FAIR BY DESIGN

Ending the extra costs of being poor

Continuing the Warm Home Discount Scheme
19th November 2025
About Fair By Design

Fair By Design is dedicated to reshaping essential services such as energy, credit, insurance and
payments so that they don’t cost more if you're on a low-income — also known as the poverty
premium. Fair By Design collaborates with regulators, government and industry to design out
the poverty premium. Fair By Design is managed by the Barrow Cadbury Trust on behalf of a
group of foundations.

In the context of the energy market, we believe that households on low incomes/living in
poverty should not incur a poverty premium based on not being an “active” consumer or due to
the way they pay for their energy.

Please note that we consent to public disclosure of this response.

For more information about this response please contact Maria Booker:
m.booker@barrowcadbury.org.uk

Background

DESNZ is consulting on whether to continue the expanded Warm Home Discount Scheme until
2031.

Summary

We agree that there is a strong need for continued energy bill support. However, we would like
to see the scheme developed into a full social tariff as soon as possible. Our recommendations
are set out in Q1.

Response

Q1: Do you agree with our proposal to continue the Warm Home Discount scheme supporting
households at risk of fuel poverty for the next scheme period from 2026/27? Please provide
any reasoning/comments/evidence to support your view.
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We strongly support continuing an energy bill support scheme beyond 2026/27. Support for
paying energy bills is crucial as:

1) Energy prices remain well above pre-crisis levels - on average, household energy bills
are over £700 (73%) more expensive than in winter 20211

2) The cost of living remains the biggest concern to people across the country?. Just under
half of people (47%) remain worried about being able to afford their energy bill3

3) Energy debt is currently at a record high of £4.43bn*.

We recognise that continuing with the Warm Homes Plan in its current form does offer some
support to households struggling to afford their energy bills, and that continuing with the
scheme is greatly preferable to ending it.

However, as the Government acknowledges in this consultation, the Warm Home Discount,
especially at the current rate of £150 per year, is not adequate to address the scale of fuel
poverty and the challenge of energy affordability when the average fuel poverty gap is £407°.

The Secretary of State for Energy Security and Net Zero, Ed Miliband, acknowledged in his
evidence to the ESNZ Committee on the cost of energy on the 15 January, that the Warm
Home Discount is a “social tariff in its infancy”®. We urge the Government to go further by
setting a clear ambition to evolve the Warm Home Discount into a full social tariff within the
lifetime of the scheme.

Fair By Design’s recommendations
From the outset:

1) There must be a commitment to maintain the real value of the Warm Home Discount
over time. The annual rate (currently £150) and the value of industry initiatives should
at least keep pace with inflation each year.

1 Difference between direct debit price cap prices from July-September 2025 and 2020/21 winter. Ofgem, Costs
included in price cap level, May 2025

2 Public First (2025), New polling for NESO, July 2025. 9,758 sample of British adults from 5-16th December 2024.
S Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ) (2025), Public Attitudes Tracker — Time Series
(Summer 2025), UK. Available at: <https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/public-attitudes-tracker>
(Accessed: 10 November 2025).

4 Ofgem (2025), Debt and arrears indicators. Available at: <https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/data/debt-and-
arrears-indicators> (Accessed: 10 November 2025).

5 Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ) (2025), Annual fuel poverty statistics report: 2025.
Available at: <https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/annual-fuel-poverty-statistics-report-2025>
(Accessed: 10 November 2025).

5 UK Parliament. (2025) Energy Security and Net Zero, HC 396: Oral evidence, Work of the Department for
Energy Security and Net Zero, 15 January 2025. Available at:
https://committees.parliament.uk/oralevidence/15239/pdf/ (Accessed: 19 November 2025).
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2) The scheme must include regular, formal reviews within the lifetime of the scheme.
We would like to see these carried out by an independent body such as the Committee
for Fuel Poverty, which should make recommendations on how to improve the
effectiveness of the scheme in terms of bringing more households out of fuel poverty.
Consumer groups, suppliers, and other interested parties should be consulted as part of
these reviews. These reviews need to be held in a timely way so that there is enough
time for the Scheme to adapt iteratively.

