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Competition Bites – South-East Asia & 
Beyond 

Introduction 
 

Welcome to the latest edition of our quarterly regional competition update!  

 

The third quarter of 2017 saw an emphasis on competition law issues in the e-commerce and technology sectors 

in various jurisdictions, with the Competition Commission of Singapore launching its E-Commerce and Competition 

Policy in ASEAN handbook, the Philippines Competition Commission clearing a merger in the electronic money 

sector, the Competition Bureau of Canada releasing a white paper on big data, and the enforcement against price-

fixing by e-commerce companies in the United States.  

 

New sets of regulations are also scheduled to come into force. In particular, the new Thailand Trade Competition 

Act is scheduled to take effect in October 2017, which introduces, amongst others, a new dual merger control 

system allowing companies to obtain pre-merger approvals and mandating post-merger notifications for mergers 

leading to a significant reduction in competition.  

 

This Update will provide short and easy to read write-ups on these developments, as well as other important legal 

developments across a number of key jurisdictions that took place in the last quarter. Businesses are advised to 

keep in mind the issues highlighted in this Update as they go about their operations, and ensure that compliance 

with competition laws remains a critical part of operations.  

 

ASEAN 
 

SINGAPORE 

 

CCS Conditionally Clears Times Publishing Limited’s Acquisition of Penguin Group 

 

On 25 September 2017, the Competition Commission of Singapore (“CCS”) conditionally cleared a proposed 

acquisition by Times Publishing Limited (“TPL”) of Penguin Random House Pte. Ltd. and Penguin Books Malaysia 

Sdn. Bhd. (collectively, “Targets”). As part of the proposed acquisition, the Targets will also enter into an exclusive 

distribution agreement with a group of publishers (namely, Penguin Books Limited, The Random House Group 

Limited, Dorling Kindersley Limited and Penguin Random House LLC) (“Publishers”), for the merged entity to 

exclusively distribute the Publishers’ books to book retailers in Singapore, Malaysia and Brunei.  

 

The parties had previously notified the CCS of the proposed acquisition on 18 January 2017, but the CCS raised 

certain competition concerns after it completed a Phase 1 review in March 2017. In particular, the CCS was 

concerned that the exclusive distribution agreement between the Targets and the Publishers would give the merged 

entity the ability to favour its own downstream retailer (i.e. Times The Bookstores), and give the merged entity a 

greater incentive and ability to discriminate or restrict supply of the Publishers’ titles to other retailers.  

 

https://www.linkedin.com/company/rajah-&-tann
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Times Publishing Limited has given commitments to the CCS to supply third-party retailers the full range of the 

Publishers’ books on a fair, reasonable and non-discriminatory (“FRAND”) basis, during the term of the exclusive 

distribution agreement, to address the CCS’ concerns. It has also agreed to offer the same distributor recommended 

retail prices to all retailers, and to give discounts to retailers on a FRAND basis, based on a set of objective discount 

criteria. The CCS has cleared the proposed acquisition on the condition that these conditions are implemented and 

complied with.   

 

CCS Consults on the Proposed Poultry Slaughtering Hub Joint Venture 

 

The CCS is currently inviting public comment on the Proposed Joint Venture between several fresh chicken 

products distributors (the “Applicants”). The parties intend to establish a joint venture company, Singapore Poultry 

Hub Pte. Ltd. (“SPH”), which will undertake slaughtering services on behalf of each Applicant, and have applied to 

the CCS for a decision that the Proposed Joint Venture will not infringe section 34 of Singapore’s Competition Act 

(Cap. 50B), which prohibits agreements between undertakings, decisions by association of undertakings or 

concerted practices which have as their object or effect the prevention, restriction or distortion of competition within 

Singapore. The Applicants take the view that the Proposed Joint Venture will lead to economic efficiencies in the 

form of greater economies of scale in relation to the slaughtering of poultry in Singapore. 

 

In this regard, the CCS is seeking feedback in relation to (i) the current and future demand and supply conditions 

of poultry slaughtering services; (ii) the current level of competition in the markets of the overall poultry supply chain 

in Singapore and the impact the Proposed Joint Venture will have on those markets; and (iii) the likelihood of the 

economic benefits and efficiencies claimed by the Applicants.  

 

Singapore Launches Handbook on E-Commerce and Competition Policy in ASEAN 

 

On 16 August 2017, the CCS launched a handbook on e-commerce and competition policy in ASEAN which was 

commissioned by the CCS, with supporting questionnaire responses on the ASEAN e-commerce scene from 

various ASEAN competition authorities. The handbook identifies the disruptive effects that the rapid growth of e-

commerce has on the conventional competition dynamics of various markets and provides guidance to companies 

and competition authorities in responding to novel competition issues. For instance, traditional approaches in 

defining relevant markets may no longer be applicable as many multi-sided online markets have emerged as a 

result of the growth in e-commerce. In response to this, market definition assessments for multi-sided markets may 

require the consideration of the total price charged to all sides of the market, as opposed to merely considering the 

price charged to each side in isolation.  

 

As noted by Minister of Trade, Mr. Lim Hng Kiang, the handbook aims to provide guidance and support in 

competition policy and law to businesses engaged in e-commerce across ASEAN so as to foster an e-level playing 

field for businesses, particularly those operating across borders. Businesses, especially those operating in 

industries disrupted by e-commerce, should therefore pay close attention to this handbook.    

 

CCS-SAL Competition Law Conference: Dealing with Disruptive Innovation and Big Data in the 

New Economy 

 

The CCS-SAL Competition Law Conference, jointly organised by the CCS and the Singapore Academy of Law 

(“SAL”), was held on 16 August 2017. This year, the conference was themed “New Approaches For A New 

Economy”.  



 
 

Client Update 
2017 October 

 
 
Regional Competition 

 
 

© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP | 3 

 

Mr. Lim Hng Kiang, Minister for Trade and Industry, highlighted in his keynote address that a big challenge currently 

facing competition authorities is finding ways to ensure that the regulatory frameworks and models remain effective 

and relevant, given the rapid advancement of technology and the emergence of big data. Given that businesses 

may adopt new market strategies to foreclose competition (e.g. by monopolising data to drive out competitors), it 

becomes important for competition authorities to give greater weight to special market characteristics such as 

network effects, access to data and substitutability of data. CCS Chairman, Mr. Aubeck Kam, also observed that it 

may be a matter of time before the CCS started relying on datasets of a merged entity instead of market shares, 

when assessing mergers.  

 

The CCS also shared key findings from its research paper on the Singapore data landscape, which explored the 

implications of the proliferation of data analytics and sharing on competition law and policy. While it was concluded 

that the existing framework was sufficiently flexible to adapt to the changing competition landscape, the CCS will 

monitor new developments and respond appropriately. As such, the Personal Data Protection Commission 

(“PDPC”) and the CCS will be jointly exploring competition issues relating to data portability alongside a PDPC 

study of the benefits and risks in the increased use of algorithms in profiling and automated decision-making in 

Singapore. 

