competitive 
agreements in the market for the supply of fresh chicken products in Singapore.  
 
CCS commenced its investigations after receiving a complaint on the potential anti-competitive conduct 
in the fresh chicken distribution market. The interesting thing is that the complaint came from an ex-
employee of one of the parties. Following its investigations, CCS has provisionally found that from 2007 
to 2014, the parties had entered into agreements to coordinate the price increases of fresh chicken 
products sold in Singapore, as well as agreements not to compete for each other’s customers. According to 
the CCS, the alleged agreements led to a reduction in the consumer choice and a less competitive 
landscape. The parties will have 6 weeks to submit representations to CCS, and it will then be for CCS to 
make its final decision.  
 
In addition to Singapore, the chicken market is also currently being investigated in Indonesia. It is also 
worth noting that the Malaysia Competition Commission (“MyCC”) had in 2014 conducted a market 
review on the broiler market in Malaysia. 
 
Final Infringement Decision Issued by CCS against 10 Financial Advisory Companies 
 
The CCS issued its infringement decision on 17 March 2016 against 10 financial advisory companies for 
being parties to an anti-competitive agreement in violation of Section 34 of the Competition Act. This 
finalises its proposed infringement decision issued on 28 May 2015, and is the first infringement decision 
in Singapore relating to an agreement between competitors to prevent a new entrant from entering the 
market. Another interesting aspect of this decision is the CCS’ interpretation of the European Court Case -   
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Groupement des Cartes Bancaires (CB). In particular, whilst the Court clearly stated there that the 
concept of restriction of competition by ‘object’ must be interpreted ‘restrictively’, the CCS took the 
opposite view in its decision to state that ' the principle that the categories of restrictions by object are not 
closed has been similarly affirmed in Groupement des Cartes Bancaires' case.   
 
CCS found that the parties had pressured a new entrant into the market, who was also a business partner 
of the financial advisers, into withdrawing its offer of a 50% commission rebate on life insurance 
products. This allegedly resulted in a restriction of competition in the market for the distribution of the 
relevant life insurance products. For infringing the prohibition against anti-competitive agreement, a 
total combined penalty of SGD 909,302 was imposed on the parties. It remains to be seen whether the 
infringing companies will appeal against this decision.  
 
Interim Findings on Retail Petrol Market Study Released by CCS 
 
In order to study the factors affecting the movement of retail petrol prices in Singapore, CCS commenced 
a retail petrol market study in 2015.  
 
The interim finding of the CCS was published on 23 February 2016. Importantly, the CCS had found that, 
in making their pricing decisions for retail petrol, petrol companies referred to Mean of Platts Singapore 
(“MOPS”) prices, and not crude oil prices. Increases and decreases in MOPS prices were passed-through 
to consumers. Apart from MOPS prices, other components of retail petrol prices included operating costs, 
taxes and duties, land costs, discounts and rebates. Based on the information gathered, CCS concluded 
that there was no evidence to suggest any collusion in petrol pricing in Singapore.  
 
CCS now intends to conduct a consumer survey on petrol demand in Singapore, and the final retail petrol 
market study will be published once these survey results have been analysed.   
 

INDONESIA 
 
Continued Focus on Food Industry by the KPPU? 
 
In the first quarter of 2016, Indonesia’s Commission for the Supervision of Business Competition 
(“KPPU”) has actively continued its enforcement and investigation efforts in the food industry. For 
example, KPPU has identified at least 12 companies allegedly involved in cartel practices in the chicken 
market, and has reportedly commenced proceedings against them. The chicken suppliers had allegedly 
controlled chicken prices in the market through, among other things, the restriction of supply by 
terminating their parent stock.  
 
In addition, court proceedings in respect of KPPU’s beef cartel investigations are still on-going, with no 
decision published on this yet.  
 

MALAYSIA 
 
MAS / AirAsia Decision Overturned on Appeal 
 
4 February 2016 will go down as a landmark date in Malaysia’s competition law history, as it marks the 
first successful appeal to the Competition Appeal Tribunal (“CAT”) against a decision by the MyCC.  
 
