
  

Response to Ofgem – consumer outcomes (billing)  

19th August 2026 

About Fair By Design  

Fair By Design is dedicated to reshaping essential services such as energy, credit and insurance 

so that they don’t cost more if you’re in poverty – also known as the poverty premium. Fair By 

Design works with regulators, Government, Parliament and industry to eliminate 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 should not 

incur a poverty premium, i.e. pay more for their energy, 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 

Ofgem is committed to moving to an outcomes-based approach to regulation, which will entail 

being clear about what outcomes energy firms need to achieve and then allowing more 

freedom in how firms achieve them. Ofgem is taking a phased approach to this starting with 

billing.  

This consultation seeks stakeholder views on how outcomes-based regulation should be 

implemented in energy supply. It focuses on proposed changes to both how Ofgem regulates 

(including monitoring) and its rules. In particular, this policy consultation seeks views on 

reforms to billing rules and how billing performance is monitored to support delivery of the 

intended billing outcome. The policy consultation also clarifies the role of the supplier 

Guaranteed Standards of Performance (GSOPs) and seeks views on potential changes to the 

design of GSOP payments. 

 

mailto:m.booker@barrowcadbury.org.uk


Summary 

Our discussions with our lived experience panel as well as Ofgem’s own consumer research1 to 

inform this consultation showed that there are still low levels of trust in the energy sector, 

driven by affordability concerns, lack of support with energy bills but also low understanding of 

the energy sector. We would therefore like to see the retention of a core set of consistent 

standards to help build trust among consumers about what they can expect.  

We do, however, welcome the moves towards more proactive monitoring and evaluation of 

suppliers – work which will need to be adequately resourced. We would also like to see 

suppliers explicitly encouraged to inclusively design their response to outcomes alongside their 

consumers. 

Fair By Design response 

Question 1: Do you agree with our initial monitoring approaches for the other Consumer 

Outcomes outlined in Appendix 1, and the data and evidence we need for each of them? If 

not, please provide more detail on this, including alternative metrics.  

We would like to see an overarching metric on inclusive design, which is currently not 

mentioned in the consultation. At Fair By Design, we believe that good outcomes can only be 

achieved when firms really take the time to understand consumers, and consumers are actively 

involved in designing and evaluating the products and services they are offered. This is 

particularly important for an essential like energy. We would like to see firms providing details 

of the processes they use to understand and involve customers. Do they have an established 

consumer panel? Do appropriate internal projects include customer representatives who are 

involved from the outset? Does the supplier have policies in place to ensure customer 

representatives are compensated for their time and reimbursed for expenses so that this 

opportunity is open to all? Suppliers might need to be judged according to good practice 

criteria but in time could be benchmarked against each other. 

In terms of the metrics set out in Appendix 1, we welcome the increased emphasis on 

monitoring and agree that such changes represent “no regret” improvements. It will be 

important that metrics are collected in a way that enables meaningful comparison between 

suppliers. 

We welcome the suggested approach of not only relying on supplier self-reporting but also 

gathering data from consumer surveys and wider market monitoring. We also welcome the 

commitment to collect data about the experience of vulnerable consumers specifically where 

 
1 Ofgem (2026), Ofgem – Guaranteed Standards of Performance Research. Available online: 
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/research/energy-consumer-experiences-customer-service-standards 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/research/energy-consumer-experiences-customer-service-standards


possible. Consumer organisations that deal directly with clients will be good sources of 

intelligence about which suppliers are performing well or not, and we would recommend 

drawing on their expertise. 

On the Fair Value monitoring proposal, we think that it is important that consumers are broken 

down into payment method types, and divided into whether they have a fixed rate contract or 

not.  Fair By Design's 2026 research with the University of Bristol's Personal Finance Research 

Centre, Paying more for less2 showed that pre-payment meter customers are still paying a 

premium of £129, despite having the cheapest prices under the price cap, because they are 

unable to access fixed rate deals available to direct debit customers. Furthermore, standard 

credit customers can pay between £30 and £271 more than direct debit customers on a fixed 

rate deal, depending on whether they are on a fixed contract or not. And direct debit customers 

who are not on a fixed rate deal can also pay up to £171 more that direct debit customers on a 

fixed contract. Ofgem should be evaluating whether each of these subgroups are receiving fair 

value. Furthermore Ofgem, should be looking at where there are gaps in provision. As we have 

learnt from financial services, even if all firms in the market are judged to be offering good 

consumer outcomes for their customers, there can still be people who are not being offered a 

product or service that meets their needs. For example, our research on payments3 showed 

that some low-income energy consumers would be interested in paying weekly for their energy, 

in order to help them budget, but this option is not available unless you pay in advance by pre-

payment meter. We would urge Ofgem to note that while innovation has emerged in terms of 

products and services for wealthy consumers (the cheapest deals are currently available to 

electric vehicle (EV) customers for example), it is less evident in terms of products and services 

designed for people on low incomes. We believe this requires active encouragement from 