 

The speeches indicate the approach that the CCS will be adopting in response to technological developments. This 

is important as there is a need to foster a business environment that balances promoting innovation by companies 

and ensuring that there is a level playing field for all.  

 

Competition Appeal Board Upholds Financial Penalty Imposed by CCS and Dismisses Appeal 

by Financial Adviser 

 

On 29 June 2017, the Singapore Competition Appeal Board (“CAB”) published its decision on an appeal made by 

IPP Financial Advisers Pte Ltd (“IPP”) seeking a substantial reduction in the financial penalty imposed by the CCS. 

The CAB dismissed the appeal and ordered IPP to pay the original financial penalty of S$239,851 imposed by the 

CCS, together with interest and costs. More information on this decision can be found in our previous Update issued 

earlier in August 2017. 

 

BRUNEI 

 

Establishment of Competition Commission of Brunei Darussalam  

 

The Competition Commission of Brunei Darussalam (the “Brunei Competition Commission”) was established 

with effect from 1 August 2017, with Yang Mulia Dato Paduka Eddie bin Data Paduka Haji Sunny being appointed 

as the Chairman of the Brunei Competition Commission, together with six other members.  

 

The announcement made on 3 August 2017 also highlighted the following: 

 

(a) the enforcement of the Competition Order 2015 (the “Brunei Competition Order”) will be in phases, 

beginning with the prohibition on anti-competitive agreements and conduct; and  

 

http://eoasis.rajahtann.com/eoasis/lu/pdf/2017-08_CAB-Upholds-Fin-Penalty-Imposed-IPP.pdf
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(b) a transitional period will be in place before the enforcement of the Brunei Competition Order, although the 

exact duration of this transitional period has yet to be announced. This will allow companies to review their 

current business practices and ensure compliance with the competition rules.  

 

These developments reflect the Brunei Government’s efforts in establishing a comprehensive competition law 

regime. Businesses should therefore start familiarising themselves with the competition laws and rules, and amend 

their business practices or renegotiate agreements if necessary. 

 

INDONESIA 

 

Indonesia Port Construction Companies Fined for Collusive Tendering   

 

On 15 September 2017, Indonesia’s Business Competition Supervisory Commission (“KPPU”) imposed a fine 

totalling IDR 3.8 billion (approx. SGD 0.4 million) on three construction companies for engaging in collusive 

tendering for a port construction project by agreeing on who would be the winner of the tender. In addition to the 

fine, all three companies were banned from participating in any government tenders for a period of two years.  

 

Indonesian Antitrust Regulator Fines Nine Contractors for Collusion in Road Tender 

 

On 28 August 2017, nine contractors were fined a total of IDR 10 billion (approx. SGD 1 million) by the KPPU for 

colluding in a public road tender. The KPPU’s investigations revealed that the various bids submitted by the 

contractors were identical, including the typographical errors in their documents.  

 

PHILIPPINES 

 

PCC Clears Acquisition by Alipay Singapore Holding Pte Ltd of Shares in Globe Fintech 

Innovations, Inc. 

 

On 23 August 2017, the Philippine Competition Commission (“PCC”) cleared Alipay Singapore Holding Pte Ltd’s 

acquisition of a 45% stake in Goble Fintech Innovations, Inc. This decision was reached after a Phase 2 review, in 

which the PCC assessed the impact digital financial services had on the non-bank electronic money market. In its 

decision, the PCC concluded that the merged entity will have neither an increased ability nor an incentive to engage 

in anti-competitive conduct. Moreover, anti-competitive foreclosure is unlikely since sufficient competitive 

constraints exists post-acquisition. Such constraints include other payment options and entry by potential 

competitors due to the evolving nature of the market.  

 

This clearance is in the e-money sector and was one of the four transactions that proceeded to a Phase 2 review 

since the PCC’s inception in January 2016.  

 

End of the Philippine Competition Act’s Transitional Period 

 

The transitional period provided by the Philippine Competition Act (“PCA”) ended on 8 August 2017, as announced 

by PCC Chairman Arsenio M. Balisacan in his keynote speech during the Press Briefing on the End of Transitional 

Period of the PCA. In addition, Chairman Balisacan identified a number of sectors that the PCC will be focusing on: 
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agriculture, manufacturing, electricity, telecommunications, transportation and logistics. The PCC has also received 

several queries and complaints, and is currently reviewing allegations of cartels in the garlic and cement industries.  

 

If undertakings are found to violate the PCA, they may be fined up to PHP 100 million (approx. SGD 2.6 million) for 

the first offence, and up to PHP 250 million (approx. SGD 6.6 million) for the second offence. Directors and/or 

officials involved in the infringement may also be imprisoned for up to seven years. 

 

THAILAND 

 

New Trade Competition Act to Take Effect in October 2017 

 
On 7 July 2017, Thailand’s new Trade Competition Act B.E. 2560 of 2017 was published in the Government Gazette 

(the “2017 Act”) and comes into force on 5 October 2017. It entirely repeals the previous Trade Competition Act 

B.E. 2542 of 1999 (the “Previous Act”) and introduces several substantial changes, which include: 

 

(a) the Office of Trade Competition Commission (“OTCC”) to acquire an independent status separate from 

the government, with its own budget; 

 

(b) unlike the Previous Act, under which state enterprises are completely exempted, state enterprises are now 

exempted from the 2017 Act only in certain circumstances, such as when they carry out activities pursuant 

to a law or a cabinet resolution, which are necessary for national security, public interest or provision of 

public utilities etc.; 

 

(c) directors and persons “responsible for the operations of that legal entity” may now be subject to the same 

criminal and administrative penalties imposed on the infringing undertaking if he or she is responsible for 

the infringing conduct; 

 

(d) introducing new requirements under the merger control regime: 

 

(i) for a merger which may result in a substantial reduction of competition, the merging parties are 

required to file a post-merger notification within 7 days from the date of the merger; and 

 

(ii) for a merger which may result in a monopoly or acquisition of a dominant position in the market, the 

merging parties are required to file a pre-merger notification and obtain approval from the OTCC prior 

to the completion of the merger; 

 

(e) distinguishing between “hardcore cartels” (i.e. price fixing, bid-rigging or territorial allocation) and “non-

hardcore” cartels such that only the former will be subject to criminal penalties; and 

 

(f) introducing a new prohibition against agreements between domestic and offshore operators that would 

create a monopoly or result in unfair trade restrictions and severely harm the economy and consumers. 

 

A more comprehensive update on the 2017 Act may be found here. 

