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Fuel Poverty levels in England, 2012 
 

Through the Energy Act 2013, the Government has laid the ground for a new legal framework to 
monitor fuel poverty in England using the Low Income High Costs Indicator (LIHC). This new 
measure of fuel poverty was first proposed in Professor Hills’ review of Fuel Poverty1 and following 
consultation, the Government confirmed its intention to adopt the indicator in July 20132. In the 
accompanying strategic framework document, ‘Fuel Poverty: a framework for future action’3, 
Government set out how the new indicator will inform the strategic approach to tackling fuel 
poverty, including setting a new fuel poverty target which will be underpinned by a new fuel poverty 
strategy. Further details will be published in due course. 

Under the Low Income High Costs definition, a household is considered to be fuel poor if:  

• they have required fuel costs that are above average (the national median level)  
• were they to spend that amount, they would be left with a residual income below the official 

poverty line.  

The Low Income High Costs indicator consists of two components:  

• the number of households that have both low incomes and high fuel costs (shown by the 
shaded area in bottom left hand quadrant in Figure 1 below); and  

• the depth of fuel poverty amongst these fuel poor households. This is measured through a 
fuel poverty gap (shown by the vertical arrow) which represents the difference between the 
required fuel costs for each household and the median required fuel costs. 

The fuel poverty gap for each individual household is then aggregated across all fuel poor 
households to produce an overall aggregate fuel poverty gap which gives a sense of the depth of 
fuel poverty on a national level. 

Figure 1: Fuel poverty under the Low Income High Costs indicator 

 

 
 

                                                            
1 See www.gov.uk/government/publications/final-report-of-the-fuel-poverty-review  
2 See www.gov.uk/government/consultations/fuel-poverty-changing-the-framework-for-measurement  
3 See www.gov.uk/government/publications/fuel-poverty-a-framework-for-future-action  
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Chart 3: Annual percentage change in median income by income deciles 

 

Prices 
There is a strong correlation between fuel prices in real terms and the depth of fuel poverty as 
shown by the aggregate fuel poverty gap. As prices increased steadily between 2003 and 2009, 
the fuel poverty gap also increased; and when prices fell in 2010, the aggregate fuel poverty gap 
showed a corresponding reduction.  

In 2012, despite a rise in real term fuel prices, the aggregate fuel poverty gap shows a reduction. 
This is mostly due to fewer households being classed as fuel poor in 2012, and part due to the 
change to the new model used to calculate fuel consumption (see the Annual fuel poverty report 
for further details).  

It should be noted that each fuel poverty dataset is actually a combination of two consecutive 
years’ worth of data. This means that the effects of price changes are staggered over a two year 
period.  
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Table 1: Median SAP ratings by each quadrant of the LIHC metric, 2011-2012 

 

Summary 
Due to the relative nature of the LIHC measure, it is difficult to accurately isolate absolute reasons 
for changes.  However, in summary, changes in income, fuel costs and energy efficiency levels 
amongst fuel poor households are broadly consistent with the changes seen for the population as 
a whole. Hence the overall change in the number of households in fuel poverty was relatively small 
– with the reduction happening mainly due to income increases around higher income fuel poor 
households.  

This reduction in the number of fuel poor households, coupled with the improvements to incomes 
and energy efficiency levels for households have reduced the aggregate and average fuel poverty 
gap.  

Lizzie Brocklehurst 
Fuel Poverty statistics 
Tel: 0300 068 2808 
E-mail: Lizzie.Brocklehurst@decc.gsi.gov.uk 

Masuma Ahmed 
Fuel Poverty statistics 
Tel: 0300 068 5922 
E-mail: Masuma.Ahmed@decc.gsi.gov.uk 

 

2011 2012 Change
Low Income High Costs 50.4 52.2 1.8
Low Income Low Costs 64.3 65.8 1.5
High Income Low Costs 64.1 65.6 1.5
High Income High Costs 51.9 53.9 2.0
Overall population 58.7 60.6 2.0

Median SAP score