Ofgem as a regulator to ensure good outcomes for all consumers, and we would be keen to see 

Ofgem using the findings from this monitoring to address gaps in the market in collaboration 

with suppliers collectively. 

On debt outcomes, we would be keen to see Ofgem’s delayed debt relief scheme commenced 

as soon as possible, alongside measures such as an expanded and tiered Warm Home Discount 

scheme to ensure that energy is affordable to all going forward. Without these measures it is 

hard to see how those in energy debt can be seen to be having good consumer outcomes. 

However, within current constraints we welcome the metrics designed to look at whether 

flexible bill payment has been offered. While other consumer organisations are better placed to 

 
2 Evans, J. & Davies, S. (2026) 'Paying more for less: the Poverty Premium in 2026.' Personal Finance Research 
Centre, University of Bristol. Available online: https://fairbydesign.com/wp-content/uploads/Poverty-Premium-
2026-final.pdf   
3 Fair By Design (2024), Flexible payments: understanding payment needs in low-income households. 
Available online: Payments - Fair By Design 

https://fairbydesign.com/wp-content/uploads/Poverty-Premium-2026-final.pdf
https://fairbydesign.com/wp-content/uploads/Poverty-Premium-2026-final.pdf
https://fairbydesign.com/understanding-the-poverty-premium-tackling-financial-inequality-fair-by-design/payments/


comment that us, we have heard anecdotal stories of suppliers not being prepared to accept 

repayment plans that are affordable to a customer, and would be keen to see suppliers 

assessed as to whether they are taking a sufficiently holistic approach to understanding that a 

customer may have arrears on a number of bills but also still needs to have enough to live on a 

day to day basis. 

On informed choices, we would be in favour of representative customer surveys instead of, or 

alongside, mystery shopping as something that is understandable to one customer may not be 

to another. However, qualitative research with consumers from all background will also be 

important. Once again, we would like to see Ofgem going beyond assessing the performance of 

individual suppliers, to looking at whether consumers are being well served by the choices 

available to them in the market. Is the amount of choice overwhelming or are there areas 

where more choice is needed? Who is benefitting from choice and why? We think that Ofgem 

should be prepared to look at whether a more constrained set of choices might be in the 

interest of consumers if this increases understanding and engagement, as previously suggested 

by the IPPR4.  

As Ofgem acknowledges, ongoing compliance engagement with suppliers will be key to success, 

and it is crucial that this work is adequately resourced. 

 

Question 2: To help minimise the burden of data collection, do you have any views on data 

collections we can streamline or retire?  

- 

Question 3: How can we best ensure that all stakeholders have a consistent understanding of 

the Consumer Outcomes we expect suppliers to deliver? Do you have any views on initial 

proposals to do this?  

The consultation document focuses on how expectations should be communicated to firms, but 

we are keen to see Ofgem’s thinking about how expectations will be communicated to 

consumers, advisors who help consumers and the Ombudsman. It is much less clear how this 

can be done without clear rules, which is partly why we believe that some clear and consistent 

minimum standards are still required. We urge Ofgem to work with consumer groups to 

establish these red lines and to ensure they are communicated in an accessible way. 

Question 4: How can we best manage dependencies between outcomes?  

 
4 IPPR (2017), Keep it simple: energy bills made easy. Available online:keep-it-simple-report-170918.pdf ( 

https://ippr-org.files.svdcdn.com/production/Downloads/keep-it-simple-report-170918.pdf?dm=1778241518


We agree that suppliers should be encouraged to look at consumer outcomes in a holistic way 

and would support an overarching licence condition or any other mechanism that would have 

this effect. 

We agree that there is a particular link with informed choices. As explained below, we think the 

outcome of a clear, transparent and accessible bill goes beyond the licence conditions listed. 

We would welcome assurances that these licence conditions will be covered under informed 

choices or another outcome if not covered here, and that consideration will be given to how 

they can be viewed holistically. 