 

 

https://www.rajahtannasia.com/media/2851/th_update_august2017.pdf
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Rest of Asia Pacific 
 

AUSTRALIA 

 

Australian Competition Law Reform  

 
In September 2017, two key amendments to Australia’s competition law were released for public consultation, the 

first being the recently passed Competition and Consumer Amendment (Misuse of Market Power) Act 2017 (the 

“Misuse of Market Power Amendment”), and the second being the Competition and Consumer Amendment 

(Competition Policy Review) Bill 2017 (the “Competition Policy Review Bill”), which was passed by the House of 

Representatives on 5 September 2017 and has moved to the Senate for its first reading.  

 

The Misuse of Market Power Amendment 

 

On 15 August 2017, the Misuse of Market Power Amendment was passed by both Houses of Parliament. The 

provisions, however, do not enter into force until the Competition Policy Review Bill is passed. The key change was 

the repeal of the old Section 46 of the Competition and Consumer Act 2010, such that the original “purpose” based 

test is replaced with a new “effects” based test. The new test prohibits companies with substantial market power 

from engaging in conduct that has the “purpose, effect, or likely effect” of substantially lessening competition in 

markets in which they directly or indirectly participate.  

 

While the Explanatory Memorandum states that the concept of “purpose, effect or likely effect” is intended to be 

interpreted according to existing jurisprudence, it does not remove all uncertainty as to how the Australian 

Competition and Consumer Commission (the “ACCC”) and courts may apply this new section. One key issue is 

whether big companies are able to legitimately justify a pro-competitive business conduct which may have the effect 

of restricting competition. As such, large businesses with market power should re-assess their business strategies 

in accordance with the new prohibition. 

 

The Competition Policy Review Bill 

 

The Competition Policy Review Bill consists of several amendments, in particular, the removal of price signalling 

prohibitions and the introduction of a prohibition on concerted practices. 

 

Currently, there is a separate prohibition on contracts, arrangements or understandings containing exclusionary 

provisions. The Competition Policy Review Bill, if passed, will widen the scope of Australia’s competition laws by 

including concerted practices under such prohibition as well. While the Competition Policy Review Bill does not 

propose to introduce a legislative definition of the term “concerted practice”, it was explained in the Explanatory 

Memorandum that this term was intended to capture conduct falling short of a contract, arrangement or 

understanding as interpreted by the courts. This includes “any form of cooperation between two or more firms (or 

people) or conduct that would be likely to establish such cooperation, where this conduct substitutes, or would be 

likely to substitute, cooperation in place of the uncertainty of competition”.  

 

In this regard, all businesses should exercise greater caution, especially when attending trade association meetings 

or discussions involving sensitive business information.  
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ACCC Releases Statement of Issues on BP’s Proposed Acquisition of Woolworths’ Petrol Sites  

 
The ACCC has identified preliminary concerns regarding the proposed acquisition by BP Australia Pty Ltd (“BP”) 

of Woolworths Limited’s (“Woolworths”) network of retail service petrol sites and will publish its final decision on 

26 October 2017. As the proposed acquisition results in a reduction of the number of competitors in the fuel retail 

market, the ACCC is concerned that this will in turn substantially reduce competition in the market. 

 

BP and Woolworths have also proposed to enter into a commercial alliance as part of the broader commercial 

transaction. This alliance enables certain BP service stations to accept Woolworths shopper docks and be part of 

Woolworths’ loyalty scheme. The ACCC has authorised the alliance, subject to the condition that the parties will not 

offer fuel discounts in excess of 4 cents per litre in total so as to prevent anti-competitive effects from arising. 

 

NYK Convicted of Criminal Cartel Conduct and Fined AUD 25 Million 

 
On 3 August 2017, the Australian Federal Court convicted Japanese shipping company Nippon Yusen Kabushiki 

Kaisha (“NYK”) of a criminal cartel conduct. NYK was imposed with a fine of AUD 25 million (approx. SGD 27 

million), the second-highest fine imposed in ACCC’s history, despite incorporating a significant reduction for NYK’s 

plea and cooperation. This was also the first successful prosecution under the criminal cartel provisions of the 

Competition and Consumer Act 2010. 

 

NYK was found liable for participating in a cartel with other shipping lines regarding the transportation of motor 

vehicles to Australia. The investigations revealed that the cartel operated from at least 1997 and greatly affected 

vehicles transported to Australia from other locations in Asia, the US and Europe. 

 

CHINA 

 

China’s MOFCOM Publishes Draft Revised Merger Rules 

 

On 8 September 2017, China’s Ministry of Commerce (“MOFCOM”) published its draft Measures for the Review of 

Concentrations of Undertakings (“Draft Measures”). Not only do the Draft Measures seek to incorporate 

MOFCOM’s existing practices and guidelines, including its Guidelines on Concentration Notification 2014 (the “2014 

Guidelines”), they also seek to introduce several changes, including the following: 

 

(a) in determining whether an undertaking acquires “control” over another, MOFCOM will consider several 

factors that were previously set out in the 2014 Guidelines. These factors are now reflected in Article 7 of 

the Draft Measures. Additionally, Article 6 provides that in assessing whether the acquiring undertaking 

has control, MOFCOM has to take into account its voting rights or other similar rights, its power to appoint 

or remove senior managers of the acquired undertaking, and its ability to control the commercial plans and 

the budget of the acquired undertaking; 

 

(b) if an undertaking acquires control over another through several interdependent transactions, these 

transactions will be regarded as a single concentration for the purposes of merger control under Article 8;  

 

(c) with regards to the calculation of the relevant turnover, in addition to consolidating existing guidelines, the 

Draft Measures proposes to introduce two new points of guidance:  
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(i) Article 12 seeks to clarify that the turnover calculation includes not only the turnover of the 

undertakings involved in the concentration, but also the turnover of other undertakings directly or 

indirectly controlled by the undertakings involved as well as the undertakings which directly or 

indirectly control the undertakings involved at the time of the notification; and 

 

(ii) Article 13 seeks to provide that for an undertaking which is under joint control, the turnover shall 

be apportioned equally between the controlling undertakings; and  

 

(d) Article 50 seeks to allow MOFCOM to carry out investigations into concentrations falling below the 

notification threshold in the event it takes the view that such concentrations have anti-competitive effects. 

Generally, the Draft Measures are largely welcomed as they will bring about greater clarity in relation to MOFCOM’s 

approach in reviewing mergers. MOFCOM has launched a public consultation on the Draft Measures, which closes 

on 9 October 2017. We will continue to monitor developments in this area and will provide updates once we have 

news of the same. 

 

Chinese Antitrust Regulators to Increase Enforcement Efforts in the Pharmaceutical Sector 

 
China’s State Administration for Industry and Commerce (“SAIC”) has recently called on the provincial and 

municipal competition enforcement agencies to strengthen their investigations of anti-competitive conduct in the 

pharmaceutical sector, with an increased focus on tying and/or bundling of medical devices.  

