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Executive Summary
Energy in context
The Commission for Regulation of Utilities (CRU), formerly the Commission for Energy Regulation, is
Ireland's independent energy regulator. The aim of the CRU's economic role is to protect the interests of
energy customers and maintain security of supply. The CRU also promote competition in the electricity
and gas supply marketsi.
This research programme was the latest in a series of comparable studies which evaluate residential and
business customer’s attitudes towards the electricity and gas markets and examine the effects of market
deregulation.
This year’s report built upon the methodological approach undertaken in previous iterations of this study.
It adopts a different approach by dividing residential and business customers into two separate sections
of the report. This accounts for their differing behaviour with regards energy consumption and offers
more clarity for the reader. It comprises four nationally representative surveys: two residential and two
Small and Medium Enterprise (SME) surveys conducted with electricity and gas customers. In total this
constituted surveys with 2,000 residential and 650 SME customers.
This report examines the 2017 data in detail as well as trends from previous years. It also includes a
multivariate analysis of the switching market. The report discusses the benefits of applying behavioural
insights to this research and situates the findings in the wider discourse around energy and resource
management.
Irish Energy Market Profileii
At present the seven main suppliers of electricity in the market are Electric Ireland, Bord Gáis Energy, SSE
Airtricity, Energia, PPP, Pinergy, Panda in the residential electricity market. New entrants include Go Power,
BE Energy and Just energy. The largest electricity supplier is Electric Ireland. The residential gas market
has five main providers with Bord Gáis Energy remaining the main provider. Within the residential gas
market, Bord Gáis Energy is the dominant supplier with Electric Ireland as the next most used supplier.
Prepay Power are a new market entrant for 2017. The majority of those residential consumers who has
both gas and electricity were supplied by the one provider.
Both residential and SME consumers were aware of the leading suppliers in the market (Electric Ireland,
Bord Gáis Energy, SEE Airtricity and Energia), yet had relatively poor understanding of the energy market
in terms of the provision of the infrastructure versus the supply of energy.
Main findings
The findings show that there are high levels of satisfaction amongst residential and SME gas and electricity
customers. These levels are consistent with previous years findings.
Most residential and SME customers receive their bill by post, with some moving towards email only since
2012. The majority pay their bill when due. The SME sector pay more attention to their expenditure and
review annually.
Many residential electricity and gas customers reported having a good understanding of how to navigate
the market and found it easy comparing offers. SME’s found it slightly more difficult comparing offers.
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Residential customers switching rates in Ireland are amongst the highest in Europe. Those who had not
switched reported not doing so because they were happy with their current provider, were unsure about
the long-term benefits of switching, and felt that the process of switching may be difficult. Among the
SME’s we see a different picture. A significant number of business customers reported having switched
since 2011, with nearly a third having done so in the past 12 months. The key drivers for SME’s switching
are the reduction in the total cost of energy, followed by an increased bill from the previous supplier, and
a more flexible tariff structure. Of those who did switch the clear majority found the process easy. The
greatest influence on taking up a new product or switching supplier was being approached directly by a
supplier.
Most residential customers had little interest in switching to smart metering, with fewer than half having
an interest in the capacity to monitor their daily electricity use. Yet, most residential electricity customers
believe that it is important that energy is produced from renewable. This suggests a lack of interest in
taking personal responsibility for choosing sustainable products. As with switching, there is a greater
willingness to adapt and adopt usage habits within the SME market with the majority interested in using
smart metering. Further, over 80% are prepared to share the information collected on the meter and a
similar proportion believing a smart meter would be helpful in managing costs.
Insights and suggestions for behavioural insights approach
The findings of this research have direct benefits for the CRU and the energy sector in general in meeting
its strategic goals ensuring the long-term safety and affordability of the energy system in Ireland and that
regulation meets international best practice. This report suggests opportunities to improve the value of
its findings and previous surveys and its impact on the development of policies which help to regulate the
energy market in a manner that allows for progressive improvements and promotes innovation. The
findings are also of secondary use to support policy and decision making in related areas including health
and wellbeing, planning and housing, infrastructure, transport, finance, and the environment.
To ensure comparability with previous iterations of the study, the research design did not specifically
include behavioural economics elements in this iteration. It does, however, allow for the interpretation
of some of the results in the context of the biases inherent in the behaviour of energy customers. The
findings of this study suggest that significant attitude – behaviour gaps exist amongst residential energy
customers and, to a lesser extent, SME customer. We identified several biases that inhibit the adoption
of more efficient every usage. This indicates an ongoing need to engage with the residential and business
markets. We suggest that recognising these biases, and exploring appropriate means of reducing their
impact, is of critical importance to the success of regulation in the energy market in Ireland. Taking this
approach would support the creation of an environment that removes barriers to the uptake of new
energy saving technologies and promotes the proactive and sustainable management of Irelands energy
needs.
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1. Introduction
1.1.Background to the Commission for Regulation of Utilities
The Commission for Regulation of Utilities (CRU), formerly the Commission for Energy Regulation (CER),
is Ireland's independent energy regulator. The aim of the CRU's economic role is to protect the interests
of energy customers and maintain security of supply. The CRU also promotes competition in the
generation and supply of electricity and supply of natural gasiii.
First established in 1999 under the Electricity Regulation Act, the former Commission for Energy
Regulation (CER) has expanded to meet the ever-changing energy market. In 2002, the enhancement of
the Gas (Interim) (Regulation) Act expanded CRU’s responsibilities to oversee the regulation of the gas
market in Ireland. The CRU now works within the framework of the national and EU policy, the aim of
which is to create a Single European Market to meet the needs of all customers. The overall aim of the
CRU’s economic role is to protect the interests of energy customersiv.
The CRU promotes a competitive landscape within the electricity and natural gas sectors allowing
customers to benefit from a wider choice of suppliers and lower prices. They always work to ensure that
the supply of natural gas and electricity is safe, reliable and secure.
To effectively serve customers, a cross-border Single Energy Market (SEM) was designed and
implemented by CRU and Utility Regulator (Northern Ireland) in cooperation with the systems operators
and market participants. The SEM is a key means of achieving the organisation's goals.
CRU licence electricity and natural gas to suppliers and set performance and quality standards which must
be met by all within the sector. They also regulate downstream and upstream activities to ensure safe
transportation and delivery.