Question 5: Do you agree with the range of rules we have identified relating to the billing 

outcome? Are there any other rules which you consider should be included?  

The rules chosen represent a minimum approach. There are a number of other licence 

conditions which may well fall under the informed choices outcome in particular, but which 

nevertheless affect consumer understanding of their energy bill. 

We recently had a discussion with our lived experience panel about how far people understood 

their energy bills. The full write up is attached. However, some of the themes that emerged 

were: 

- That energy bills were hard to understand although some suppliers did a better job than 

others at presenting information 

- The lack of accessibility of energy bills fed anxiety especially for those who are already in 

a financially precarious position 

- There is a lack of trust in suppliers and what they are charging. Participants felt that it 

would be very difficult to assess if an energy bill was wrong 

- There was a perception of poor customer service and support from suppliers 

- The benefits of switching were unclear and switching was perceived as risky 

Much of this is echoed in Ofgem’s own consumer research5 to inform this consultation. We 

think this indicates that there is a need to retain at least a minimum set of explicit consumer 

protections which need to be actively enforced, in order to build trust in the energy system. 

We also did our own comparison of bills brought in by our lived experience panel which showed 

quite a range of ways in which licence condition requirements were dealt with. We compared 

bills from seven suppliers covering more than 2/3rds of the market in total. Individuals used a 

range of payment methods. We assessed the bills against the following criteria: 

- Clear to see how much was due/by when/how to pay 

 
5 Ofgem (2026), Ofgem – Guaranteed Standards of Performance Research. Available online: 
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/research/energy-consumer-experiences-customer-service-standards 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/research/energy-consumer-experiences-customer-service-standards


The best bills showed clearly whether the customer owed money or if the account was 

in credit (our panel members raised that this can be confusing). Where money was 

owed, the due date was clear and it was also easy to see whether the amount would be 

collected by direct debit or if the customer needed to take action (this was not clear in 

every case despite SLC 31 H.12(c)). 
- Treatment of VAT   

Our lived experience panel questioned why this had to be included at all given that 

there was no choice to pay it. The clearest bills down-played the VAT figure so that the 

outstanding total was clear, and so that totals on the front page clearly linked to totals 

in the breakdown on later pages. 

- How late fees were communicated (where relevant) 

One bill had already added one late fee (£10) and was threatening to add another late 

fee (£30) if bill not paid within 14 days. This felt lacking in compassion. Another bill had 

an outstanding amount but a late fee had not been applied and lots of helpline numbers 

were given. We think this is an important area of focus to ensure good consumer 

outcomes for customers in debt. 

- Clear explanation of how unit rates are calculated 

- Clear explanation of how standing rates are calculated 

Good practice was to list both unit rates and standing charges as x units @ price per 

unit. One bill simply listed the standing charge total so there would be no way to 

challenge whether it was correct or not. 
- Easy to see if you could save money by changing payment method or tariff 

The best bills were clear about exactly how much you would save and gave you the 

name of the cheapest tariff that would provide this saving. They also made it clear 

whether you needed to change to a different tariff or switch payment method or both. 

One example simply said that it was always a good idea to check if you were on the best 

tariff deal available and referred you to their website. In this example, there was a lost 

opportunity to tell a standard credit customer that they would save money by changing 

to direct debit. And in addition to putting an extra step in the process, this option would 

not be available to those who are digitally excluded. 

- Easy to find helpline number/online support 

On some bills this number was on the first page but on some you had to go to the back 

page to find the helpline number. One supplier only offered help via their website or 

app and another directed you to online sources of support first, raising the question 

about whether those who are digitally excluded are experiencing good customer 

outcomes. 

- Freephone helpline number 



Only one supplier (Octopus) offered a freephone helpline number which our panel 

members raised as an important requirement to be able to access support. 

- Whether the Priority Services Register was promoted 

Four out of seven bills did not mention the Priority Services Register. Out of the three 

that did, only two attempted to explain the benefits it offered. 

Our conclusion is that there is actually a case for tightening up consistency between bills or at 

least information that has to be given to customers in some form, and /or enforcement of 

current requirements. 

We note that the role of apps is not mentioned in the consultation. A number of our panel 

members mentioned apps in a positive way and said that they made their energy bills easier to 

understand. We think this sort of positive innovation should be encouraged, whilst also 

ensuring that those who are digitally excluded can also access the information they need. 