By way of background, on 31 January 2014, MyCC issued its infringement decision against Malaysian 
Airlines and AirAsia. In its decision, the MyCC held that the parties had infringed the Competition Act 
2010 by entering into a Collaboration Agreement, which had the anti-competitive object of sharing the air 
transport sector market in Malaysia. Pursuant to this, MyCC imposed financial penalties of RM 10 million 
on each of the parties.  
 
On 4 February 2016, the CAT overturned the MyCC’s infringement decision and set aside the penalties 
imposed against Malaysian Airlines and AirAsia. The CAT reached this conclusion on the basis that upon 
a proper interpretation of the Collaboration Agreement, there was no evidence of any anti-competitive 
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object. Furthermore, the CAT held that the agreement was a conditional one which was never actually 
implemented. 
 
By way of comparison, in Singapore, there have, to date, been 12 appeals to Singapore’s Competition 
Appeal Board (“CAB”), but no decision made by the CCS on liability has ever been overturned.  The CAB 
has in several decisions reduced the financial penalty payable though. 
 

PHILIPPINES 
 
Formation of Philippines Competition Commission 
 
On 24 January 2016, it was announced that Mr Arsenio Balisacan, Director-General of the Philippine 
National Economic and Development Authority, had been appointed as the head of the Philippines 
Competition Commission (“PCC”). In addition to Mr Balisacan, 4 other commissioners were appointed - 
Stella Alabastro-Quimbo, Johannes Bernabe, Elcid Butuyan and Menardo Guevarra.  
 
The formation of the PCC marks the start of the implementation of Philippines’ Competition Act.  
 

Rest of Asia-Pacific 
 

AUSTRALIA 
 
“Effects Test” for Misuse of Market Power 
 
As part of its review of the recommendations of the Competition Policy Review Final Report, the Federal 
Government announced on 16 March 2016 that it will adopt the recommendation to replace the current 
“purpose test” with the “effects test” when determining whether there has been an abuse of market power. 
This brings the Australian position more in line with the approach that many other regulators globally, 
including the EC, the US, and Singapore take. 
 
The current “purpose test” approach sets a high threshold for the finding of an abuse of market power. If 
a company with substantial market power took advantage of its power, but had a legitimate business 
reason for its behaviour, it would not be said to have abused its market power. Under the new “effects 
test” approach, a finding of abuse will be made if a business that has substantive market power does 
something that has the effect, or is likely to have the effect, of the substantial lessening of competition in 
that market. 

 
Federal Court Finds No Infringement by Trade Body 
 
In a cartel investigation by the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (“ACCC”) involving a 
trade body, the Australian Egg Corporation Limited, the Federal Court of Australia in February 2016 held 
that there had been insufficient evidence for a finding of cartel behaviour. This is despite the court 
accepting ACCC’s findings that the trade body had organised a “crisis” meeting of the 25 largest egg 
producers in 2012 to address the issue of an oversupply of eggs to the market that year. In this meeting, 
the court accepted that information was shared amongst the producers and there was even evidence that 
the trade body had encouraged the egg producers to reduce supply in general. However, the court 
ultimately found that this was not sufficient to lead to a finding that the trade body had induced cartel 
action. In coming this decision, the court found several factors to be relevant considerations: the 
extremely competitive nature of the egg industry, the fact that the Australian Egg Corporation Limited 
had nothing to gain itself from the lowering of supply, and there had been no single clearly stated 
arrangement but instead a presentation of several options to the producers at the meeting.  
 
This case is nevertheless a reminder for trade bodies to be mindful not to act as a facilitator for collective 
action for its industry members. The trade body may cause information to be shared, and even encourage 
or guide its members on how to be profitable or lower losses, but it must not be seen to be directing its 
members towards a collective course of action. 
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CHINA 
 
National Development and Reform Commission (“NDRC”) Fines Chinese Companies in the 
Pharmaceutical Industry for Price Fixing 
 
In late January 2016, the NDRC issued its decision against 5 Chinese pharmaceutical companies for 
engaging in price fixing conduct and other conduct which amounted to abuses of dominance. The 5 
companies were fined between 5 to 8 per cent of their 2012 sales revenue in the relevant markets, 
totalling 4 million yuan in aggregate.  
 