1.2. Research Conducted into the Energy Market
As part of its obligations to continue to provide information to all stakeholders within the market, CRU
conducts a variety of consultancy and field research projects each year. A wealth of published information
is available from CRU detailing all aspects of the sector. This information looks at both residential and
business customer usage, behaviour and satisfaction. The most relevant study to this research is the
Findings from 2016 research on attitudes and experiences in the domestic and SME electricity and gas
markets in Ireland. This was used as a benchmark from which to conduct the current study and upon
which to improve the understanding of the market.
The CRU understand that competition is continuing to drive the energy market. This research was the
latest in a series of comparable studies which evaluate residential and business customers attitudes
towards the electricity and gas markets and examine the effects of market deregulation. The survey
employed the same methodological approach and structure as previous studies to allow for trend analysis
to be conducted. The findings will support the implementation of the CRU’s new monitoring framework
through the analysis of robust data on new and key indicators.
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1.3. Irish Energy Market
The Electricity Regulation Act 1999, as amended, provided for the deregulation and introduction of
competition into the Irish electricity and natural gas markets. The Single Electricity Market (SEM) was
subsequently established in November 2007. The electricity market was fully deregulated in April 2011.
Following this, full deregulation of the natural gas market occurred in July 2014.
This paved the way for competitors, other than traditional state utilities, to enter the electricity and gas
market in Ireland. Competition in the energy supply sector was boosted by the arrival of these new market
entrants. Since 2016, the number of suppliers in the market has changed somewhat, with new entrants
such as GoPower and Just Energy.
Residential Electricity market share

1%
6%

6%

Residential Gas market share

1%

6% 2%
7%

Electric Ireland

Bord Gáis Energy

Bord Gáis Energy

14%
16%

14%

SSE Airtiricy

56%

Energia

49%

Electric Ireland
SSE Airtricity
Flogas

PrePayPower

22%

Energia
Vayu

Pinergy
Panda

1

Figure 1: Residential electricity and gas market share by customer numbers: CRU Retail Markets Report Q2 2017vvi

The 2016 ‘Research on Attitudes and Experiences in the Domestic and SME Electricity and Gas Market in
Ireland’ report suggests that the two domestic markets (residential and SME) are at different stages of
development in terms of competition and regulatory framework: “prices in the domestic electricity market
have been deregulated for the longer than prices in the domestic gas market while the two SME markets
are structurally different with electricity universally used by SME’s, in comparison natural gas being used
by a minority of SME’s”.

1

Throughout the report, where charts total 99% or 101%, this is due to rounding. It has not been amended to total
100% to maintain the validity of the data.
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The suppliers of electricity and gas to residential and business customers are shown below:

Provider
BEenergy
Bord Gáis Energy
Electric Ireland
Energia
FloGas
GoPower
Just energy
Panda Power
Pinergy
Prepaypower.ie
SSE Airtricity
Vayu

Electricity
Residential
Business
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓

Gas
Residential

Business

✓
✓
✓
✓

✓
✓
✓
✓

✓

✓

✓
✓

✓
✓
✓

Figure 2: Suppliers serving the Retail and Electricity Gas Markets in 2017vii

Both residential and business customers are using increased market competition to reduce their energy
costs and switching supplier. Significant barriers to the effective function of the market still remain. Some
of the barriers to an effective and efficient energy supply market include: lack of awareness of the types
of offers available to customers; a lack of understanding of pricing/examination of energy bills and/or
labels; inertia; and the low levels of awareness, and take up, of new energy efficiency technologies. These
barriers represent significant biases that may be examined in more detail through the application of
behavioural insights. The main purpose of this research is to provide relevant information on the
developments of competition in the electricity and gas retail markets.

1.4.The Environment and Energy in Ireland in 2017
Energy policy in today’s society, both in a global and Irish context, is set against a backdrop of climate
change and a move to more sustainable methods of energy production and efficient energy usage.
Going forward, the challenge of emissions reduction will continue to grow more difficult in the context of
a growing macroeconomy. Irish Gross Domestic Product (GDP) has increased faster than any other
European economy since 2012 and the Department of Finance (DoF) forecasting a continuation of this
robust growth in 2017 (+4.3%) and into to 2018 (+3.5) viii . Increased economic activity brings greater
demand for energy.
The implications of climate change and the move to sustainability will have significant implications for the
energy sector and the role of the CRU going forward. While climate change mitigation and sustainability
fall outside the core functions of the CRU, any regulatory changes within the energy sector will be made
within this context. Such objectives will be achieved through the CRU’s core strategic functions of ensuring
security and sustainability of supply and promoting competitiveness in the market.
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1.5. Objectives and Purpose of the Research
The research examines, but is not limited to, the following areas:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Attitudes to supply services and general awareness of competition;
Customer engagement including switching, the experience of the switching process and other forms
of engagement e.g. through phone, doorstep, advertisements etc.;
Electricity and gas spend and payment channels and options;
Willingness/ ability to alter consumption in response to price;
Interest in having an in-home display of energy consumption, or via app etc.;
Pay as You Go;
Customer knowledge of provisions that are in place for vulnerable customers;
Advertising;
Dual fuel options;
Smart Metering, and
Bill transparency.

More specifically, the research included the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Customer’s awareness of specific terms and conditions of their contract;
Why customers do not switch or proceed with a switch including why customers stay on their current
tariff or with their current supplier;
A sample of prompts/ nudges that would aide customers to switch supplier or tariff;
Customer understanding of recent price changes and understanding various tariff offers and products
and the savings they can make;
Customer experience and understanding of marketing and advertisements;
Type of information that would assist customer understanding of tariff offers, price changes, the
customer’s bill and engagement with switching;
What information customers look at and evaluate when selecting an offer;
The willingness to use a time of use tariff;
The willingness/ability to alter consumption in response to price, and the interest in having channels
such as in-home display or apps to determine energy consumption.

The following represents the findings of the four major surveys examining the Attitudes and Experiences
in the Domestic and SME Electricity and Gas Market in Ireland in 2017.

1.6. Behavioural Economics and Insights
Mullainathan and Thaler (2000) define “Behavioural Economics [a]s the combination of psychology and
economics that investigates what happens in markets in which some of the agents display human
limitations and complications”ix. They argue that this is constituted by three main irrationalities of the
human condition.
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•

Bounded rationality is the idea that when individuals make decisions, their rationality is limited
by the tractability of the decision problem, the cognitive limitations of their minds, and the time
available to make the decision.

•

Bounded willpower relates to when people sometimes make short-sighted choices that are not
in their long-run interest and inconsistencies between individual beliefs and behaviours can be
denoted as cognitive dissonances.