These two exercises demonstrated that the following licence conditions are often implemented 

via bills: 

Condition 25: Tariff comparability and marketing  

Condition 26: Priority Services Register 

Condition 27: Payments, Security Deposits, Disconnections, Direct Debits, and Final Bills 

27.1 - 27.2 B Payment methods under Domestic Supply Contracts 

27.5B Customers in payment difficulty 

27.12 - 27.16 Provision of information  
 

We would welcome assurances that these licence conditions will be covered under informed 

choices or another outcome and then fed through to billing if not covered here. 

Question 6: Of the suite of options presented, do you have a preference? What is the 

rationale behind your preference?  

Our preference is for Option 3 at a minimum. 

We think it’s important that there is a standard set of expectations across suppliers when it 

comes to billing. Energy consumers already find the energy market too difficult to navigate. If 

Ofgem wishes to encourage customers to shop around to find the right deal for them, the fact 

that different suppliers may have different standards, and/or use different layouts/terminology 

makes the process of switching even harder to understand and even riskier for consumers. 



In addition, the evidence we have to date does not demonstrate that a clear incentive for 

suppliers to act in a certain way leads to good outcomes for consumers. Suppliers have told us 

that they are commercially incentivised to tell standard credit consumers that they would be 

better off moving to direct debit as well as having a licence condition that requires this. 

However, we know from our analysis of energy bills that certain suppliers are not conveying this 

message to consumers through their bills. Ofgem’s own consumer research6, as well as our 

own7, shows that less than half of standard credit consumers (43%) know that they are paying a 

premium compared to direct debit and are not therefore making an informed choice about the 

payment method they use. We are therefore not convinced that at outcomes approach will 

achieve the results anticipated in the consultation document. 

In terms of SLC21BA, we think Ofgem should take the opportunity of revising the licence 

conditions to reduce the back billing period considerably- something we have long argued for. A 

bill for twelve months of energy would be a huge shock for someone struggling to afford their 

energy bills. We do not think there is a justification to allow suppliers to continue to charge for 

energy consumed as long as twelve months ago. 

We would like to see the retention of all of SLC 21.B relating to billing based on meter readings. 

These are important minimum standards ensuring that consumers have a right to timely and 

accurate bills in language they can understand. We would like to point out that Fair By Design's 

2026 research with the University of Bristol's Personal Finance Research Centre, Paying more 

for less8 still found a small premium (£2.80 on average) for energy consumers who receive 

paper bills, despite 21.B 8 seemingly prohibiting this. We have contacted Ofgem separately to 

ask for further clarification about why this is the case. 

SLC 26.5 (c) on enhanced meter readings for Priority Services Register (PSR) customers must be 

kept to ensure that vulnerable customers are offered the support they need. Ofgem’s recent 

domestic billing performance assessment9 showed that there was variable performance 

amongst suppliers on this measure. And our own analysis of bills found the PSR not being 

consistently promoted, and where it is promoted, the benefits not being consistently explained. 

 
6 Ofgem (2024), Consumer Impacts of Market Conditions survey - Wave 5: Consumer impacts of market 
conditions survey: wave 5 (January to February 2024) | Ofgem 
7 Paying the Price: Low-income households still paying more for energy through standard credit – and most 
don’t know it  - Fair By Design 
8  Evans, J. & Davies, S. (2026) 'Paying more for less: the Poverty Premium in 2026.' Personal Finance Research 
Centre, University of Bristol. Available online: https://fairbydesign.com/wp-content/uploads/Poverty-Premium-
2026-final.pdf   
9 Domestic billing performance assessment | Ofgem 

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications/consumer-impacts-market-conditions-survey-wave-5-january-february-2024
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/publications/consumer-impacts-market-conditions-survey-wave-5-january-february-2024
https://fairbydesign.com/blog-standard-credit-price-cap-2025/
https://fairbydesign.com/blog-standard-credit-price-cap-2025/
https://fairbydesign.com/wp-content/uploads/Poverty-Premium-2026-final.pdf
https://fairbydesign.com/wp-content/uploads/Poverty-Premium-2026-final.pdf
https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/research/domestic-billing-performance-assessment


Again, SLC 31H 1-2 and H12-14 are very basic requirements on suppliers to help consumers to 

understand their bill. As we know that consumers often don’t understand their bills at the 

moment, we do not think this is the moment to remove this protection. 