 

The medical sector has always been closely scrutinised by the Chinese regulators, especially in light of increasing 

complaints regarding high drug and medical devices prices. For instance, in January 2016, the Sichuan branch of 

the SAIC imposed a total fine of RMB 1.58 million (approx. SGD 0.3 million) on a medical device company and its 

distributors for giving away medical devices to 12 local hospitals on the condition that these hospitals also purchase 

their chemical reagents.  

 

Companies in the medical sector with a presence in China should take this into account and review their current 

and future business strategies to ensure strict compliance with China’s competition laws.  

 

HONG KONG 

 

HKCC Refers Market Sharing and Price Fixing Case to Competition Tribunal 

 

On 14 August 2017, the Hong Kong Competition Commission (“HKCC”) brought its second case before the 

Competition Tribunal. This case involved 10 construction and engineering companies, which allegedly entered into 

anti-competitive price-fixing and market sharing agreements in relation to the provision of renovation services at a 

public rental housing estate in Kwun Tong, Kowloon. The HKCC took the view that the undertakings have 

contravened the First Conduct Rule of the Competition Ordinance and fines should be imposed on each of them. 

 

HKCC Issues Block Exemption Order for Vessel Sharing Agreements in the Liner Shipping 

Industry 

 

On 8 August 2017, the HKCC issued a block exemption order (the “Order”) for vessel sharing agreements (“VSA”) 

between liner shipping companies. The Order exempts VSAs from the application of the First Conduct Rule in the 
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Competition Ordinance. It was granted in response to an application by the Hong Kong Liner Shipping Association 

in December 2015 as the HKCC took the view that VSAs will result in substantial economic efficiencies. 

 

A VSA will fall within the exemption only if the following conditions are met: 

 

(a) the aggregate market shares of the parties to the VSA do not exceed 40%; 

 

(b) the VSA does not require shipping lines to engage in cartel conduct; and 

 

(c) shipping lines are free to withdraw from the VSA on giving a reasonable period of notice, without incurring 

a penalty. 

  

The Order will be in force for a period of five years, although the HKCC has the power to review it four years from 

its commencement date or at any time it considers appropriate. 

 

JAPAN 

 

Amendments to the Guidelines Concerning Distribution Systems and Business Practices under 

the Anti-Monopoly Act 

 

On 16 July 2017, the Japan Fair Trade Commission (“JFTC”) published its amended Guidelines Concerning 

Distribution Systems and Business Practices under the Anti-Monopoly Act (the “Amended Guidelines”). Given that 

the Japanese distributions and business practices have significantly changed over the past 25 years, the Amended 

Guidelines are intended to ensure that the JFTC’s practices are up to date. The amendments also seek to ensure 

that the guidelines are comprehensive and accessible to businesses.  

 

The key changes include the following: 

 

(a) defining vertical restraints as business practices between trading partners (i.e. direct and/or indirect trade 

partners) which restrain sale prices, territories and customers; 

 

(b) clarifying how the assessment of the legality of a vertical restraint will be conducted; 

 

(c) clarifying the criteria for vertical restraints in relation to online transactions; and  

 

(d) including past JFTC decisions and precedent cases decided by the courts or those which the JFTC 

adjudicated upon consultation. 

 

SOUTH KOREA 

 

South Korean Doctors’ Union Loses Appeal over Anti-Competitive Targeting of Rivals 

 

On 8 September 2017, the Seoul High Court upheld the Korea Fair Trade Commission’s (“KFTC”) fine on the 

National Union of Korean Medical Doctors (“Union”) for sending letters to several diagnostic testing agencies, which 

pressurised them to cease dealing with doctors practicing traditional medicine. The agencies complied with the 

Union’s requests and subsequently discontinued their transactions with those doctors.  
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Further, during the period when the Union was engaging in the above anti-competitive conduct, both the Union and 

the Korean Medical Association were ordered to pay penalties amounting to KRW 1 billion (approx. SGD 1.1 million) 

and KRW 120 million (approx. SGD 0.1 million) respectively for pressurising medical companies not to sell 

ultrasound machines to traditional medicine doctors between 2010 and 2012.   

 

KTFC to Use Civil Law to Increase Enforcement 

 

On 10 July 2017, KFTC Chairman Mr. Kim Sang-jo announced at the Hankyung Millennium Forum held in Seoul 

that the KFTC is likely to step up its enforcement efforts by utilising civil and criminal systems. For example, the 

KFTC may start bringing civil claims for damages against infringing undertakings. This shift in policy reflects the 

KFTC’s efforts to increase cooperation among various bodies in relation to the enforcement of competition laws.  

 

In addition, Mr. Kim highlighted that the KFTC will carefully monitor the development of big data and ensure that 

the regulations in place are sufficient in enabling the KFTC to identify any potential attempts by large technology 

firms to abuse their market power in information markets. As such, the KFTC will work closely with experts to draft 

and amend such regulations, including those in relation to violations of intellectual property rights.  

 

INDIA 

 

Mergers of State-Owned Banks Exempted from Approval 

 

On 30 August 2017, the Ministry of Corporate Affairs of India issued a notification exempting mergers of state-

owned banks from the requirement to obtain the Competition Commission of India’s (“CCI”) approval, for a period 

of ten years (the “Notification”). The exemption applies to the reconstitution, full or partial transfer, and 

amalgamation of state-owned banks. The Notification follows from a recent move by the Ministry of Finance of India 

to encourage state-owned banks to merge to form fewer but stronger banks, in line with the efforts of the Indian 

government in consolidating state-owned banks in India. 

 

Amendments to India’s Leniency Regulations 

 

On 22 August 2017, various amendments were made to the Competition Commission of India (Lesser Penalty) 

Regulations, 2009 (the “Regulations”), which sets out the leniency regime under Indian competition law. The key 

changes to the Regulations are as follows: 

 

(a) Expansion of the scope of the Regulations by allowing individual whistle blowers to benefit from the 

leniency regime by furnishing evidence of infringement; 

 

(b) Imposition of an additional requirement for companies applying for leniency to also provide details of their 

individual representatives who are involved in the cartel; 

 

(c) Removal of the maximum limit for number of leniency applicants (previously up to three applicants), where 

the third and subsequent applicants will be eligible for a waiver of up to 30% of the penalty; and 

 

(d) Allowing disclosure of confidential information by the CCI to any party if it deems such disclosure 

necessary for the investigation. 
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While the aforesaid amendments are likely to increase the effectiveness of the leniency regime in India, it remains 

to be seen how the CCI will make use of its wide discretionary power to disclose confidential information where it 

finds it necessary for conducting investigations. A delicate balance needs to be struck between protecting 

confidential information provided by the parties involved and upholding the right of the parties to defend themselves 

against allegations of infringement, the failure of which may make applying for leniency in India less attractive. 