•

Bounded self-interest suggests that individuals are often willing to sacrifice their own interests
to help others. Individuals are not motivated exclusively by their own utility: altruism, fairness
and social norms also affect individual decision-making.

According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD): Tackling
Environmental Problems with Behavioural Insights x Report “individual decision-making is affected by
limited cognitive resources and short-sightedness and is often influenced by consideration of other
people’s well-being. Such features of human behaviour can be viewed as deviations from the rational
decision-making model postulated in standard economic theory and are called behavioural biases.”
There are several biases specific to the electricity and gas sectors which are demonstrated in other
research. The biases, nudges, and questions are detailed in the table below. We also pose some additional
suggestions for future research here, and in the analysis section emerging from the findings of this
research. Behavioural insights can inform the design and implementation of strategies, building upon a
more realistic view of individual behaviour and its interaction with strategies. Strategy and choice
architect designers can use behavioural levers to devise choice architectures and roll out an appropriate
communication strategy.
The following represent examples of the nudges, or behavioural levers, that may be employed to address
these biases:
Bias
Framing effect
Loss aversion
Endowment effect
Status-quo bias
Social norms

Description
the way an option is presented (or framed) affects individual choice among
alternatives.
arises when the cost associated with giving up something is perceived as greater
than the benefit that would accrue to the acquisition of the same thing
individuals tend to view the value of a good that could be lost or given up as
higher than the value of the same good when it appears as a potential gain.
when comparing features of alternative options to those of the status quo, their
disadvantages loom larger than the advantages; this leads to inertia.
the recognition that people are fundamentally social creatures and are affected
by the actions of peers and our community.

Figure 3: Behavioural biases prominent in energy research

The re-framing of energy messaging in a manner that is resonant, accessible and encourages awareness
and behavioural change; e.g. revisions of energy billing or labelling. The inclusion of feedback data
comparing one’s own habits to those of one’s peers/community, and consequently applying social norms
to decision making to encourage behavioural change; e.g. will be available through smart metering. The
provision of real time and historic data to provide feedback and situate one’s actions in a context; e.g.
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available through smart metering and/or new smart energy systems such as Hive or Nest. The
establishment of default settings that one must consciously opt out of to at least encourage some
behaviour and address inertia; e.g. structuring of normative messages to increase awareness. Finally,
exploring the utility of financial incentives as behavioural nudges.
While in this iteration of this study, this research was not set up as a behavioural economic study, the
data can be examined for the likelihood of biases which have been prominent in other studies and which
are highly relevant to the unique characteristics of the energy market and customers behaviour within it.
The report presents the findings of the surveys in two sections: residential (Electricity and Gas) and SME
(Electricity and Gas). The surveys have undergone substantial revision to reflect current trends in the
market (innovation and technologies, sustainability, smart meters etc.) while also retaining the core
elements of the previous years to allow for comparability. It was written by Amárach Research and
Insights Statistical Consulting.
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2. Research Methodology
2.1.Sample Size
Quota sampling was used as it provided the most efficient and accurate method of ensuring that
nationally representative samples of electricity customers were interviewed. The reliability of the quota
sampling method is consistently and convincingly demonstrated by the fact that virtually all published
public opinion research in Ireland is based upon quota-controlled sample selection. For the gas sample, a
regional spread was applied, however; this was within the confines of spread of gas across the country.
In line with the previous year to allow for compatibility, the following sample was achieved.
Sample Size

Electricity

Gas

Residential
SME business

1,000
400

1,000
250

Figure 4: Sample size: Residential and SME Energy Customers

2.2.Residential Sample
For electricity customers, we applied the following quota controls to ensure the sample was
representative of the Irish population in terms of gender, socio-economic status: and location. For gas
customers, quota controls were in place for gender and socio-economic group only. Geographic quotas
were restricted due to limitations on the distribution of the gas network across Ireland. Quotas for age
were not set for either electricity or gas as those with responsibility/ joint responsibility were more likely
to be from an older age cohort.
Sample size calculations

Figures

Starting Points
Completed interviews per cluster

125
8

Completed interviews

1,000

Figure 5: Sample design

Sample Size

Margin of Error

Confidence Interval

Response distribution

1,000

+/- 3.02%

95%

50%

Figure 6: Residential sample size- margin of error

This gross sample allowed us to ensure that they were within a margin of error of +/-3%. This approach
allowed for a representative analysis of the results. This was a sufficient base to highlight potential
differences between respondents based on demographic details such as gender and location.

2.3.Commercial Sample
Sample Size
250
400

Margin of Error
+/- 6.2%
+/- 4.85%

Confidence Interval
95%
95%

Response distribution
50%
50%

Figure 7: Commercial sample size table: These are based on 200,000 SME’s in Ireland (all using electricity) and 12% (24,000)
Irish SME’s using natural gas

The SME research was conducted by phone from our SME database.
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3. Residential Electricity and Gas Research Findings
3.1. Demographic Profile and Market

Figure 8: Infographic: Residential Electricity and Gas Markets
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3.1.1. Competitive landscape
The competitive landscapes of both the electricity and gas markets are similar. Both have a larger player,
followed by two secondary competitors and 3 to 4 smaller suppliers.
Residential electricity suppliers used

Electric Ireland
SSE Airtricity
Bord Gais Energy
PrePayPower
Energia
Pinergy
Panda Power

53%
14%
14%
9%
6%
2%
1%

Residential gas suppliers used

Bord Gais Energy

54%

Electric Ireland

16%

SSE Airtricity

12%

FloGas

8%

Energia

7%

Pre Pay Power

2%

Figure 9: Supplier used in residential electricity and gas markets

Over half (53%) of electricity customers in Ireland use Electric Ireland as their electricity supplier, down
7% from 2016. SSE Airtricity (+1% year on year) and Bord Gáis Energy are the next most used suppliers at
14%. While PrePay Power and Energia have increased their share of the market 4% and 2% respectively.
Within the residential gas market, Bord Gáis Energy is the dominant supplier with a 54% market share
(+3% year on year). Electric Ireland is the next most used supplier at 16%, however, their market share
has decreased 7% since 2016. Prepay Power is a new market entrant within the 2017 report –with a 2%
market share.
3.1.2. Supplier satisfaction
High satisfaction levels with electricity suppliers at 90%, while satisfaction with gas suppliers is similarly
high at 88%.
Electricity supplier satisfaction

Gas supplier satisfaction

4%

4%

Dissatisfied
Satisfied

90%

Figure 10: Supplier satisfaction in electricity and gas markets 2017

88%
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100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