3) The scheme must be extended to those on non-means-tested disability benefits
(Personal Independence Payment, Disability Living Allowance (including child DLA), and
Attendance Allowance) given the extra costs attached to being disabled”. This could
include an upper-income threshold, as proposed for the Watersure scheme?.

We would like to see the following changes within the lifetime of the scheme:

1) The size of the Warm Home Discount must be increased. We would like to see an
increase to the size of the average fuel poverty gap (around £400). We acknowledge
that this would require a significant increase in funding which cannot be borne by other
energy bill payers alone. Therefore...

2) The funding of the Warm Home Discount should be made more progressive. We
believe that Government needs to consider a mixed funding approach where part of the
cost is borne by taxpayers as well as billpayers as recommended by the Public First
report Closing the fuel poverty gap — A plan for targeted energy support (2025)°.

3) The Government needs to develop practical processes for bringing different datasets
together, including income data, in order to be able to target support to those who
need it most. This is a long overdue step to ensure that public money is efficiently spent.
It will enable the delivery of tiered support which tapers according to income (i.e. the
Public First report recommends the lowest income households receiving £700 tapering
to £100). It also recommends the provision of extra boosters to those who need
additional support, such as disabled households and households who pay by standard
credit, who currently lose 90% of the value of the Warm Home Discount to the
additional premium they incur for paying this way (£135 price cap period: Oct-Dec

7 Scope (2025) Disability Price Tag. Available at: <https://www.scope.org.uk/campaigns/disability-price-tag>
(Accessed: 10 November 2025).

8 Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA). (2024) Reforming the WaterSure scheme:
consultation [online] London: DEFRA. Available at: https://consult.defra.gov.uk/consumers-and-
affordability/reforming-the-watersure-scheme/supporting_documents/WaterSure%20Consultation.pdf
(Accessed: 11 Nov. 2025)

9 Public First (2024) Closing the fuel poverty gap — A plan for targeted energy support. Available at:
<https://www.publicfirst.co.uk/closing-the-fuel-poverty-gap.html> (Accessed: 10 November 2025).



2025). We would welcome the incremental expansion of the Warm Home Discount.
Where particular groups of households in need of extra support can already be
identified, for example, support should be extended as soon as possible.

4) Until long term, sustainable data matching processes are in place, we would support the
development of an application route for those on low incomes or other priority groups
who can’t be identified automatically. This must be accessible to those who are digitally
excluded as well as those who are comfortable with a digital application process.

5) Government must continue to look at energy support in a holistic way. Whilst
supporting households with affordability in the short term is important, investing in
energy efficiency is the most sustainable, long-term way of bringing down energy bills. It
is crucial, both for households and to maintain the energy efficiency supply chain
supporting this work, that there is certainty and security around the long-term funding
of the Warm Homes Plan. In addition, the Government must ensure that the future
energy market is fair by design and that no new poverty premiums are created.

Q2: Do you agree with our proposal to rename the current ‘Core Group 1’ and ‘Core Group 2’
in England and Wales, bringing the existing groups together under one ‘Core Group’? Do you
have any views on whether this approach could bring any potential advantages or
disadvantages, including practical considerations in delivering the scheme?

Yes. Combining the core groups seems a sensible approach in terms of making the scheme
easier for consumers to understand.

Q3: Under these proposals the eligibility criteria established for 2025/26 would be continued
for the next scheme period in England and Wales. Do you have any concerns about the
impact of this proposal on households, in particular on those with protected characteristics?
What concerns do you have? Do you have any suggestions for mitigating your concerns,
including through use of Industry Initiatives? Please provide any evidence you may have to
support your answer.

Energy bill support must be targeted toward those on the lowest incomes, not just those on
benefits, in order to mitigate the impact on some groups with protected characteristics. The
Government urgently needs to develop the capacity to do this.