The Guaranteed Standard of Performance (GSOP) on final bills and credit refunds requiring final 

bills to be issued within 6 weeks and credit balances to be refunded within 10 working days of a 

final day, does not seem like an onerous requirement and at least provides a backstop that all 

consumers/advisors and the Ombudsman can work to. However, we are concerned that getting 

rid of SLC 27.18 which requires suppliers to correct an error in the final bill as soon as possible, 

may create a loophole. We would be keen to understand suppliers' current performance on 

this. 

Question 7: If relevant, what is the impact of each option on supplier costs? Please provide 

any supporting evidence.  

- 

Question 8: Do you agree that the data and evidence we are asking for to monitor the Billing 

Outcome will give us the evidence we need to hold suppliers accountable for delivering the 

right outcomes for consumers? If not, please explain your reasoning, including any alternative 

sources of data and evidence you think appropriate. For suppliers specifically, could you tell 

us how you already monitor your customers' experience of receiving accurate, timely, 

accessible and understandable bills?  

We welcome the proposals to go beyond a supplier's own self-assessment in determining 

whether consumer outcomes are being met. However, it is not clear how Ofgem will determine 

if a supplier is delivering a particular outcome or not. Accuracy and timeliness are more 

straightforward to assess although we note that there are no plans for any universal targets. 

Our particular concern is around understandability of bills. We accept that some of the 

concepts involved such as the gas unit price are inherently difficult to explain. However, our 

own analysis of bills suggest that some suppliers do some things well, others do different things 

well. Our concern is that this could result in a bunching of suppliers around a standard that is 

not particularly achieving good outcomes for consumers. We would like Ofgem to be more 

proactive in terms of understanding what is possible in terms of raising understanding of 

consumer bills even if no suppliers are meeting that standard, highlighting existing good 

practice, and identifying areas where the industry as a whole could do better.  

The Plain Numbers trial with Octopus in 2021 suggested that 57% of customers could answer 4 

out of 5 comprehension questions after the Plain Numbers approach compared to 32% before, 



which could help set a target to aim for10. However, it is a concern that this still leaves a 

significant proportion of consumers not understanding their energy bill well - an issue that we 

think needs to be explored further.  Consumer understanding will need to be retested as 

different types of tariff continue to come into the market, and as customers sell to the grid as 

well as buy from it. It will be important to continue to talk directly to customers about what 

they want to see. Our lived experience panel have repeatedly expressed concerns about high 

standing charges, even when they are not using any energy and yet none of the bills that we 

looked at attempted to explain what standing charges were for. 

We are also concerned about whether the consumer testing suppliers do with their own 

customers will be comparable unless further guidance is given on representatives of the 

groups/samples is given.  

Finally, we would also like to see Ofgem drawing on the expertise of consumer organisations 

who work directly with clients who can offer a more in depth understanding of any difficulties 

their client group are having with energy bills. 

Question 9: Do suppliers foresee any challenges with the data and evidence we propose 

below? Please provide detail and examples in your response to help us understand the 

feasibility of our proposal.  

- 

Question 10: How often should this data and/or evidence be collected?  

- 

Question 11: What aspects of the Compliance Operating Principles do you anticipate will 

need to be developed to ensure compliance activity is balanced, proportionate, and efficient 

when assessing consumer outcomes?  

It is not clear as yet how a supplier would be able to assess/self-report whether it is compliant 

with a consumer outcome on understanding of energy bills, or even timeliness and accuracy 

without explicit targets or ranges. 

Compliance and enforcement will need to be adequately resourced to be effective. Given that 

the enforcement action against British Gas for forcibly installing pre-payment meters took three 

years, we would be keen to understand what plans are in place to ensure Ofgem is able to act 

in a timely way. 

 
10 https://plainnumbers.org.uk/proof-it-works/octopus-energy-monthly-energy-email-update/ 

https://plainnumbers.org.uk/proof-it-works/octopus-energy-monthly-energy-email-update/


Question 12: How can we improve engagement to ensure all stakeholders share a common 

understanding of our billing rules? Are you supportive of us developing a Billing Outcome 

guidance document? How can we improve informal engagement?  

We agree that a common understanding of billing rules is essential and we think that this 

supports the need for a core minimum set of requirements alongside a requirement to achieve 

good consumer outcomes. 

We support the idea of consolidating any guidance. However, we are concerned about the 

overlap between the billing outcome and the informed choices outcome in particular. We think 

that consideration should be given to consolidating the guidance for all outcomes into one 

document with clear cross referencing. 