 

CCI Launches Investigation Against GAIL India Limited  

 

On 14 July 2017, following a complaint filed by Shri Rathi Steel (Dakshin) Limited (“SRS”), the CCI launched an 

investigation against GAIL (India) Ltd. (“GAIL”), India's largest natural gas company, for alleged abuse of 

dominance in the market for the supply and distribution of natural gas to industrial consumers at Alwar. SRS, a 

manufacturer of thermo-mechanically-treated bars, had entered into a Gas Sale Agreement (“GSA”) with GAIL on 

31 March 2009, for the purchase of liquefied natural gas. It alleged that GAIL had abused its dominance by 

incorporating unfair terms and conditions in the GSA, including a take or pay liability (“TOP Liability”), where SRS 

is compelled to purchase at least 90% of the contracted quantity each year, failing which it will be obliged to pay for 

the quantities which fall short of such quantity. While the imposition of the TOP Liability does not automatically 

amount to an abuse of dominance, if there is no justification for this or if its purpose is to ensure de facto exclusivity 

and prevent potential competitors from entering or expanding in the market, the CCI can carry out investigations to 

determine whether there has been an infringement of competition law. 

 

Europe 
 

EUROPEAN UNION 

 

ECJ Sets Aside Fines Against Italian Steelmakers 

 

On 21 September 2017, the European Court of Justice (“ECJ”) annulled fines of more than € 58.1 million (approx. 

SGD 93.7 million) that were imposed on five Italian steel producers (the “Appellants”) by the European Commission 

(“EC”), for their involvement in a cartel involving concrete reinforcing bars and coils. The ECJ accepted the 

Appellants’ argument that the EC had failed to abide by procedural rules in the European Union (“EU”), which 

required the EC to give recipients of statements of objections the opportunity to present their case at an oral hearing, 

if they so request. In doing so, the ECJ held that the failure of the EC to allow for an oral hearing amounted to an 

infringement of an “essential procedural requirement”.   

 

ECJ Reverses General Court’s Intel Decision 

 

On 6 September 2017, the ECJ had set aside the General Court’s judgment which upheld the EC’s finding of an 

abuse of dominance by Intel.  

 

On 13 May 2009, the EC imposed a fine of €1.06 billion (approx. SGD 1.71 billion) on Intel after finding that Intel 

had abused its dominant position on the market for x86 central processing units (“CPUs”) by carrying out a strategy 

to foreclose its competitor, Advanced Micro Devices Inc., from the market. In particular, the EC found that Intel had 

granted loyalty inducing rebates to four major computer manufacturer customers by making the rebates conditional 

on the customers obtaining all, or almost all, of their x86 CPUs from Intel. Intel also made payments to Media-

Saturn on the condition that Media-Saturn exclusively sold computers containing Intel’s x86 CPUs.  
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The General Court upheld the EC’s decision on 12 June 2014.  

 

The ECJ reversed the General Court’s decision because the General Court did not examine all of Intel’s arguments 

concerning the “as efficient competitor” test, and therefore failed to fully analyse whether the rebates at issue were 

capable of restricting competition. The case was referred back to the General Court for re-examination as to whether 

the rebates were capable of restricting competition.  

 

Importantly, the ECJ confirmed that where a dominant undertaking imposes an obligation on its purchasers to obtain 

all or most of their requirements exclusively from the dominant undertaking (e.g. by way of loyalty rebates or express 

contractual requirements), such conduct amounts to an abuse of dominance. However, it remains open for the 

dominant undertaking to provide supporting evidence to show that the conduct was not capable of restricting 

competition or producing foreclosure effects.  

 

Accordingly, it is important for a company holding a dominant position in the Singapore market to be careful not to 

impose exclusivity obligations that compel their customers to obtain all or almost all (e.g. 80% of total purchases) 

of their requirements from it. If such clauses are imposed, the company should be prepared to justify that its conduct 

was not capable of restricting competition. 

 

ECJ Clarifies Situation When a JV Would Amount to a Concentration under the EU Merger 

Regulations 

 

On 7 September 2017, the ECJ issued a decision confirming that a change in control over an existing undertaking, 

from sole ownership to joint ownership via a joint venture, would not constitute a “concentration” falling under the 

EU Merger Regulations unless the joint venture qualifies as a full functioning joint venture (i.e. performs on a lasting 

basis all the functions of an autonomous economic entity). In Singapore, cooperative joint ventures that do not 

qualify as full functioning joint ventures are assessed under the prohibition on anti-competitive agreements, rather 

than under the merger control provisions of the Singapore Competition Act.  

 

ECJ Clarifies Test for Excessive Pricing 

 

On 14 September 2017, the ECJ issued a preliminary ruling clarifying that abusive excessive pricing can be 

determined by comparing the allegedly excessive prices with prices for the same product/services in other Member 

States.  

 

The preliminary ruling arose from an investigation into the prices charged by Autortiesību un komunicēšanās 

konsultāciju aģentūra/Latvijas Autoru apvienība (“AKK/LAA”), a collective management organisation that handled 

copyright for musical works and collected fees from users on behalf of copyright holders. The Latvian Competition 

Council initially decided that these copyright fees were excessive, but its decision was subsequently appealed to 

the Latvian Supreme Court.  

 

Amongst others, the ECJ noted that it was possible to establish excessive pricing by demonstrating that the 

dominant undertaking charged prices that were “appreciably higher” that those charged in other Member States. 

However, such comparisons would only be relevant if the Member States were selected “in accordance with 

objective, appropriate and verifiable criteria”. The ECJ considered it relevant to take into account consumption 

habits, GDP per capita, cultural and historical heritage, and Purchasing Power Parity Index, when making such 

selections. The ECJ also noted that there were no minimum thresholds above which a price differentia would be 



 
 

Client Update 
2017 October 

 
 
Regional Competition 

 
 

© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP | 13 

regarded as being “appreciably higher” as an assessment of appreciability was highly fact specific. However, the 

ECJ emphasised that the price differentia had to be both significant and persistent before it would be abusive.   

 

EU Proposes New Foreign Direct Investment Screening Framework  

 

On 13 September 2017, the EC revealed a plan to establish a European framework meant to screen foreign direct 

investment into the EU. While the EU welcomes foreign investments, the EC has raised concerns about foreign 

investors who attempt to acquire strategic assets (e.g. in the areas of critical technologies, inputs, infrastructure, or 

sensitive information) that may give them the ability to affect security and public order in the EU.  

 

The proposed foreign direct investment screening framework includes:  

 

(a) A framework for EU Member States to screen foreign direct investments based on public order and security 

considerations;  

 

(b) A mechanism that facilitates cooperation between the EC and EU Member States in that regard; and  

 

(c) Screening by the EC based on public order and security considerations, where foreign direct investments 

that may affect programmes or projects that have EU interest are made in EU Member States. 