Although being on a low income is not in itself a protected characteristic, certain groups with
protected characteristics are more likely to be living in poverty such as people from minoritised



ethnic groups, and disabled people?, as well as other groups we should be concerned about
such as children.

Unsurprisingly, having insufficient income is strongly correlated with being in fuel poverty.
Public First’s analysis shows that 72% of those in fuel poverty (using the spending 10% of
income after housing costs definition) are also below the poverty line, and 99% of those in deep
fuel poverty (spending over 20% of income after housing costs) are living in poverty . In
contrast, being in receipt of means-tested benefits is an imperfect proxy for living in
poverty/fuel poverty. Around 4 in 10 households in the poorest fifth of the population do not
receive means-tested benefits!? . This highlights the urgency of developing robust data-sharing
processes to ensure support goes beyond benefit recipients to reach all households on the
lowest incomes.

Industry initiatives and an application route are ways of extending the reach of support until
better data sharing processes are in place. Industry initiatives allow for more tailored and
holistic support to be offered to particular groups in innovative ways. However, there is no
guarantee that all those who would benefit from this support are able to access it as this is
dependent on the reach of the charities involved and the total budget available.

While we would welcome an application route as a temporary option until data matching
processes are established, evidence suggests that automatic enrolment is much more effective
in terms of increasing take-up rates and reducing administration costs®3.

Q4: Which of the three options listed above is your preferred option for the next scheme
period in Scotland?

Our preferred option is Option 3. We think it is greatly preferable that as many people as
possible receive the Warm Home Discount automatically as opposed to having to apply.
Research from Policy In Practice shows that in 2024 awareness of water tariffs was only around
34% despite proactive action from Ofwat and high profile media coverage, compared to 92% of

9 Health Foundation (2024) Inequalities in poverty. [online] Available at:
<https://www.health.org.uk/publications/inequalities-in-poverty> [Accessed 13 November 2025].

" Public First (2024) Closing the fuel poverty gap — A plan for targeted energy support. Available at:
<https://www.publicfirst.co.uk/closing-the-fuel-poverty-gap.html> (Accessed: 10 November 2025).

2 Joseph Rowntree Foundation (2023) On a low income, but not claiming means-tested benefits. Available
at: <https://www.jrf.org.uk/social-security/on-a-low-income-but-not-claiming-means-tested-benefits>
(Accessed: 10 November 2025).

3 For example, Policy in Practice (2025) Automating access to water social tariffs: A pilot study with Thames
Water in Richmond and Wandsworth. London: Policy in Practice. Available at:
https://policyinpractice.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2025/03/Report_Automating-access-to-water-social-
tariffs_31March2025.pdf (Accessed: 13 November 2025).
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eligible recipients being auto-enrolled on the Warm Home Discount!*. The consultation states
that this is now even higher with 96% of recipients in core group 2 in England and Wales
receiving the discount automatically in 2024/25.

We also support the removal of the vulnerability criteria to put Scottish consumers on an
equivalent basis to consumers in England and Wales.

Finally, we strongly welcome the fact that Option 3 would remove the uncertainty of the
Broader Group in Scotland, which currently means that suppliers can have different criteria and
can be oversubscribed and run out of rebates. This means that the same consumer may receive
the discount one year but not the next. It also means that one household may not receive the
discount despite being in the same position as another household that does, because energy
suppliers have slightly different criteria. Our focus groups with energy consumers in Scotland, in
April 2023, revealed low levels of trust in energy suppliers and the energy system more
generally. We agree that removing this uncertainty is likely to help build trust.

Although the change to Option 3 would be broadly positive, we recognise that some
households which previously received the Warm Home Discount through the Broader Group
annual application process, but are not in receipt of a qualifying benefit, may no longer be
eligible for support under the rebate element of the scheme. We note that the definition of fuel
poverty in Scotland is more nuanced than the definition in England and Wales, for example, it
has rural uplifts and recognises that some households require being warmer for longer. As we
have not yet had a winter with the expanded scheme in place, it is not yet clear how the
expanded Warm Home Discount scheme will work in Scotland. We would like to see a clear
mechanism via industry initiatives for picking up those who would lose out as a result of this
change.