This is the first decision by the NDRC against Chinese pharmaceutical companies and it comes in the 
wake of China’s announcement last year that it was stepping up its monitoring of the pharmaceutical 
industry as it moves towards a more market-based pricing regime. This decision is also notable as it 
appears that the regulator has adopted a narrow approach to market definition in the pharmaceutical 
industry by using the individual active pharmaceutical ingredient, allopurinol, to define the market. It is 
possible that a similar approach will also be taken within the ASEAN countries.  
 
Draft of Newly Amended Anti-Unfair Competition Law Released for Public Comment 
 
On 25 February 2016, the State Council Legislative Affairs Office published a draft of the amended Anti-
Unfair Competition Law (“AUCL”). The AUCL was first enacted in 1993 and many of its competition law 
provisions have since been duplicated or superseded by the Anti-Monopoly Law (“AML”). This draft 
amendment seeks to harmonise China’s competition law by removing the AUCL provisions which overlap 
with the AML. In its remaining provisions, the draft amended AUCL introduces the concept of “relatively 
advantageous position”, which covers businesses which are not yet dominant but which are large or 
significant enough that its trading partners would have difficulties switching to a competitor. The 
deadline for public comments closed on 25 March 2016 and we expect the draft to be reviewed at least 
once before it is submitted for approval. If passed, it will raise interesting issues of when an entity is not 
dominant but can still have an anti-competitive effect on the market.  
 

HONG KONG 
 
High Court Quashes Fines Imposed on Television Broadcaster 
 
On 29 January 2016, the High Court of Hong Kong quashed a HK$900,000 financial penalty imposed by 
the Communications Authority (“CA”) on one of Hong Kong’s largest television broadcasters, Television 
Broadcasts Limited (“TVB”).  
 
The financial penalty was imposed on TVB after it was found by the CA to have abused its dominance in 
the market by imposing exclusivity arrangements and restrictions on its artists from, inter alia, working 
with its competitors, thereby contravening the Broadcasting Ordinance of Hong Kong. In its judgment, 
the High Court held that, in light of the CA’s other concurrent statutory functions and policy objectives, 
which conflicted with its role as an investigatory body, the CA could not “satisfy the requirement of an 
independent and impartial tribunal” for the purpose of this case and thus the determination of 
infringement had to be quashed. The High Court also held that the financial penalty imposed was 
disproportionate as the CA did not take into account the fact that TVB had voluntarily removed some of 
the restrictions in subsequent contracts with the artists. 
 
Hong Kong Competition Commission Publishes Latest Set of FAQs 
 
On 26 February 2016, the Hong Kong Competition Commission (“HKCC”) announced that the latest set 
of frequently asked questions (“FAQs”) were available on their website. These FAQs are intended to 
provide guidance and to help businesses to comply with the Hong Kong Competition Ordinance, which 
came into full effect on 14 December 2015.  
 
The FAQs provide explanations and responses to common questions on competition law, and address a 
large number of competition law issues, such as the concepts of predatory pricing, retail price 
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maintenance, exclusivity and the exchange of information. It was also reported that since the Competition 
Ordinance came into full effect, the HKCC has responded to approximately 750 enquiries and complaints. 
 

INDIA 
 
Competition Commission of India Revises Merger Control Regulations 
 
The Competition Commission of India (“CCI”) has revised the CCI (Procedure in regard to the 
transaction of business relating to combinations) Regulations 2011 (“Merger Regulations”). The 
changes came into effect on 8 January 2016. The new Merger Regulations aim to make the merger 
notification regime in India easier for businesses to adhere to. For example, prior to the amendments, the 
merger regulations in India mandated that the parties notify the merger within 30 days of the agreement 
or any “other documents”, which included the communication of an intended acquisition to a statutory 
authority. This has since been amended to mean only a public announcement made under the Indian 
Takeover Code. 
 
The new Merger Regulations also states that the CCI will publish on its website a summary of each merger 
it is reviewing. This will provide third parties more transparency to check for deals it may have an interest 
in. 
 

JAPAN 
 
Japan Concludes Enhanced Cooperation Agreement with European Competition 
Commission 

 
The Japan Fair Trade Commission (“JFTC”) announced on 15 March 2016 that it had concluded an 
enhanced version of its longstanding Cooperation Agreement with the European Commission (the 
“Commission”). The new Agreement builds upon the JFTC’s successful conclusion of a similar 
agreement with the Australian authorities in April last year, enabling the JFTC to share confidential 
antitrust evidence with the Commission without first obtaining a waiver, thereby boosting the abilities of 
both the JFTC and the Commission to tackle international cartels. 
 