EU Member States will retain the discretion to adopt the new screening framework, and will have the final say on 

any foreign direct investment screening into their country.  

 

UNITED KINGDOM 

 

Golf Club Manufacturer Fined for Online Sales Ban  

 

On 24 August 2017, the UK Competition and Markets Authority (“CMA”) imposed a £1.45 million (approx. SGD 

2.62 million) fine on golf club manufacturer Ping Europe Limited (“Ping”) for implementing an online sales ban on 

two retailers that were selling its golf clubs on their websites. While the CMA recognised that Ping had a genuine 

commercial interest in promoting in-store custom fitting, the CMA considered that this objective could have been 

achieved through means that were less restrictive than a ban on online sales. Ping has been required to remove 

the online sales ban, and prohibited from imposing such bans on other retailers. The level of fine reflected CMA’s 

finding that the online sales ban “occurred in the context of a genuine commercial aim of promoting in-store custom 

fitting”. 

 

CMA Issues Draft Penalties Guidelines 

 

On 2 August 2017, the CMA issued a draft set of guidance for public consultation, regarding the appropriate amount 

of penalty that it would impose for infringements of the UK Competition Act 1998 or of the Treaty on the Functioning 

of the European Union. Amongst others, the new guidelines provide that the CMA may now take deterrence into 

account at two different stages when calculating the penalty. Where the CMA would previously only take deterrence 

into account at the fourth stage of a six stage process to calculating penalties, the new guidelines provide that the 

CMA can now also take into account “general deterrence” at stage one of the process. The CMA has also expressly 

stated it would generally use a higher starting base amount (21-30% of relevant turnover) to calculate fines for the 
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most serious types of competition law infringements (e.g. cartels, predatory pricing, excessive pricing), while less 

serious infringements would warrant a lower starting base amount (of between 10 – 20% of relevant turnover). 

 

The draft guidelines are meant to replace the former UK Office of Fair Trading’s guidance as to the appropriate 

amount of a penalty, which was last revised in 2012.  

 

CMA Clears Merger between ATM Providers at Phase 2 

 

On 22 September 2017, the CMA announced that it had cleared a merger between Cardtronics and DirectCash 

Payments. The parties provide pay-to-use and free-to-use cashpoints (“ATMs”) in the UK, and the merger 

assessment moved to a Phase 2 in-depth inquiry in May 2017. Amongst others, the inquiry found that the increase 

in the use of non-cash payment methods, and the presence of free-to-use ATMs, served as a competitive constraint 

on the parties’ ability to increase surcharges for its pay-to-use ATMs.  

 

Other Jurisdictions 
 

UNITED STATES 

 

Gab AI Files Antitrust Lawsuit Against Google 

 

On 14 September 2017, Gab AI Inc. (“Gab”), the operator of the social network Gab AI, filed an antitrust lawsuit 

against Google LLC (“Google”) in a District Court in Pennsylvania, after Google decided to remove Gab from the 

Google Play store. In its submissions to the court, Gab alleged, inter alia, that Google had made use of its dominant 

position to restrict competition in the market for mobile social news applications by favouring online social news 

applications in which it has a direct interest, and to prevent competitors of such applications from having access to 

the Google Play store. In support of its case, Gab argued that access to the Google Play store is an essential facility 

or resource.  

 

Federal Trade Commission Gives the Green Light for Amazon and Whole Foods Merger 

 

On 23 August 2017, the Federal Trade Commission announced the close of its investigation into Amazon.com, 

Inc.’s (“Amazon”) acquisition of Whole Foods Market Inc. (“Whole Foods”) to determine whether it would 

substantially lessen competition in the relevant market. Following the merger of Amazon and Whole Foods, 

supermarkets in the US are expected to face greater competitive pressure due to the lower prices offered by 

Amazon and the introduction of cross-platform sales. Commentators welcome the merger between Amazon and 

Whole Foods, as it allowed for the creation of a hybrid between two food retailing channels – online and in physical 

stores – giving consumers the best of both worlds and improving the quality of their grocery shopping experience.  

 

E-Commerce Companies and their Top Executives Plead Guilty to Price-Fixing for Customised 

Promotional Products 

 

Two e-commerce companies, Custom Wristbands Inc. and Zaappaaz Inc., and their top executives pleaded guilty, 

on 7 August 2017 and 22 August 2017 respectively, to price-fixing for customised promotional products sold online 

to customers in the United States, in contravention of the Sherman Act. According to the Department of Justice 

(“DOJ”), the parties involved attended meetings and communicated in person and over the Internet. The anti-
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competitive agreement, where the parties concerned agreed to fix the prices of customised promotional products 

such as wristbands, was concluded and carried out using text messaging and other online messaging tools. In 

addition to pleading guilty, the e-commerce companies have agreed to pay USD 409,342 (approx. SGD 551,836) 

and USD 1.9 million (approx. SGD 2.56 million) in criminal fines respectively. The recent prosecutions by the DOJ 

send an important reminder to e-commerce businesses to abide by competition laws, especially when competition 

authorities are increasingly paying attention to online activities of companies. 

 

DOJ Closes Investigations into Potential Acquisition of Chicago Sun-Times by tronc Inc. After 

Alternative Buyer Found 

 

On 12 July 2017, the DOJ announced the close of its investigation into the potential acquisition of the Chicago Sun-

Times by tronc Inc., the owner of the Chicago Tribune, which would have raised significant antitrust concerns. The 

investigation concerned whether the Chicago Sun-Times could be considered a failing firm under guidelines issued 

by the DOJ, which provide that a transaction is unlikely to be considered anti-competitive if the assets of one of the 

companies involved would otherwise exit the market. One of the requirements of the failing firm defence is that the 

failing firm “has made unsuccessful good-faith efforts to elicit reasonable alternative offers that would keep its 

tangible and intangible assets in the relevant market and pose a less severe danger to competition than does the 

proposed merger”. This requirement may be met by carrying out a public sale process to elicit reasonable alternative 

offers. 

  

In accordance with the aforesaid requirement, Wrapports LLC, the owner of the Chicago Sun-Times, carried out a 

public sale process, which resulted in the sale of the Chicago Sun-Times to an alternative buyer, ST Acquisition 

Holdings LLC, which does not presently own a stake in any other newspaper. The investigation was closed after 

the alternative buyer was found. 

  

In a public statement released by the DOJ, it encouraged companies whose transactions are non-notifiable on the 

basis of the failing firm defence to nevertheless inform the Antitrust Division of the DOJ about the proposed 

transaction prior to completion, allow for sufficient time for the DOJ to conduct a thorough investigation and plan in 

advance for the costs of going through such an investigation. In the present case, Wrapports LLC had voluntarily 

notified the Antitrust Division of the proposed sale of the Chicago Sun-Times to tronc Inc., which allowed it to 

investigate and monitor the public sale process. 