We welcome Ofgem’s commitment to build stronger and more open relationships, and to be 

transparent about supplier performance and compliance activities. We think that it is 

particularly important for consumer groups to continue to have channels to raise any recurring 

issues relating to billing as part of Ofgem’s monitoring activity. Consumer groups will also have 

an important role in conveying any rule changes to their clients. 

Finally, we would like to see Ofgem engage directly with consumers (outside of the consumer 

survey) about energy bills both to inform its monitoring work and to set a good example to 

suppliers. 

Question 13: How can we improve transparency of our billing activities and how stakeholders 

have shaped our work?  

- 

Question 14: Do you agree with our proposals to introduce an automatic inflation based 

uplift mechanism for supplier GSOP payments? 48 Consultation Consumer Outcomes - 

Implementation  

Yes, this makes sense in terms of the payment maintaining its value without further 

intervention. We also agree that rounding it to the nearest £5 will keep the amount 

straightforward. 

Question 15: Do you agree with our proposal to repeat payments for the existing GSOPs 

related to consumers being off-supply?  

Yes. 

Question 16: Do you agree with our suggested mitigations for the repeated payments, 

specifically the uniform time period for both GSOPs and capped payments?  



We agree with the uniform time periods but not the proposal to cap payments which seems to 

go against the original rationale for introducing repeated payments and could incentivise 

suppliers to pull back from efforts to rectify a problem once the cap has been reached. 

Question 17: Do you have any evidence to inform our assessment of the impact of repeated 

payments, such as data on existing timescales to rectify these breaches? 

- 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Discussion on understanding energy bills -  Fair By Design Lived Experience awayday 
13th July 

Participants were asked to bring a copy of their energy bill. Personal details were 
blacked out but participants were able to compare the layout of different bills. 

Summary 

Overall, the discussion reflects perceptions that energy bills feel opaque, overly complex, 
leading to anxiety, disengagement, and low trust. 

Energy bills are hard to understand although some layouts are better than others 
• Bills are jargon-heavy, visually cluttered, and difficult to understand. 
• Key information (what you owe, what you’ve paid, how charges are calculated) is 

not clearly presented, although some were better than others (Fuse, Utility 
Warehouse held up as good examples, British Gas, EDF as bad examples.) Formats 
that minimise clutter and highlight key information (ie what I owe) clearly were 
preferred. 

• There was confusion over terms like debit vs credit, and VAT treatment. 
• There was a lot of consternation that standing charges are applied even when no 

energy is being used. 
• Most people said they only looked at the amount owed. 
• Lack of accessibility for people with dyslexia, autism, or low literacy; too much 

information and poor layout worsen this. 
• Some positive feedback about apps being easier to understand than paper bills. 

  

“Needs to be clearer about what you are being charged, why and what you’ve paid and be 
really clear. Confusion about debit and credit as opposite to a credit card where you build 
debt, but it is called a credit card.” 

“Some have VAT added and others don’t mention it – makes it even more complicated. 
More confusing to have VAT separated out – if you have to pay it so why show it (only 
businesses can apply for exemption).” 



“To be honest, I don’t even look at all the ‘blah-de-blah’ I don’t read it I just go straight to 
how much I owe.” 

“Need more accountability to explain standing charges and exit fees – so that even if they 
are reasonable people understand why they are there.” 

“Hard to know how to challenge your bill as they’re so complex.” 

“Helpline is in small print. If mobile bill that hard to understand we’d go over our 
allowances. This is so jargon heavy.” 

“There are boxes and boxes with different prints, colours, too much visual information, a lot 
for capable readers, but if not such a good reader would be overwhelming, but one was 
very clear.” 

“Find it easier to work out how calculated electricity bill, but hard to assess how the gas bill 
has been calculated – it is really complicated. The smart meter is also difficult to use to 
check the cost per unit and that readings are correct.” 

“EDF has so much info on first page of bill. Whereas FUSE just has what you need to know 
on it. I am autistic and it is just too much for me to process. There is more info on the other 
pages and laid out much more simply.” 

“The British Gas app is so much easier to navigate (I am dyslexic) as soon as I log into my 
app it shows me what I owe – I can pay through it and call them through the app. EDF app 
not as good and takes an hour to get through on the phone.” 

“Liked that on one bill given QR code to compare tariffs from other providers too.” 