SOUTH KOREA 
 
Banks Penalised by Korean Regulator for Forex Market Violations 
 
On 16 March 2016, the Korean Fair Trade Commission (“KFTC”) released its decision to levy a combined 
fine of Korean Won 59 million on HSBC and Deutsche Bank after finding the banks guilty of antitrust 
violations. The 2 banks had allegedly colluded in a series of foreign exchange transactions with an 
unnamed manufacturing company by utilising online chats to rig the swap bid prices being offered to that 
company. The banks would rig their quotes to ensure that each bank took turns to win the swap bids. The 
KFTC found that such collusion had taken place over a period of 1 year, and accordingly charged the 
banks with hindering fair competition in the market.  
 

TAIWAN 
 
Fair Trade Commission Scuttles ASE Takeover Bid 
 
A recent high-profile hostile takeover attempt by Advanced Semiconductor Engineering (“ASE”), the 
world’s largest chip assembler, of Siliconware Precision Industries Co. was derailed on 16 March 2016, 
when a failure by the Taiwanese Fair Trade Commission (“TFTC”) to reach a verdict on whether it would 
consent to the bid meant that ASE’s tender offer lapsed. The TFTC had held a review meeting to 
deliberate on ASE’s acquisition bid, but were unable to come to a satisfactory conclusion on multiple 
issues, such as product differentiation, market differentiation, restraint on competition, overall economic 
interest and technological innovation. ASE has not made a decision whether it would have another go at 
the acquisition as yet, but the TFTC has announced that it would nevertheless continue to review the 
proposed deal. 
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EUROPE 
 
EC Fines Japanese Car Parts Producers EUROS 137, 789,000 in Cartel Settlement 

 
On 27 January 2016, the European Competition Commission (“EC”) issued a summary decision, 
imposing fines of 137,789,000 Euros on Mitsubishi Electric Corporation, Hitachi, Ltd. and Hitachi 
Automotive Systems, Ltd. for participating in a cartel for alternators and starters with another firm, 
Denso Corporation (“Denso”), in breach of EU antitrust rules. Denso was granted full immunity from 
fines as it benefited from its leniency application. According to the EC, for a period of more than 5 years, 
the 3 Japanese car parts manufacturers engaged in price coordination, customer or project allocation and 
exchange of commercially sensitive information in relation to the supply of alternators and starters for 
passenger cars in the European Economic Area ("EEA"). Importantly, the anticompetitive contacts and 
discussions had taken place mainly in Japan, but this fell within the jurisdiction of the EC as the cartel 
affected European customers as alternators and starters were sold directly to car manufacturers in the 
EEA. 
 
This further reinforces the course of action taken by a number of competition regulators worldwide that 
an agreement need not be concluded in a particular jurisdiction to have effect in that jurisdiction. A 
similar approach is taken in Singapore and the regional countries.  

 
McDonald's Faces Competition Complaint in Relation to Its Franchise System in Europe 
 
On 11 January 2016, a coalition of Italian consumer organisations, with backing from European and U.S. 
trade unions, filed a formal complaint with the EC urging it to “take action against the unlawful and 
restrictive contracts McDonald's imposes on its franchisees, which negatively affect consumer choice, 
pricing, and quality of service and food across Europe”. The consumer organisations have claimed that 
McDonald’s has abused its dominant market position by preventing franchisees from switching to 
competitors as they are required to sign longer-than-average contracts, as well as lease McDonald's 
premises at above market rates. They have claimed that such restrictions led to poorer consumer choice 
and higher prices in franchise stores as opposed to those owned directly by the company. The EC is 
studying the submission, and may launch investigations. 
 
The Use of Online Platforms and Competition Compliance Issues 

 
On 21 January 2016, the European Court of Justice (“ECJ”) ruled on a case referred from the Supreme 
Administrative Court of Lithuania, which was considering an appeal from the Lithuanian competition 
authority concerning the use of an online platform to facilitate illegal collusion. The operator of an online 
travel booking system, Eturas UAB (“Eturas”), had notified travel agencies which were participating in 
the online system through an electronic message that discounts on products sold through the online 
booking system would be capped. Further, Eturas had technically adapted the system so as to implement 
this cap.  
 