Q5: Do you have any views on the advantages, disadvantages or concerns of any of the
options presented?

As above, Option 1 continues to require people in the Broader group to apply, reducing the
take-up rate compared to auto-enrolment. It also retains the vulnerability criteria which means
there is a higher bar for households in Scotland compared to England and Wales. In addition,
the uncertainty over how far the funding will stretch and the inconsistency of criteria between
energy suppliers remains.

4 Policy in Practice. (2025) The art of the possible. London: Policy in Practice. Available at:
https://policyinpractice.co.uk/publication/the-art-of-the-possible/ (Accessed: 13 November 2025)



Option 2 is a significant improvement on Option 1 because significantly more people will be
auto-enrolled. However, the vulnerability criteria would remain, meaning that Scottish
consumers would have to meet additional criteria compared to consumers in England and
Wales.

That’s why Option 3, which puts Scottish households on a similar footing to English and Welsh
households by removing the vulnerability criteria as well as increasing auto-enrolment, is our
preferred option. However, we recognise that under both options 2 and 3 some people who
currently receive the rebate may miss out, and we would like to see an industry initiative put in
place to mitigate this.

Q6: Do you have any views about the use of a centralised Warm Home Discount helpline for
auto matched Scottish consumers in options 2 and 3? Currently only the Core Group receives
helpline support.

We agree that it makes sense for all auto-matched consumers to have access to the Warm
Home Discount helpline that covers the scheme. It only makes sense for consumers to contact
their supplier if the supplier has discretion over what they offer their customers.

Q7: Do you foresee any practical challenges or have any delivery concerns with replacing the
Broader Group and its application process in options 2 and 3 with a data matched broader
Core Group?

Q8: Do you have a preferred option for the next scheme period in Scotland that is not
presented above? If so, please provide details.

Q9: Do you have any concerns about the impact of these proposals, including the three
options as presented, on households, in particular on those with protected characteristics in
Scotland? What concerns do you have? Do you have any suggestions for mitigating your
concerns, including through use of Industry Initiatives? Please provide any evidence you may
have to support your answer.

Please see question 5. Option 1, which requires households to apply for support, is very likely to
result in lower take up. This means households that are struggling, which are more likely to
include children, people from minoritised ethnic groups and disabled people, going without
support that they need and are entitled to receive.



We recognise that option 3 will mean that some people who are not on means-tested benefits,
but who would have previously received the rebate, may miss out. We would like to see an
industry initiative put in place to mitigate this.

Q10: Do you think there are advantages or disadvantages in setting out eligibility separately
in Scotland?

Q11: Do you agree that Industry Initiatives should be continued into the next scheme period?

Yes, we strongly agree that industry initiatives should continue into the next scheme period.
Although it would be helpful to have greater transparency and outcome-based reporting over
what they deliver so that lessons can be learnt.

Industry initiatives are an important complementary addition to the £150 discount. Firstly, they
ensure people who are not on means-tested benefits but who are struggling with their energy
bills can access support. Secondly, the initiatives ensure that people who require deeper and
more holistic support in the form of advice, benefit entitlement checks, energy efficiency
measures, debt relief and emergency financial assistance can access what they need. Delivery
through charities, who know their clients best, enables more tailored support. Finally, it enables
charities such as National Energy Action to be able to train advisors to support people who are
struggling with their energy bills, creating a long-term legacy beyond the scheme period?®.

Q12: Do you agree that Industry Initiatives should continue to be designed by individual
energy suppliers and third-party partners? What are the benefits and drawbacks of this
approach?

Q13: Do you have any proposals to improve the design and/or delivery of Industry Initiatives
in the future? Do you have any proposals for additional activities that would be of benefit to
include as permissible Industry Initiatives in the future?