Financial stress and vulnerability 
• Billing and communication practices increase anxiety, especially for those whose 

financial situation is already precarious. 
• Payment methods sometimes worsen financial strain or reduce flexibility. 

  

“Make all documents easy to read with no jargon. When already affected by food poverty, 
fuel poverty etc., don’t have time to call them up and ask them to explain my bill and leaves 
me feeling upset and like there is deliberate confusion.” 

“When I left domestic abuse situation my son and I lived in one room and barely used any 
energy they took it from my account I asked them not to and they said they would adjust it, 
but they didn’t, so I didn’t pay my bill for 3 months.” 

“Thought that paying quarterly rather than monthly added complexity.” 



“Been put on monthly even though asked to be put on pay as you go as they changed the 
meter and we are now in debt, they won’t change it back until we pay off the debt, which we 
cannot afford.” 

“Was encouraged to pay more to pay off arrears as they ‘match’ this from a fund but 
arrears have remained the same.” 

  

Lack of trust and perceived unfairness 
• Lack of transparency and accountability because people don’t understand if they 

are being charged the right amount. 
• Strong feeling that providers can “charge anything” without clear justification. 
• Doubts that bills accurately reflect actual usage, especially when based on 

estimates. 
• Delays and inconsistencies in communication (e.g. whether recent payments are 

reflected in bill). 
• Suspicion around standing charges, credit balances being held, and unexpected 

cost increases after switching. 
• Belief that companies prioritise profit over fairness or customer wellbeing. 

  

“No trust that it is a fair reflection of what I have been using and a fair charge.” 

“Lack of trust and confusion makes you feel like they’re just doing whatever they want. 
Getting pushed towards smart meter but feel like you’re then giving your power to them.” 

“They also don’t tell you what credit you can have back as why should they get to hold onto 
it and collect interest. They should be able to pay it back automatically.” 

“Felt that standing charge varies – looked cheaper on some bills than others and how is 
that a thing. Yes you’re paying for infrastructure, but they’re making a huge profit.” 

“Hate the delay between taking action and that registering on your account e.g. making a 
payment and then receiving a bill a few days later and you are not sure if that bill reflects 
your payment or not.” 

“You don’t walk in a pub and they don’t charge you £100 in case you drink that amount of 
beer. Estimated bills what’s the point now people have smart meters.” 



Poor customer service and support 
• Staff perceived as unsympathetic, undertrained, and focused on debt collection 

rather than help. 
• Negative experiences when disclosing vulnerabilities (e.g. mental health issues). 
• Long wait times, hidden helpline details, and lack of meaningful resolution. 
• “Supportive” language on bills not matched by actual service. 
• Benefits of joining the Priority Services register are unclear and accessibility 

requirements not seen through/acted upon. 
  

“The staff are not customer service orientated, their job is to collect as much money as 
possible, not to be sensitive to people’s needs and they don’t have the power to do 
anything any way and assume everyone is giving them a sob story and assume at least half 
of people are lying.” 

“Using language on bills to suggest they’re supportive, but when you call them they don’t 
help you.” 

“The customer service are too robotic and don’t have enough training they’re just trying to 
get off of the phone and get on to the next customer.” 

“I got put on the priority register because I thought it would be helpful, but because of that 
they tried really hard  to move me from pay as you go to direct debit, it would of been a 
disaster as I rely on charity fuel vouchers (you can't use these on DD) told them had a 
severe mental health problem and response was we all have mental health problems 
mate…. It was awful.”   

“Looks of people with dyslexia read better on pink paper, but still get white paper. When log 
this put on priority register but nothing happens.” 

Switching and market concerns 
• Uncertainty about the benefits of switching – perception that switching suppliers 

initially appears beneficial but often leads to higher costs later. 
• Price comparison tools seen as misleading due to reliance on estimates. 
• Bundled deals viewed as risky or ethically questionable. 

  

“When switched, always looked like it will get better, but then after 3-8 months it just gets 
more expensive and there don’t seem to be as much consumer driven information on price 
comparison websites too.” 



“As all based on estimates they make it look better than what you actually use and then 
your bill ends up being much higher.” 

“On some bills it tells you what you can save if you switch to a different deal (but in this 
instance it was only available if you switched more things to them e.g. mobile phone 
insurance (bundle) etc…). Ethically questionable – if you miss your bill, then your  
insurance is void too. If someone bundles things with one provider it increases their risk to 
one company, which they may not want.” 
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