89%

2012

Electric Ireland

83%

2013

81%

2014

BGE

SSE Airtricity

86%

2015

Prepaypower

89%

2016

Energia

89%

2017

Overall

Figure 11: Electricity supplier satisfaction levels 2012-2017xi

Overall, the long-term satisfaction levels with electricity suppliers are high; there are also minimal
difference in satisfaction levels between suppliers. Since 2014 SSE Airtricity has shown the largest increase
in satisfaction levels at +13% over the period – this coming from having the lowest satisfaction levels from
2012-2014. While only entering the residential electricity market in 2016, Energia have the highest
supplier satisfaction rating in 2017 at 92%.
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

87%

2012

Electric Ireland

88%

2013

82%

2014

BGE

88%

88%

85%

SSE Airtricity

2015

Flogas

2016

Energia

2017

Overall

Figure 12: Residential gas supplier satisfaction levels 2012-2017

Similarly, high levels of supplier satisfaction exist within the residential gas market. When compared to
electricity suppliers, gas supplier satisfaction is more likely to fluctuate over time. Energia’s satisfaction
level when entering the market in 2015 was comparably low at 72% - rising to 90% in 2017. Conversely,
Flogas customers were most satisfied in 2016, but this has dropped back to 72% in 2017 – below the
market average of 88%.
3.1.3. Dual fuel incidence
Across both residential surveys, 1,305 households had both electricity and gas – 58% of those used the
same supplier for both. Dual fuel customers are in strong agreement with the range of benefits of having
the same supplier for electricity and gas.
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Dual fuel incidence

Reasons for choosing single dual fuel supplier
Greater saving overall

72%

Convenience of single supplier

71%

Greater reduction in electricity prices offered

70%

Greater reduction in gas prices offered

69%

Service provided by supplier for both

68%

42%
58%

Same supplier

Two suppliers

Figure 13: Dual fuel incidence - residential customer

Close to 7 in 10 (+ 2% year on year) feel that the greater savings overall, the convenience of having a single
supplier, reduction in prices offered and a service provided by a supplier for both were the main reasons
for choosing a dual fuel supplier.
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3.2. Billing
3.2.1. Key points
•
•
•

Most residential customers still receive their bill by post, with an increase in the use of email,
and fewer than 1 in 10 opting for online billing.
Most suggest that they did not review their bills in detail, yet they feel that they know the
contents of their bill well.
Over half would prefer getting their bills more frequently than once a month.

3.2.2. Method of receiving bill
Two thirds of electricity customers receive their bill by post, a decrease of 5% since last year, with email
methods increasing 6% year on year. For gas customers, there is a higher rate of email billing, with 2 in 5
receiving their bill this way – up 7% year on year.
Electricity

Gas

66%
58%
39%

Post

31%

Post

Email

6%

Email

View on website

9%

View on website

Figure 14: Method of receiving bill- residential customer

Overall, email as a billing channel has increased two-fold since 2012 for both electricity and gas residential
customers, suggesting a gradual move towards electronic billing methods.

32%
18%
15%

2012

23%

39%
31%

26%
25%

18%
18%

20%

2013

2014

2015

Gas

Electricity

20%

Figure 15: Residential method of receiving electricity and gas bills 2012-2017xii

2016

2017
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3.2.3. Bill payments
With regards bill payment, three quarters of residential electricity and gas customers receive and pay
their bills when due, with 1 in 10 paying a fixed monthly amount. Two thirds of electricity customers are
paying by direct debit (+6% year on year).
Direct debit incidence

2%
6%

Receive and pay the
bills

7%

Fixed monthly
amount

10%

Prepayment - token
meter

75%

35%
Yes
No

Prepayment credit meter

65%

Social welfare
deductions

Figure 16: Bill payment methods for electricity residential customers

More gas customers use direct debit to pay their bills, with three quarters doing so (+10% year on year).
Within the electricity market, 13% pay using prepayment methods - broadly in line with 2016 figures.
Prepayment usage is slightly lower within the gas market at 11%.
Direct debit incidence

1%
7%

Receive and pay the
bills

4%

Fixed monthly
amount

9%

25%

Prepayment - token
meter

79%

Prepayment - credit
meter
Social welfare
deduction

Yes
No

75%

Figure 17: Bill payment methods for gas residential customers

Overall this indicates a strong adherence with the automation of payment schedules and contractual
agreements and could lead to a status quo bias.
3.2.4. Bill engagement and understanding
Detailed reviews of bill somewhat low amongst residential customers – only one third of electricity
customers and a similar proportion of gas customers, open/ access every bill/ statement and read it in
detail. 15% of customers never read their electricity bill (+5% year on year) with 13% of gas customers
never doing so (-2% year on year).
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34%

33%

32%

28%

26%
20%
15%

Every bill/statement-read in Every bill/statement-look at
detail
total amount

Sometimes

Electricity

13%

Never

Gas

Figure 18: Customer engagement with their electricity and gas bills

Gas customers inspect more aspects of their bill compared to electricity customers and specifically, are
more likely to look out for the unit price, consumption, payment date and whether the bill is actual or
estimated.
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

78%
50%

40%

33%

25%

23%
7%

Amount due

Payment date

Meter reading

Unit price

Electricity

Consumption

Actual or
estimated

Arrears

Gas

Figure 19: Aspects of electricity and gas bills examined

Although few seemed to look at their bill in detail, both electricity and gas customers claimed good
understanding of their energy bills – three quarters believed the bills were easy to understand in terms
of consumption, the charge for usage and easy to understand overall. Interestingly, compared to the SME
sector, where preference for more bills was very low at 14% - 42% of electricity customers and over half
of gas customers would prefer to receive bills more frequently. This suggests a large portion of residential
customers would prefer more updates with regards to usage and costs.
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69% 71%

73% 73%

73% 73%

73% 72%

64% 65%
52%
42%

Understand how total Easy to understand
amount calculated

Easy to understand
consumption

Easy to understand Easy understand tariff Prefer more frequent
how much charged
on - identify all
bills
for usage
components

ELECTRICITY

GAS

Figure 20: Understanding of bill amongst residential electricity and gas customers (% agree)

3.2.5. Bill status
Generally, Irish energy customers pay their energy bills promptly with 88% of electricity and 90% of gas
customers always paying their bills in full when due: this is +5% year on year for electricity and +8% year
on year for gas. A further 8% of each pay their bill in parts, but always clear it before the next one arrives
- a decrease of 5% for electricity and 8% for gas customers compared to last year.
This can, perhaps, be linked to improving economic conditions in Ireland and reflective of an increasing
capacity of customers to pay their whole energy bill. Arrears incidence is low at 1% across both markets
– in line with the previous year.
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3.3. Understanding of Irish Energy Market
3.3.1. Key points
•
•

Unsurprisingly, highest spontaneous supplier awareness is of those who are the leading
suppliers in the market at present: Electric Ireland, Bord Gáis Energy, SSE Airtricity and Energia.
Customers, in general, have a poor understanding of the energy market pricing structures, with
more clarity about who is responsible for the provision of the infrastructure and who the
suppliers are.