The ECJ reviewed the case and held that travel agents which were aware or should have been aware of the 
contents of the message could be presumed to have participated in a concerted practice, unless they had 
publicly distanced themselves from the message, objected to the contents of the message, or adduced 
other evidence to rebut the presumption, e.g. systematic application of a discount exceeding the cap. This 
decision highlights the strict approach under competition law in the EU towards contact between 
competitors even if this was facilitated by a third party online platform, and companies should be mindful 
of situations in which this risk may arise. This is also the position in ASEAN.  
 

  



 
 
 
CLIENT UPDATE 
2016 APRIL 

REGIONAL COMPETITION 

 

 
© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 7 

UNITED KINGDOM 
  
GlaxoSmithKline Fined £38m for Anti-Competitive Conduct - One of the Biggest Fines in 
UK Competition Law History 
 
In another decision on the pharmaceutical industry, on 12 February 2016, the Competition and Markets 
Authority (“CMA”) issued an infringement decision relating to the supply of an anti-depressant drug, 
paroxetine, and imposed fines on pharmaceutical companies totalling £45 million. In 2001, a number of 
pharmaceutical companies took steps to enter the UK market for paroxetine with a generic version. 
However, GlaxoSmithKline (“GSK”) held certain patents in relation to paroxetine, and had its own brand 
of paroxetine, ‘Seroxat’, which was one of GSK’s best-selling medicines. GSK commenced litigation 
alleging that the generic products would infringe its patents. Before legal proceedings went to trial, 
Generics (UK) Limited and Alpharma Limited each entered into agreements with GSK, which included 
terms prohibiting their independent entry into the UK paroxetine market. The CMA found that the 
conduct and agreements in relation to the supply of paroxetine effectively delayed the potential entry of 
generic competitors into the UK market for paroxetine, and infringed the competition law prohibition on 
anti-competitive agreements as well as on abuse of a dominant position. 
 

Other Jurisdictions  
 

CANADA 
 
Competition Tribunal Denies Audatex Leave to Commence Private Action 
 
On 4 January 2016, Audatex Canada ULC (“Audatex”) joined a long list of past applicants who have 
failed to obtain leave from Canada’s Competition Tribunal (the “Tribunal”) to commence a private 
action under the “refusal to deal” provision of the Canadian Competition Act. If Audatex had been 
successful in its application, it would have been able to commence a private civil action to compel 
CarProof Corporation, Trader Corporation, and Marktplaats BV, to supply it with automobile listings data 
on usual trading terms. However, the Tribunal ruled that that Audatex had not been able to provide 
sufficient cogent and credible evidence that it had been directly and substantially affected in its business 
by the refusal to deal on the part of its suppliers. 
 

UNITED STATES 
 
Omron Automotive Electronics Co. Ltd. Fined for Bid Rigging on Power Window Switches 
 
On 17 March 2016, Omron Automotive Electronics Co. Ltd (“OAE”) entered into a plea agreement 
(subject to approval from the court) to pay a USD 4.55 million criminal fine for bid-rigging on power 
window switches installed in Honda Civics sold to US consumers. OAE, which is based in Komaki, Japan, 
and another manufacturer conspired from 2003 to 2013 to rig bids on power window switches sold to 
Honda Motor Co Ltd (“Honda”), including Honda’s US subsidiaries and affiliates.  
 
This was part of ongoing investigation by the DOJ’s Antitrust Division, and to date, 39 companies and 58 
executives (including OAE) had been charged and had agreed to pay more than US$2.6 billion in criminal 
fines in total.   
 