We support the End Fuel Poverty Coalition’s call for guaranteed, ring-fenced funding for those
who do not have a direct relationship with an energy supplier such as people living in park
homes and houseboats.

Q14: Do you have any views on eligibility for Industry Initiatives, or the extent to which
energy suppliers should have discretion and flexibility to who they are awarded to within fuel
poverty risk groups?

8 Warm Home Discount Industry Initiatives - National Energy Action (NEA)
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Q15: Do you have any views on whether specified activities should be included in the new
regulations for the next scheme period from 2026/27? Are there any advantages or
drawbacks to their inclusion in your view?

Q16: Do you agree with the proposals to expand the role of suppliers in the communications
around Warm Home Discount? Does this approach raise any advantages, or concerns in your
view?

We do not agree with the proposals to expand the role of suppliers in the communications
around Warm Home Discount without further testing. Our work with people who have
experience of not being able to afford their energy bill confirms that there is low trust in energy
suppliers, and that people can find communications from energy suppliers hard to understand?®
or may find them too difficult to deal with at a time of stress. We anticipate that
communication from the Government would carry greater weight with the recipient, and that
more people who have an incomplete data match may contact the helpline. We would strongly
support piloting a new approach to test whether there is a difference in take up of support
before rolling out this change.

Q17: Do you have any views on appropriate governance arrangements or oversight to
monitor the effectiveness of this approach?

See above. We believe this approach needs to be piloted first.

Q18: Do you have any views on the proposed change to how the Warm Home Discount cost is
estimated for reflecting in retail gas and electricity prices, moving from an annual spending
target set out in regulations to the introduction of estimates of total spend for that coming
winter? Do you have any views on how this may work on a practical level for suppliers? If
your response is specifically relevant to England and Wales, or Scotland only please make this
clear in your reply.

Q19: Do you have any views on how to determine spending for Industry Initiatives in Scotland
if data matching is adopted in place of the Broader Group?

'8 Fair By Design, Ofgem, Toynbee Hall (2022). Net Zero Transition for Low-income Consumers Available at:
Toynbee-Hall Net Zero Report 29 09 2022-1.pdf (fairbydesign.com)
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Q20: Do you agree, in the absence of data matching, Scottish spending should continue to be
determined as a proportion of expected spending in the England and Wales?

Q21: Do you agree that Industry Initiatives should be funded to a similar level as currently?
Do you have any views on whether their value should be adjusted for inflation during the
scheme period?

We agree that industry initiatives should be adjusted for inflation during the scheme period.

Q22: Do suppliers have any views on whether the reconciliation process works as currently
organised? Do you consider whether any changes could improve the process?

Q23: Do you have any other comments, views or evidence on the proposals for the changes
to the levy?

Q24: Do you have any comments on the proposal for allowing rebates notices to be issued
after 1 March (31 March for 2025/26) where the Secretary of State is satisfied that an error
has occurred?

We agree that a consumer should still have the opportunity to claim a rebate after the 31%t
March if the reason for them not claiming beforehand is due to government or energy supplier
error.

Q25: During the scheme period between 2026/27 and 2030/31, do you have any suggestions
on what further improvements or additions to the scheme we could be exploring?

As stated in our response in our response to Q1, we agree with the Government’s assessment
that: “The amount of support available, which must be balanced against the cost of providing it,
is insufficient to fully alleviate the level of fuel poverty faced by many households. Many fuel
poor households are unable to access the support, either by not being in receipt of means tested
benefits or by not paying their energy bills directly to a participating supplier.”

Our recommendations are as follows:
From the outset:

1) There must be a commitment to maintain the real value of the Warm Home Discount
over time. £150 and the value of industry initiatives should at least keep pace with
inflation each year. If the amount were increased to be closer to the average fuel



poverty gap, thought could be given to linking the value of the discount to overall
energy prices (meaning it could go down as energy prices fall saving the Government
money, as well as increasing when energy prices rise). We note that the Government
has proposed increasing the spend on industry initiatives by inflation each year and see
no reason for this not to apply to the amount of the discount too.