3.3.2. Awareness of suppliers
Electric Ireland have the highest spontaneous awareness at 90% amongst electricity suppliers, followed
by Bord Gáis Energy at 71%. Conversely, amongst gas suppliers, Bord Gáis Energy are most salient at
93%, with Electric Ireland awareness at three quarters.
Gas market

Electricity market

Electric Ireland
Bord Gais Energy
SSE Airtricity
Energia
PrePayPower
Pinergy
Panda Power
BEenergy

90%

Bord Gais Energy

71%
65%
49%
33%
18%
9%
3%

93%

Electric Ireland

75%

Energia

58%

SSE Airtricity

53%

FloGas
Prepay Power

29%
2%

Figure 21: Spontaneous awareness of electricity and gas suppliers

3.3.3. Customer understanding of energy market structures
Irish residential consumers understanding of pricing structures within the energy market is low with
roughly one quarter of residential electricity and gas customers being aware that electricity prices are
unregulated with suppliers being allowed to set their own prices.
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Electricity pricing understanding

Gas pricing understanding
All suppliers set their
own prices

26%

34%

27%

30%
Prices set by some
suppliers regulated

Prices set by all
electricity suppliers
regulated

40%

43%

Figure 22: Understanding of electricity and gas price setting in the energy market

In terms of responsibilities within the energy market, the majority of Irish customers are aware of who
looks after the transmission and supply of energy and repairs. However, some confusion exists with
regards billing and meter reading. 3 in 10 electricity customers and a third of gas customers wrongly
believe that ESB networks and Gas Networks Ireland are responsible for billing.
Electricity market
Reading the meter

46%

Billing/ payment

40%
60%

28%

Maintenance of electricity grid

8%

80%

Repairing power faults

7%

84%

Generation of electricity

11%

77%

Your current supplier

ESB networks

Gas market
Transmission/ distribution of gas

13%

Reading the meter

77%
54%

Billing/ payment

37%

58%

34%

Maintaining the network

13%

79%

Repairing gas leaks

13%

78%

Your current supplier

Gas networks Ireland

Figure 23:Residential customers understanding of energy market responsibilities (% believe responsible)

Further, 46% of electricity customers and 54% of gas customers wrongly believe their current supplier
reads the meter.
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3.4. Experiences of Switching
3.4.1. Key points
•
•

•

Overall, switching rates in Ireland are high compared to the EU average.
The reason some people had not switched was due to reported happiness with their current
provider, being unsure about the long-term benefits of switching, and feeling that the process of
switching may be difficult.
This may be attributed to loss aversion, highlighted by that fact that ‘prefer to stay with a
supplier I trust’ and ‘unsure if alternative prices will be as low as claimed’ were two of the key
barriers to switching across both groups of customers.

3.4.2. External switching rates
Switching rates in the Irish energy market are somewhat higher when compared to other EU countriesxiii.
Two thirds of electricity customers have switched their supplier since 2011 - with a further 17% having
done so within the last 12 months (+5% year on year). Of those who had switched in the previous 12
months, 18% had switched back to their previous supplier (the supplier they were with immediately prior
to their last supplier).
Ever switched electricity
supplier

Switched in last
12 months

Switch back to previous
supplier

17%
36%

18%

Yes

64%

y

No

83%

82%

Figure 24: Residential electricity customers external switching rates 2017

Similar switching patterns amongst gas customers, with nearly two thirds having switched ever. 1 in 5
have done so within the last 12 months – an increase of 3% year on year. Within those who have switched
in the last 12 months, 1 in 5 switched back to a previous supplier.
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Ever switched gas supplier

Switched in last
12 months

Switch back to previous
supplier

19%

38%

20%

Yes

62%

No

80%

81%

Figure 25: Residential electricity customers external switching rates 2017

16%

18%

12% 13%

2013

16%

16%

12%

2014

19%

12%

2015
Electricity

17%

2016

2017

Gas

Figure 26: Residential electricity and gas 12 month switching rates 2013-2017

Since 2013, minimal change in the rate of residential customers switching electricity or gas supplier within
the previous 12 months.
This suggests the message of promoting switching has failed to have as much of an impact with residential
customers when compared to SME’s. 12 month switching rates for residential customers are overall lower
and have increased to a lesser degree over time.
3.4.3. Understanding of energy market offers
Approximately 2 in 5 residential electricity customers found it easy comparing electricity offers – with two
thirds claiming to have “some understanding” of the offers available to them in the electricity market.
Furthermore, one fifth declared having “no understanding” of the electricity offers in the market. Very
low incidence of using a price comparison website when evaluating offers at 14%.
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Comparing electricity offers

Understanding of electricity offers

11%

No understanding

5%

30%
Difficult

Some understanding

Easy

Good understanding

38%

65%

Figure 27: Residential electricity customer experience and understanding when comparing offers

Correspondingly, a higher proportion of gas customers found comparing offers easy at 43%, with one
third claiming to have a “good understanding” of the offers available to them.
Comparing gas offers

Understanding of gas offers

7%

7%

No understanding

34%

Difficult
Easy

Some understanding

59%

43%

Good understanding

Figure 28: Residential gas customers experience and understanding when comparing offers

When comparing prices from different electricity and gas suppliers, of those who had switched within the
last 12 months, customers are most likely to use the total monthly bill amount as their primary
comparison criteria, with 60% of electricity and 34% of gas customers claiming such. Gas customers are
also more likely to look at average annual bill with one third doing so when comparing offers.