Former CEO Charged with Conspiracy Not to Compete for Oil and Natural Gas Leases 
 
On 1 March 2016, Aubrey K. McClendon was charged for orchestrating a conspiracy to rig bids for the 
purchase of oil and natural gas leases, while he was serving as the Chief Executive Officer of a large oil 
and gas company. The DOJ alleged that from December 2007 to March 2012, McClendon caused 2 large 
oil and gas companies to enter into an anti-competitive agreement to not bid against each other for the 
purchase of certain oil and natural gas leases. Rather than compete fairly for the said leases, the 
companies would, prior to the bidding process, decide on the winning bidder. The winning bidder would 
in turn allocate an interest in the leases to the other company involved in the conspiracy.  In order to 
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execute this agreement, McClendon instructed his subordinates to, amongst other things, withdraw bids 
for certain leases and agree on the allocation of interests in the leases between the two companies. 
 
This case is important in that it highlights the fact that in a number of countries, the breaches of antitrust 
laws do not only implicate corporates but the officers of such companies may be similarly implicated.  
 

CONCLUSION 
 
The snap-shot provided in this update provides you with an update of some of the key cases occurring in 
the first quarter of 2016. There are similar cases in other jurisdictions which one should continue to be 
aware of and where similar principles are applied. Companies are, therefore, well-advised to continue to 
keep abreast of these key developments to avoid infringing the relevant laws of each country.   
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For more information on issues arising in specific countries, please contact the persons above. For 
issues arising in a country not listed above, please feel free to contact the Singapore team in the first 
instance or email competitionlaw@rajahtann.com. 
 
Please feel free to also contact Knowledge and Risk Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com. 
 
 
 
ASEAN Economic Community Portal 
 
With the launch of the ASEAN Economic Community (“AEC”) in December 2015, businesses looking to tap the 
opportunities presented by the integrated markets of the AEC can now get help a click away. Rajah & Tann Asia, 
United Overseas Bank and RSM Chio Lim Stone Forest, have teamed up to launch “Business in ASEAN”, a portal that 
provides companies with a single platform that helps businesses navigate the complexities of setting up operations in 
ASEAN. 
 
By tapping into the professional knowledge and resources of the three organisations through this portal, small- and 
medium-sized enterprises across the 10-member economic grouping can equip themselves with the tools and know-
how to navigate ASEAN’s business landscape. Of particular interest to businesses is the "Ask a Question" feature of 
the portal which enables companies to pose questions to the three organisations which have an extensive network in 
the region. The portal can be accessed at http://www.businessinasean.com/. 

mailto:mailto:competitionlaw@rajahtann.com
mailto:eOASIS@rajahtann.com
http://www.businessinasean.com/
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Our regional presence 

 
 

Our regional contacts 
RAJAH & TANN  Singapore RAJAH & TANN REPRESENTATIVE OFFICE China 

  

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

9 Battery Road #25-01 

Straits Trading Building 

Singapore 049910 

T  +65 6535 3600  F  +65 6225 9630 

sg.rajahtannasia.com 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

Shanghai Representative Office 

Unit 1905-1906, Shui On Plaza, 333 Huai Hai Middle Road 

Shanghai 200021, People's Republic of China 

T  +86 21 6120 8818   F  +86 21 6120 8820 

cn.rajahtannasia.com 

  

R&T SOK & HENG  Cambodia RAJAH & TANN NK LEGAL Myanmar 

  

R&T Sok & Heng Law Office 

Vattanac Capital Office Tower, Level 17, No. 66 

Preah Monivong Boulevard, Sangkat Wat Phnom 

Khan Daun Penh, 12202 Phnom Penh, Cambodia 

T  +855 23 963 112 / 113   F  +855 963 116 

kh.rajahtannasia.com 

*in association with Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

Rajah & Tann NK Legal Myanmar Company Limited 

Unit 08, Level 7, HAGL Myanmar Centre, 

192 Kaba Aye Pagoda Road, Bahan Township, 

Yangon, Myanmar 

T  +95 9 73040763 / +95 1 657902 / +95 1 657903 

F  +95 1 9665537 

mm.rajahtannasia.com 
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Assegaf Hamzah & Partners 

 

Jakarta Office 

Menara Rajawali 16th Floor 

Jalan DR. Ide Anak Agung Gde Agung Lot #5.1 

Kawasan Mega Kuningan, Jakarta 12950, Indonesia 

T  +62 21 2555 7800   F  +62 21 2555 7899 

www.ahp.co.id 

Rajah & Tann (Thailand) Limited 

973 President Tower, 12th Floor, Units 12A-12F 
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