2) The scheme must include regular, formal reviews within the lifetime of the scheme.
We would like to see these carried out by an independent body such as the Committee
for Fuel Poverty, which should make recommendations on how to improve the
effectiveness of the scheme in terms of bringing more households out of fuel poverty.
Consumer groups, suppliers, and other interested parties should be consulted as part of
these reviews. These reviews need to be held in a timely way so that there is enough
time for the Scheme to adapt iteratively.

3) The scheme must be extended to those on non-means-tested disability benefits
(Personal Independence Payment, Disability Living Allowance (including child DLA), and
Attendance Allowance) given the extra costs attached to being disabled'’. This could
include an upper-income threshold, as proposed for the Watersure scheme®2.

We would like to see the following changes within the lifetime of the scheme:

1) The size of the Warm Home Discount must be increased. We would like to see an
increase to the size of the average fuel poverty gap (around £400). We acknowledge
that this would require a significant increase in funding which cannot be borne by other
energy bill payers alone. Therefore...

2) The funding of the Warm Home Discount should be made more progressive. We
believe that Government needs to consider a mixed funding approach where part of the
cost is borne by taxpayers as well as billpayers as recommended by the Public First
report Closing the fuel poverty gap — A plan for targeted energy support (2025)*°.

3) The Government needs to develop practical processes for bringing different datasets
together, including income data, in order to be able to target support to those who
need it most. This is a long overdue step to ensure that public money is efficiently spent.
It will enable the delivery of tiered support which tapers according to income (ie the

7 Scope (2025) Disability Price Tag. Available at: <https://www.scope.org.uk/campaigns/disability-price-
tag> (Accessed: 10 November 2025).

'8 Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA). (2024) Reforming the WaterSure scheme:
consultation [online] London: DEFRA. Available at: https://consult.defra.gov.uk/consumers-and-
affordability/reforming-the-watersure-scheme/supporting_documents/WaterSure%20Consultation.pdf
(Accessed: 11 Nov. 2025)

9 Public First (2024) Closing the fuel poverty gap — A plan for targeted energy support. Available at:
<https://www.publicfirst.co.uk/closing-the-fuel-poverty-gap.html> (Accessed: 10 November 2025).



Public First report recommends the lowest income households receiving £700 tapering
to £100). It will recommends extra boosters to those who need additional support, such
as disabled households and households who pay by standard credit, who currently lose
90% of the value of the Warm Home Discount to the additional premium they incur
for paying this way (£135 price cap period: Oct-Dec 2025). We would welcome the
incremental expansion of the Warm Home Discount. Where particular groups of
households in need of extra support can already be identified, support should be
extended as soon as possible.

4) Until long term, sustainable data matching processes are in place, we would support the
development of an application route for those on low incomes or other priority groups
who can’t be identified automatically. This must be accessible to those who are digitally
excluded as well as those who are comfortable with a digital application process.

5) Government must continue to look at energy support in a holistic way. Whilst
supporting households with affordability in the short term is important, investing in
energy efficiency is the most sustainable, long-term way of bringing down energy bills. It
is crucial, both for households and to maintain the energy efficiency supply chain
supporting this work, that there is certainty and security around the long-term funding
of the Warm Homes Plan. In addition, the Government must ensure that the future
energy market is fair by design and that no new poverty premiums are created.

Q26: Are there in your view households with particular characteristics that are or will be
particularly impacted by changes to the energy sector and how costs feature in bills?

We are particularly concerned with how low-income households will be impacted by changes
to the energy sector and call on the Government to commit to no future poverty premiums
being created (i.e. low-income households should not pay more than other income groups for
their energy).