60%
34%

41%
31%

34%

29%
14%

Total monthly amount

Cost per unit

30%

22%
11%

Total standard rate

Average annual bill

Electricity
Figure 29: Comparison criteria for electricity and gas customers

Gas

16%

% increase/ decrease
shown

14%

Just look at offer/
discount
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Across both electricity and gas customers, offers based on cashback/ credit to accounts were the most
familiar. However, 35% of electricity customers and 34% of gas customers are not aware of any offers at
all; both figures are the same as 2016.
47%

43%

37% 36%
22% 24%

19%

15%

13%

8% 10%

% reduction on
standing charge

35% 34%

10%

% reduction on
entire bill

Membership
rewards/ loyalty
scheme

% reduction on
unit rate

Electricity

Unit price fixed for Cashback/ credit to
certain time
account

None

Gas

Figure 30: Awareness of electricity and gas offers available in energy market

3.4.4. Triggers and barriers for switching
A desire to save money on the total bill was the primary trigger for switching electricity supplier for
residential customers – with 84% claiming such. Other key triggers include, wanting to support
competition in the market and a previous supplier having recently announced a price rise – both at 44%.
Top 5 triggers for switching electricity supplier
Save money on bill
Support competition in market
Previous supplier announced price rise
Received larger than expected bill
Expected better customer service from supplier

84%
44%
44%
41%
39%

The main barriers to switching were satisfaction and trust levels with their current suppliers and believing
they had no reason to switch.
Top 5 barriers to switching electricity supplier
Like service I receive from current supplier

66%
63%
61%

Prefer to remain with supplier I trust
No reason to switch
Unsure althernative prices will be as low
Not worthwhile - savings not sufficient

Figure 31: Top 5 triggers for and barriers to switching electricity supplier (% a factor)

49%
49%
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Top 5 triggers for switching gas supplier
Save money on bill

100%

Support competition in the market

40%

Previous supplier announced price rise

33%

Received larger than expected bill

23%
17%

Avail of combined electricity/ gas offer

Top 5 barriers to switching gas supplier
Like the service from current supplier

66%
61%
60%

No reason to switch
Prefer to remain with gas supplier I trust
Unsure althernative prices will be as low

48%
45%

Not worthwhile - savings not sufficient

Figure 32: Top 5 triggers for and barriers to switching gas supplier (% a factor)

Again, while these figures reflect good service provision in the market, it also suggests a lack of awareness
of the benefits of switching and the savings that could be made.
3.4.5. Experience of switching process
Of those who had switched electricity or gas supplier in the previous 12 months, most customers found
the process straightforward - 84% believing the process was easy. Over half (56%) of those who switched
electricity supplier did so through a sales person calling to their home. 1 in 5 switched online, either via
the supplier’s website (14%) or through a price comparison website (5%).
Experience of electricity supplier
switching process

5%
Phone - supplier
contacted me

4%

84%

Sales person home visit

Difficult

Phone - contacted
supplier

Easy

Supplier's website

14%
11%
56%
12%

Price comparison site

Figure 33: Electricity customers experience of the switching process and method of switching

Gas customers had a comparable switching experience, with 85% finding the process easy and the
majority switching through a sales person calling to their home.
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Experience of gas supplier switching
process

Sales person home
visit
Phone - supplier
contacted me

3%
Difficult

Phone - contacted
supplier

Easy

Supplier's website

85%

8%
11%
9%
13%

59%

Price comparison site

Figure 34: Gas customers experience of the switching process and method of switching

The ease by which these people switched indicates that the perception that switching is a difficult
process among those who have not switched is inaccurate.
Over the long-term, most residential electricity and gas customers have found the switching process
easy – however, this has trended slightly downwards since 2012.
91% 90%

84% 87%

91% 90%

91% 91%

2012

2013

2014

2015

Gas

Linear (Electricity)

Electricity

81% 82%

84% 85%

2016

2017

Linear (Gas)

Figure 35: Experience of electricity and gas switching process 2012-2017 (% considered easy)

Good understanding of the switching process for both electricity and gas residential customers. Over 90%
of electricity customers felt that the changeover went smoothly in addition to understanding what the
new supplier was offering and the length of time the price offer applied for.
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93% 88%

91% 87%

91% 86%

89% 86%
72%

Understood what Understood length of Changeover went
offered by new
time prices offered
smoothly
supplier
applied for

79%

70%

78%

Understood what Knew who to contact Understood amount
required of me
of deposit to pay

Electricity

Gas

Figure 36: Electricity and gas customers understanding and experience and the switching process (% agree)

Overall, these findings would strongly suggest that the loss aversion effect is prominent and a bias
amongst those who have not switched.
3.4.6. Switching considerations and future intentions
A considerable proportion (90%) of those who had not switched electricity provider in the previous 12
months, had not considered it. Only 8% of gas customers had considered a switch over the same period.
The lack of consideration amongst residential energy customers points to a high level of inertia.
Electricity switching consideration in last 12
months

Gas supplier switching consideration in last
12 months

8%

10%
Yes
No

90%

92%

Figure 37: Switching consideration for residential electricity and gas customers

When looking at future intentions, one quarter of residential electricity and gas customers that had not
switched in the previous 12 months claim that they are likely to switch in the next 12 months.
Conversely, over half of electricity customers and 48% of gas customers believe they are unlikely to switch
provider in the next 12 months. The high levels of those claiming they are unlikely to switch highlights a
status quo bias amongst Irish energy customers. This can be attributed somewhat to loss aversion,
highlighted by the fact that ‘prefer to stay with a supplier I trust’ and ‘unsure if alternative prices will be
as low as claimed’ were two of the key barriers to switching across both groups of customers.
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Electricity
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24%

24%

Unlikely
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48%

56%

Figure 38: Likelihood to switch electricity and gas suppliers again in next 12 months

When their energy supplier contract ends, almost half (48%) of electricity customers claim they are most
likely to continue with the current supplier, irrespective of what tariff is being charged. Only 12% declare
to look at offers from alternative suppliers, with 4% claiming they would most likely switch supplier. Gas
customers follow a similar pattern, with most (38%) continuing with the current supplier’s package
irrespectively. Only 5% claiming switching to be their most likely behaviour at contract end.
48%
38%

8% 9%
Automatically
continue
irrespective

14% 16%

9% 11%

5% 8%

Automatically
Look at options/ Look at options/
continue knowing offers supplier
offers supplier
default tariff
sends and select sends - go with
best
the default

Electricity

Contact supplier
to renew/
negotiate

12% 14%
4% 5%
Look if better
offers available
from other
suppliers

Switch supplier

Gas

Figure 39: Electricity and gas customers most likely behaviour at contract end

3.4.7. Increasing switching rates
While switching rates amongst residential customers are high in an EU context, switching considerations
and future switching intentions can be considered low. A number of measures have the potential to
increase switching rates. Offering greater discounts for chosen payment methods and environmentally
friendly produced energy at the same price are most likely to increase switching across electricity and gas
customers.
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Friends/ family recommendation