 

CANADA 

 

Competition Bureau Releases White Paper on Big Data for Public Consultation 

 

On 18 September 2017, the Competition Bureau of Canada (the “Bureau”) published a white paper titled Big Data 

and Innovation: Implications for Competition Policy in Canada (the “Paper”), assessing whether the Bureau’s 

current analytical frameworks can be applied in practice to cases involving big data and inviting public comments 

on the Paper. In the Paper, the Bureau stated that competition law in Canada is not aimed at regulating prices, 

profits, market shares, or the amount of data that companies gather and use, and observed an important trend 

where companies are increasingly relying on big data to support innovation and quality improvements in various 

industries. Having discussed extensively how big data may be used – or misused – by companies when competing 

with one another, the Bureau concluded that while big data may give rise to distinct issues under competition law, 

the current enforcement framework can nevertheless continue to serve its role, as long as the application of 

competition law remains case specific.  
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BRAZIL 

 

General Superintendence of CADE Recommends Blocking Merger between ArcelorMittal and 

Votorantim Siderurgia 

 

On 5 September 2017, the General Superintendence (“GS”) of the Administrative Council for Economic Defence 

(“CADE”) recommended CADE’s Administrative Tribunal block the merger between suppliers of common long steel, 

Votorantim Siderurgia S.A. (“Votorantim”) and ArcelorMittal Brasil S.A (“ArcelorMittal”). According to the GS, the 

transaction would result in the merger between two of the three main Brazilian suppliers of common long steel, 

which would eliminate a key competitor in a market where the three largest players own more than 80% of the 

market shares. The GS confirmed that the competitive pressure exerted by other players in the affected markets 

does not provide sufficient competitive constraint on ArcelorMittal and Votorantim, and hence the proposed merger 

leads to serious competition concerns. In addition, it was found that there was excess capacity in the market due 

to a decrease in demand for long steel, which made the entry of new competitors unlikely.  

 

Therefore, the GS took the view that the transaction should be blocked as it could result in an increase in long steel 

prices due to ArcelorMittal’s high market power and the risk of collusion between larger players in the relevant 

markets. 

 

CADE’s General Superintendence Blocks Merger between Ultragaz and Liquigás 

 

On 28 August 2017, the GS recommended CADE’s Administrative Tribunal block the acquisition of Liquigás 

Distribuidora S/A by Companhia Ultragaz S/A, both of whom are suppliers of liquefied petroleum gas (“LPG”). The 

GS noted that the transaction affects the markets for the distribution of LPG in gas bottles, the distribution of LPG 

by tank trucks, and the supply of propellant LPG. Considering the LPG distribution market in Brazil as a whole, the 

proposed merger involves two main distributors of a key input, the gas cylinder, and is expected to result in the 

elimination of a key competitor in a market where the four largest players control more than 85% of the supply of 

LPG. Further, the GS found that high barriers to entry exist in the relevant markets due to regulatory requirements, 

and that local distributors of LPG will not be able to compete effectively with the merged entity. In light of the 

foregoing, the GS concluded that the proposed merger raises serious competition concerns and recommended that 

the merger be blocked.  

 

Brazil Updates its Leniency and Settlement Guidelines 

 

On 4 September 2017, CADE published updated versions of its guidelines on CADE’s Antitrust Leniency 

Programme and on Cease and Desist Agreement for Cartel Cases (collectively referred to as “the Updated 

Guidelines”). The key changes in the Updated Guidelines are as follows: 

 

(a) CADE can broaden the scope of interviews with leniency applicants to include a larger set of facts, instead 

of concentrating on the evidence which these applicants provide to CADE; 

 

(b) companies which are the first to enter into settlement proceedings with CADE, as well as apply for the 

leniency plus programme (where companies that are not the first to apply for leniency may obtain a further 

30% reduction on their penalties if they inform CADE of a new cartel) will see their penalties decrease by 

up to 66.7%, from 53.3% previously; 
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(c) CADE may cooperate with other competition authorities to share information from leniency applications, 

which will remain restricted unless there is a court order for the same or if the parties concerned agree to 

the disclosure. Companies applying for leniency are not allowed to disclose the details of such applications 

to foreign competition authorities without obtaining CADE’s approval; and 

 

(d) CADE also stipulated the timelines for individuals accused of competition law infringements to join 

settlement agreements reached by their companies. In this regard, individuals who are named as 

defendants when settlement agreements are concluded have six months to join, whereas those named as 

defendants after such agreements are concluded have sixty days to join. 

 

SOUTH AFRICA 

 

International Car Shipping Company Faces Prosecution 

 

On 12 September 2017, a Norwegian car shipping company, Hoegh Autoliners Holdings AS (“Hoegh”), was 

referred to the Competition Tribunal for prosecution on seven charges relating to collusive tendering, price-fixing 

and market sharing. According to the Competition Commission of South Africa (the “Commission”), from about 

2009, Hoegh and Mitsui O.S.K Lines Ltd (“MOL”) had agreed to fix prices, share markets and collude in various 

tenders held by companies such as Toyota South Africa, Daimler AG, and the Ford Motor Company, to transport 

vehicles from various parts of the world to South Africa and vice versa. The Commission is seeking an order from 

the Competition Tribunal to impose an administrative penalty on Hoegh which is equal to 10% of its annual turnover 

on each of the charges. MOL, on the other hand, was granted leniency for its involvement in the cartel for providing 

information to and cooperating fully with the Commission in the matter.  

 

Public Consultation for Draft Guidelines on Exchange of Information  

 

On 14 July 2017, the Commission published a set of draft guidelines in relation to the exchange of information 

between competitors (the “Guidelines”) and invited the public to comment on them. The Guidelines provide 

guidance on what constitutes permissible and impermissible exchange of information under South African 

competition law, and help companies, trade associations, regulators and other stakeholders make informed 

decisions regarding such exchange of information. More importantly, the Guidelines also outline the approach to 

be adopted by the Commission in determining whether an exchange of information between competitors in any 

given case amounts to an infringement of competition law. For example, the Commission stated in the Guidelines 

that in determining whether an exchange of information between competitors has anti-competitive effects, it will 

take into account, amongst others, the nature and characteristics of the information exchanged and the structure 

of the markets in which such competitors compete. 

 

Conclusion 
 

We hope the snap-shot of cases here highlights areas to ensure your businesses are in compliance with competition 

law and if not, to allow you to take rectification steps.  

 

Please feel free to contact us if you wish to discuss any of the further updates in greater detail. 



