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CCS Publishes Findings of Retail Petrol 
Market Inquiry 

Introduction 
 

On 19 December 2017, the Competition Commission of Singapore (“CCS”) published its findings from the second 

market study inquiry that it had conducted on the Singapore retail petrol market (the “Second Market Inquiry”). 

From the inquiry, the CCS found no evidence of collusion between Singapore petrol retailers, but considered that 

there was room to increase competition in the market. In particular, the CCS took the view that that there is a need 

to increase consumer awareness in order to enable them to make informed petrol purchasing decisions. 

 

The First Market Inquiry 
 

The findings of the Second Market Inquiry follow from the first market inquiry in 2011 (the “First Market Inquiry”) 

and the interim findings of the second market inquiry released in February 2016.  

 

The CCS’ First Market Inquiry was conducted with the aim of examining whether the Singapore retail petrol market 

is competitive. It had been identified that there was a material risk of collusion, given certain features of the market, 

such as petrol being a homogeneous good with little observable differentiation and lack of substitutes, the high 

market concentration, presence of high barriers to entry and the lack of countervailing buyer power. 

 

Nevertheless, based on factual evidence and data, the CCS did not find any indication that the petrol retailers 

engaged in anti-competitive and collusive practices. In particular, the CCS noted that while the petrol retailers’ listed 

prices were largely similar and moved in tandem, their effective prices differed due to the various discounts and 

loyalty schemes offered by the petrol retailers. This suggested to the CCS that price competition occurred at the 

effective price level. Moreover, the CCS found that the price data did not indicate that the petrol retailers engaged 

in a “rocket and feather” type of pricing (i.e. petrol prices increase steeper than they decrease in response to 

changes in crude oil prices).  

 

The CCS therefore ultimately concluded that there was no reason for CCS to intervene in the retail petrol market. 

 

The Second Market Inquiry 
 

Between 2014 and 2015, the price of crude oil tumbled to a record low of US$46 per barrel on 12 January 2015. 

During this period, certain third parties voiced their dissatisfaction to the CCS of the fact that the retail petrol prices 

did not seem to be responsive to the falling oil prices i.e. the petrol retailers failed to adjust their prices downwards 

so as to adequately reflect the decrease in input costs. Consequently, the CCS launched the Second Market Inquiry, 

focusing on the way in which petrol retailers made their pricing decisions and the purchasing habits of retail petrol 

customers. 

 

The findings of the Second Market Inquiry are as follows: 

 

(a) there have been little or no structural changes to the retail petrol market since the First Market Inquiry; 
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(b) the movement of the retail petrol prices were in line with the Means of Platts Singapore (“MOPS”) prices 

and while the listed prices do not mirror the changes of the wholesale prices entirely and instantly, there 

was no indication of a “rocket and feather” pricing pattern; 

 

(c) the petrol retailers’ prices do not always change in a parallel manner. In particular, the CCS found that 

there was neither an obvious pricing pattern amongst the petrol retailers nor an apparent price leader; 

 

(d) it was difficult for retail petrol customers to compare the petrol prices of the various retailers due to the 

different discount and rebate schemes offered by the petrol retailers;  

 

(e) retail petrol customers exhibited high brand loyalty; and 

 

(f) there was a new entrant into the market, namely Sinopec (Hong Kong) Limited.  

 

Similar to its First Market Inquiry, the CCS ultimately concluded that there were no indications of collusion between 

the few petrol retailers. Nevertheless, it noted that further steps could be taken to increase the transparency of the 

effective retail petrol prices. 

 

In this regard, the CCS noted that competition between various petrol retailers occurred via rebates and discounts 

(e.g. from promotions and payment cards), which made effective retail prices less transparent because of the 

complicated schemes involved. As such, it took the view that consumers would benefit from being better able to 

compare prices and make decisions which were more informed, if greater effective price transparency was 

introduced to the market. While there are currently existing websites and mobile applications which allow customers 

to compare retail petrol prices, the CCS is of the view that such websites and mobile applications do not sufficiently 

“provide complete and real-time update on petrol price changes and applicable discounts in a manner that is easily 

comparable between all petrol retailers”. To that end, the CCS has indicated that it is now considering the possibility 

of developing mobile applications and online portals that could compare effective petrol prices. 

 

Our Comments 
 

As the CCS stated in its First Market Inquiry, price transparency can be a double-edged sword. On one hand, where 

pricing information is not readily available, consumers will generally incur significant search costs when comparing 

prices between different petrol retailers. More often than not, consumers will only carry out limited pricing 

comparisons, resulting in them making less informed purchasing decisions. Therefore, increasing price 

transparency could allow consumers to make more price-based decisions and therefore foster price competition 

amongst petrol retailers. On the other hand, price transparency could be used by competitors as a means to 

exchange price information and increase the likelihood of collusion between the market players, especially in an 

oligopolistic market like the retail petrol market.  

 

In this regard, the CCS has taken the position in the two market inquiries that unless there has been an agreement 

or concerted practice in which competitors knowingly substitute the risks of competition with cooperation, reacting 

to competitors’ public retail prices or business strategies in itself will not amount to collusion. This is in line with 

existing case law in other jurisdictions. In this regard, this is especially relevant for markets with oligopolistic 

characteristics and where the products are largely homogeneous, such as the retail petrol market, where prices are 

likely to be largely similar. It should be noted that competition law does not operate to prohibit a company from 
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adapting its behaviour intelligently and strategically in response to a competitor’s present or foreseeable conduct, 

as long as such behaviour was decided independently and not as a result of an agreement or concerted practice. 

 

Interestingly, in its First Market Inquiry, while the CCS observed that the retail petrol customers suffered from 

information aysmmetry due to the lack of transparency of effective prices, the CCS did not seem to regard it as an 

issue that warranted intervention. By contrast, in its Second Market Inquiry, the CCS has taken the position that 

there is a need to improve the transparency of the effective retail price to allow consumers to make more informed 

choices and increase competition. Consequently, the CCS is currently exploring with stakeholders opportunities to 

develop a price comparison web portal and / or mobile application to make available more information regarding 

effective petrol prices. 

 

Concluding Words 
 

From the Second Market Inquiry, the CCS seems to have taken a more permissive approach towards price 

transparency in the market. Nonetheless, while businesses are not prohibited from responding to any changes in 

their competitors’ behaviours, they must ensure compliance with competition law by making all strategic commercial 

decisions independently.  
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Our Regional Contacts 
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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 
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Member firms are constituted and regulated in accordance with local legal requirements and where regulations require, are 
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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. 