37%

47%

More info (reduce my electricity/ usage online)

39%

48%

Cheaper electricity sometimes tariffs

36%

44%

Prepayment option

32%

42%

Better service (energy advice/ online billing)

40%

51%

Greater discounts for chosen payment method

54%

69%

Environmentally produced energy at same price

51%

63%

Electricity

Gas

Figure 40: Electricity and gas customer factors that would make them consider switching (% agree)

Overall, gas customers are more receptive to factors that would increase the likelihood of switching. 55%
claim a group scheme finding the best energy deals for them would increase their likelihood of switching.
55%
43%

52%

51%
40%

49%

44%

41%

Group scheme where best Price comparison website Savings calculation website Comparison brochure offers found for me
prices/ typical household
savings

Electricity

51%
44%

More info on bill about
electricity consumption

Gas

Figure 41: Factors that can influence likelihood of switching energy provider (% would increase likelihood)

A crucial element in increasing switching rates is increasing customer understanding of the offers available
to allow for direct comparisons. Again, gas customers appear to be more receptive to potential measures
to increase switching and energy offer comparisons – two thirds believing that highlighting the discount
duration would help them in comparing.
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63%

57%

51%

45%

Estimated annual bill amount in
advertising material

Discount duration highlighted
Electricity

61%

55%

Clear disclosure of applicable charges

Gas

Figure 42: Factors to help in comparing energy deals (% would help)

Inertia regarding energy switching is obvious, as half of electricity and gas customers claim they would
not like a reminder for when their current offer ends. Of the half who would be interested in such a
reminder, email is the channel of choice for 39% of electricity customer and 45% of gas customers.
45%
39%

12%

37%

32%

13%

By Phone

13%

By Email

By Letter
Electricity

10%

By Text

Gas

Figure 43: Channel for receiving a reminder about expiration of energy offer/ discount (% those who are interested)
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There is also a desire to see estimates of the savings available if customers changed their plan with their
supplier, included in notifications relating to offer/ discount end.
80%
63%

66%

64%

63%
51%

50%
32%

Info on availability of
offers/ plans and how
to sign up

Estimate of savings
available if changed
plans with supplier

32%

Clarification of any
Accredited price
early termination fee comparison sites info

Electricity

49%

Details required to
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Figure 44: Estimates of the savings available

3.4.8. Residential Switching- Multivariate Analysis
Cross-national comparisons of Switching Rates for Residential Customers
The average annual residential switching rates for Ireland from 2015 to 2017 derived from the annual
CRU surveys are presented in Figure 41. This table shows that average switching rate for both residential
electricity and gas customers is 11.7 percent, although there is annual variation across time. These figures
also show that the rate of switching for residential customers is markedly lower than the switching rates
for SME’s.

Electricity
Gas

2015

2016

2017

Average

11.8 %
7.3 %

12.2 %
16.1 %

11.1 %
11.7 %

11.7 %
11.7 %

Figure 45: Percentage of all residential respondents who have switched suppliers in the last twelve months

The switching rates for the United Kingdom have been derived from data produced by OFGEM and are
presented in Figure 44. This table shows a similar pattern of annual variation to that found in Ireland.
However, the UK has a somewhat higher level of switching, with the average annual switching rate over
the last three years being 14.7 percent for electricity customers and 13.9 percent for gas customers.

Electricity
Gas

2015

2016

2017

Average

12.9 %
12.4 %

16.9 %
15.5 %

14.4 %
13.8 %

14.7 %
13.9 %

Figure 46: Estimates of residential switching rates in the United Kingdomxiv

While switching behaviour in the UK appears to be very similar to that found in Ireland, the case in
Northern Ireland appears to be quite different. The Utility Regulator in Northern Ireland produces figures
on the switching rates for residential customers, and Figure 44 presents the annual switching rates for
residential customers using electricity and/or gas since 2015.
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Electricity
Gas

2015

2016

2017

Average

2.8 %
0.8 %

4.0 %
0.1 %

3.8 %
0.1 %

3.5 %
0.3 %

Figure 47: Residential switching rates in Northern Irelandxv

As one can see from this table, the annual switching rate for both gas and electricity is significantly lower
than that found in Ireland, and the UK. On average 3.5 percent of residential customers using electricity,
switch suppliers each year, compared with the average annual switching rate of 11.7 percent in Ireland.
For residential gas customers, on average 0.3 percent switch suppliers annually, in contrast to 11.7
percent in Ireland. Though the rate of gas switching should be presented with the caveat, that this figure
is just for the Greater Belfast area. Outside of Greater Belfast, gas is either not available or one company
has an overwhelmingly dominant position within the market (for example, Firmus Energy is the supplier
for 98.8 percent of gas customers in the ‘Ten Towns’ area) and as such the rate of switching is almost nonexistent.
Gas market dynamics aside, the low levels of switching in both markets can be also understood in the
context of the price per unit for each in the North. For both gas and electricity, the price per unit is
significantly lower than the Irish, UK and European averagesxvi. As a result, the marginal gain in savings
that could be made by switching supplier is likely to be much lower than in other markets, which overall
could act as a disincentive to switching suppliers.
Likelihood of Switching Gas/ Electricity Suppliers for Residential Customers
As noted in the above, on average around twelve percent of Irish residential customers switch gas or
electricity suppliers each year. Although this is interesting, a more pertinent question might be, what are
the key defining characteristics of customers who switch suppliers? As such, this section examines several
factors that can be theorised to increase the likelihood of customers switching suppliers and utilises
advanced quantitative methods in the form of logistic regression modelling to see if these factors have a
statistically significant effect on the likelihood of switching suppliers.
Logistic regression is a method of examining the impact of potential influencing factors called
independent variables, upon a dependent variable. The dependent variable in logistic regression
modelling is always in binary form. In this case the binary variable is customers switching supplier, and
customers not switching supplier. In the analysis below, customers who switch suppliers are coded one,
and customers who do not switch suppliers are coded zero. Put simply, the independent variables in each
model are how each variable affects the probability of customers moving from not switching suppliers, to
switching suppliers (i.e., from zero to one). Positive coefficients mean that the variable increases the
likelihood of switching suppliers whereas negative coefficients indicate that the variable decreases the
likelihood of switching supplier. All coefficients in the tables are either positive or negative, however only
those labelled with asterisks can be said to have a statistically significant effect on the likelihood of
switching suppliers.
The models present the likelihood of residential customers switching electricity and gas separately, using
data collected from the annual CRU surveys for the last three years. Furthermore, there are three
dependent variables used in the models. The first dependent variable is a subset of all residential
customers, with their inclusion being based upon whether they have switched suppliers since 2011. If at
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some point they have, then they are included in this subset and the coding of the variable is then based
on whether or not they have switched supplier in the last twelve months. The second and third dependent
variables use all cases in the surveys, with the second version being based upon whether or not residential
customers have ever changed suppliers since 2011, and the third version being whether residential
customers have switched suppliers at any point in the last twelve months. Figure 45 shows the
percentages of respondents who have and have not switched supplier for each of the dependent variables
across gas and electricity, and across the last three years.
Dependent
Variable