 
 

Client Update 
2017 October 

 

 
 

© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP | 18 

Contacts 

   
     

 

Kala Anandarajah 
Partner 
Head (Singapore), Competition & 
Antitrust and Trade  
 
D (65) 6232 0111 
F (65) 6428 2192 
kala.anandarajah@rajahtann.com 

 

 

Dominique Lombardi 
Partner (Foreign Lawyer) 
Competition & Antitrust and Trade 
 
D (65) 6232 0104 
F (65) 6428 2257 
dominique.lombardi@rajahtann.com 

 
   

   

 

Tanya Tang  
Partner (Chief Economic and Policy 
Advisor) 
Competition & Antitrust and Trade 
 
D (65) 6232 0298 
F (65) 6225 0747 
tanya.tang@rajahtann.com  

 

 

Kuok Yew Chen 
Partner 
Christopher & Lee Ong 
 
D (603) 2273 1919 
F (603) 2273 8310 
yew.chen.kuok@christopherleeong.com 

 
   

     

 

Yon See Ting 
Partner  
Christopher & Lee Ong 
 
D (603) 2273 1919 
F (603) 2273 8310 
see.ting.yon@christopherleeong.com 

 

 

Yogi Sudrajat Marsono  
Partner 
Assegaf Hamzah & Partners  
 
D (62) 21 2555 7812 
F (62) 21 2555 7899 
yogi.marsono@ahp.co.id 

   

 

HMBC Rikrik Rizkiyana  
Partner  
Assegaf Hamzah & Partners  
 
D (62) 21 2555 9937 
F (62) 21 2555 7899 
rikrik.rizkiyana@ahp.co.id 

 

 

Melisa Uremovic 
Partner 
R&T Asia (Thailand) Limited 
 
D (66) 2656 1991 
F (66)  2656 0833 
melisa.u@rajahtann.com 

   

     

 

Supawat Srirungruang 
Partner  
R&T Asia (Thailand) Limited 
 
D (66) 2656 1991 
F (66) 2656 0833 
supawat.s@rajahtann.com 

 

 

Vu Thi Que 
Partner 
Rajah & Tann LCT Lawyers 
 
D (84) 8 3821 2382 
F (84)  8 3520 8206 
que.vu@rajahtannlct.com 

   

     

 

Norma Margarita B. Patacsil 
Partner  
Gatmaytan Yap Patacsil Gutierrez & 
Protacio (C&G Law) 
 
D (632) 894 0377 
F (632) 552 1978 
nmbpatacsil@cagatlaw.com     

   

     

 

mailto:kala.anandarajah@rajahtann.com
mailto:dominique.lombardi@rajahtann.com
mailto:tanya.tang@rajahtann.com
mailto:yew.chen.kuok@christopherleeong.com
mailto:see.ting.yon@christopherleeong.com
mailto:yogi.marsono@ahp.co.id
mailto:rikrik.rizkiyana@ahp.co.id
mailto:melisa.u@rajahtann.com
mailto:supawat.s@rajahtann.com
mailto:que.vu@rajahtannlct.com
mailto:nmbpatacsil@cagatlaw.com


 
 

Client Update 
2017 October 

 

 
 

© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP | 19 

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 

 

mailto:competitionlaw@rajahtann.com
mailto:eOASIS@rajahtann.com


 
 

Client Update 
2017 October 

 

 
 

© Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP | 20 

Our Regional Contacts 

  

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

T  +65 6535 3600   

F  +65 6225 9630 

sg.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Christopher & Lee Ong 

T  +60 3 2273 1919    

F  +60 3 2273 8310 

www.christopherleeong.com  

  

 

R&T Sok & Heng Law Office 

T  +855 23 963 112 / 113    

F  +855 23 963 116 

kh.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Rajah & Tann NK Legal Myanmar Company Limited 

T  +95 9 7304 0763 / +95 1 9345 343 / +95 1 9345 346 

F  +95 1 9345 348 

mm.rajahtannasia.com 

  

 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP 

Shanghai Representative Office 

T  +86 21 6120 8818    

F  +86 21 6120 8820 

cn.rajahtannasia.com 

Gatmaytan Yap Patacsil Gutierrez & Protacio (C&G Law)  

T  +632 894 0377 to 79 / +632 894 4931 to 32 / +632 552 1977 

F  +632 552 1978 

www.cagatlaw.com 

  

 
Assegaf Hamzah & Partners 

 

Jakarta Office 

T  +62 21 2555 7800    

F  +62 21 2555 7899 

 

Surabaya Office 

T  +62 31 5116 4550    

F  +62 31 5116 4560 

www.ahp.co.id 

 

R&T Asia (Thailand) Limited 

T  +66 2 656 1991    

F  +66 2 656 0833 

th.rajahtannasia.com 

 

Rajah & Tann LCT Lawyers 

 

Ho Chi Minh City Office 

T  +84 28 3821 2382 / +84 28 3821 2673    

F  +84 28 3520 8206 

 

Hanoi Office 

T  +84 24 3267 6127    

F  +84 24 3267 6128 

www.rajahtannlct.com 

 

 

Rajah & Tann (Laos) Sole Co., Ltd. 

T  +856 21 454 239    

F  +856 21 285 261 

la.rajahtannasia.com 

Member firms are constituted and regulated in accordance with local legal requirements and where regulations require, are 

independently owned and managed. Services are provided independently by each Member firm pursuant to the applicable terms of 

engagement between the Member firm and the client. 
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Our Regional Presence 

 
 

Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is one of the largest full service law firms in Singapore, providing high quality advice to an impressive list of clients.  
We place strong emphasis on promptness, accessibility and reliability in dealing with clients. At the same time, the firm strives towards a practical 
yet creative approach in dealing with business and commercial problems. As the Singapore member firm of the Lex Mundi Network, we are able to 
offer access to excellent legal expertise in more than 100 countries.  
 
Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP is part of Rajah & Tann Asia, a network of local law firms in Singapore, Cambodia, China, Indonesia, Lao PDR, 
Malaysia, Myanmar, Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam. Our Asian network also includes regional desks focused on Japan and South Asia.    
 
The contents of this Update are owned by Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP and subject to copyright protection under the laws of Singapore and, through 
international treaties, other countries. No part of this Update may be reproduced, licensed, sold, published, transmitted, modified, adapted, publicly 
displayed, broadcast (including storage in any medium by electronic means whether or not transiently for any purpose save as permitted herein) 
without the prior written permission of Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP. 
 
Please note also that whilst the information in this Update is correct to the best of our knowledge and belief at the time of writing, it is only intended 
to provide a general guide to the subject matter and should not be treated as a substitute for specific professional advice for any particular course 
of action as such information may not suit your specific business and operational requirements. It is to your advantage to seek legal advice for your 
specific situation. In this regard, you may call the lawyer you normally deal with in Rajah & Tann Singapore LLP or e-mail Knowledge & Risk 
Management at eOASIS@rajahtann.com. 