Accessing the future energy market

In 2022, Fair By Design conducted a participatory action research project with Ofgem and
Toynbee Hall?® to explore what a good transition to net zero should look like for consumers on
low incomes. The research identified two main issues with the transition to net zero for people
with insufficient income:

20 Fair By Design, Ofgem, Toynbee Hall (2022). Net Zero Transition for Low-income Consumers Available at:
Toynbee-Hall Net Zero Report 29 09 2022-1.pdf (fairbydesign.com)
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1) Without policy changes focused on tackling financial barriers to energy efficient appliances,
smart technology, structural improvements and affordable green tariffs, the energy poverty
premium will worsen with only those with the means to pay for technology and home
improvements, and flex their energy use, benefitting.

2) Renters in particular are locked out of the transition because they have very little control
over what happens to the property where they live. Private renters taking part in the research
were not sure their requests would be taken seriously, and social tenants were worried about
increased service fees from modifications to their buildings. In addition, migrants had the
additional hurdle of trying to get to grips with how the energy system works in the UK.

Design of the future energy market

We are concerned that Ofgem has not carried out a comprehensive distributional impact
assessment for the move to market wide half hourly settlement and therefore the Government
and Ofgem do not have an informed view of who the winners and losers are likely to be from
this significant change. The existing assessment was carried out in 2021 and the data it used on
consumer benefits was not robust. We wrote to Ofgem on 13t May 2025 (sending a copy to
the Energy Minister at the time Miatta Farnbulleh) asking for the distributional assessment to
be updated before proceeding with market wide half hourly settlement. Ofgem replied to say
that they planned to press ahead and to carry out further analysis when the programme is
mostly rolled out. This risks repeating a familiar pattern: implementing an economic model and
then retrofitting solutions for low-income households, instead of designing a market that is
inclusive by design from the start.

Prior to the energy crisis, the energy market was built on the assumption that people would
shop around for the best deal. However the Competition and Markets Authority (CMA)’s survey
of 7,000 consumers (part of its investigation into the energy market in 20162 ) found that 56%
of respondents had never switched supplier, did not know it was possible or did not know if
they had done so; and 72% had never switched tariff with an existing supplier, did not know it
was possible, or did not know if they had done so. Consumers on low incomes were even less

2 Competition and Markets Authority (2016). Energy Market Investigation- final report. Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/5773de34e5274a0da3000113/final-report-energy-market-

investigation.pdf
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likely to be “active” consumers. Research from the University of Bristol (2016)?2 found that 73%
of people on low incomes had not switched energy supplier in the past two years.

Although choosing different types of tariff is not completely analogous to switching energy
suppliers, this does give some indication of the appetite amongst consumers to shop around for
cheaper energy prices. As DESNZ’s recent consultation on consumer led flexibility
acknowledged “There is...potential that public awareness of CLF (consumer-led flexibility)
remains low, with CLFOs (businesses) focusing on specific consumer groups, particularly those
who are already engaged and more affluent - risking low income and vulnerable consumers
being left out of the market.” 2 Participants taking part in the research on the transition to net
zero?* shared how grappling with complex information to understand different energy options
and their implications is a real challenge.

This confirms the need for adequate long-term bill support (around £400 as discussed above) as
a safety net for those who are not able to engage in the market for whatever reason and who
are struggling with their energy bills.

Standing charges

For people on insufficient incomes, standing charges make up a significant proportion of their
energy bill, and there is nothing they can do to reduce their bill further even if they use no
energy at all. We welcome Ofgem’s call for input on cost allocation?®, and in particular welcome
exploration of the option that costs should be distributed according to ability to pay.

All of the points above emphasise the need for an inclusive design approach to energy policy,
involving a diverse range of people, including those who struggle to pay their energy bills, at
every stage of policy design and implementation.

22 University of Bristol, (2016). Paying to be Poor: Uncovering the scale and nature of the poverty premium [pdf]
Fair By Design. Available at: https://fairbydesign.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/08/University-of-Bristol-Paying-
to-be-poor.pdf

2 Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ). (2025) Consumer-led flexibility: consumer
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