Description

1: Only cases
that
have
switched
supplier since
2011

Have
you Electricity
switched
supplier in the
last
twelve
months?
Gas

2: All cases

Electricity/
Gas

Have
you Electricity
switched
supplier since
2011?
Gas

3: All cases

Have
you Electricity
switched
supplier in the
last
twelve
months?
Gas

Year

Have Not Have
Switched
Switched
Supplier
Supplier

Number of
Cases

2015

65.8 %

34.2 %

345

2016

71.0 %

29.0 %

422

2017

82.7 %

17.1 %

645

2015

65.4 %

34.6 %

210

2016

66.0 %

34.0 %

475

2017

81.1%

18.9 %

620

2015

65.6 %

34.4 %

1001

2016

57.9 %

42.1 %

1002

2017

35.9 %

64.1 %

1007

2015

25.1 %

74.9 %

1001

2016

52.8 %

47.2 %

1005

2017

37.9 %

62.1 %

999

2015

88.2 %

11.8 %

1001

2016

87.8 %

12.2 %

1002

2017

88.9 %

11.1 %

1007

2015

92.7 %

7.3 %

1001

2016

83.9 %

16.1 %

1005

2017

88.3 %

11.7 %

999

Figure 48: Distribution of dependent variables by gas/electricity and year
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As for the independent variables, Figure 46 outlines the theoretical effect each independent variable has
upon the likelihood of switching suppliers, and the models test whether or not these variables appear to
have an actual effect on switching behaviour. The final thing to note is that most of the independent
variables are indicator variables which means that the coefficients presented are the likelihood of this
variable affecting switching behaviour against the effect of a reference category. For example, the
independent variables for residential customers that have been contacted by other suppliers have been
referenced against residential customers that have not been contacted by other suppliers to see the effect
that different forms of contact have compared against not being contacted by suppliers at all.
Independent Variable

Theory

Live in an Apartment

Apartment residents are more likely to be younger than people who live in a
house. As such, they are more likely to be less engaged about the potential
savings that could be made by switching suppliers

In Receipt of Free
Electricity/Natural Gas
Allowance

Recipients of a Free Electricity Allowance or Natural Gas Allowance have less
of an incentive to switch suppliers to reduce their costs, and by switching
may think that they will lose access to these allowances. Due to these factors
they are less likely to switch suppliers

Critically Dependent
on Supply

Respondents who are critically dependent on their electricity or gas supply
are less likely to switch supplier because they do not want to risk an
interruption to their supply

Pay by Direct Debit

Respondents who pay by direct debit are more likely to be engaged with the
potential benefits of switching supplier, and are therefore more likely to
switch suppliers to reduce their overall costs

Used a Comparison
Website

Respondents who have used a comparison website are demonstrating that
they are engaged with the potential benefits of switching supplier, and are
therefore more likely to switch suppliers to reduce their overall costs

Complained to the
CRU

Customers that have complained to the CRU about their current supplier will
be more likely to switch suppliers

Socioeconomic Status

Socioeconomic status is somewhat correlated with education, and higher
levels of education may be expected to correspond with higher levels of
switching behaviour. As such, respondents with higher socioeconomic status
would be more likely to switch than respondents with lower socioeconomic
status

Employment Status

The effect that the employment status of a respondent has upon switching
behaviour is likely to be a function of both free time and age.
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For example, part-time employees will be more likely to switch suppliers
than full-time employees as they are likely to have more time available to
research the potential benefits of switching.
Regarding age, it would be expected for retired respondents to be less likely
to switch suppliers, as they are less likely to have used a comparison website
and are more likely to be dependent upon their supplies.
Satisfaction with
Supplier

Respondents that are dissatisfied with their supplier are more likely to switch
supplier

Contacted by Other
Suppliers

Being contacted by a supplier increases the likelihood of switching suppliers

Ease of Comparing
Offers

The easier it is to compare offers by suppliers increases the likelihood of
switching suppliers

Figure 49: Theoretical effects of each independent variable

We have three dependent variables for gas, three dependent variables for electricity, and we have this
data for three years, so in total we have eighteen models (2x3x3=18). As such, for ease of presentation
Figure 47 summarises what is found in each of the models through the number of significant coefficients
for each independent variable and their direction (be it positive or negative). The models themselves are
presented in Appendix 1 and 2
Number of Significant Coefficients
Live in an Apartment
In Receipt of Free Electricity/Natural Gas Allowance
Critically Dependent on Supply
Pay by Direct Debit
Used a Comparison Website
Complained to the CRU
Socioeconomic Status
C1 and C2
D and E
F50+ and F50(Ref: A and B)
Employment Status
Working Full-Time
Working Part-Time
Retired
Unemployed
(Ref: Self-Employed)
Satisfaction with Supplier

Total
(out of 18)

Positive
1
.
2
10
13
9

Negative
1
2
.
.
.
.

.
.
.

4
3
1

4
3
1

.
2
1
.

2
.
3
2

2
2
4
2

2
2
2
10
13
9
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Dissatisfied with Supplier
Satisfied with Supplier
(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone
Yes, by Mail
Yes, by Door-to-Door Person
(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy
Neither
Difficult
Note: All coefficients significant at the 0.1 level or lower

2
1

.
3

2
4

7
2
15

.
.
.

7
2
15

10
7
6

.
.
.

10
7
6

Figure 50: Summary of significant coefficients from all models

When one looks at the models for both electricity and gas, it is evident that both present a very similar
story. In contrast to the results obtained for SMEs we can see - from the models themselves and the
summary in Figure 47 - that most independent variables have some effect on our dependent variables of
interest. However, the following discussion should be prefaced with the cautionary note that of the
twenty-one independent variables used in the models, eight of them have only two significant coefficients
(out of a possible eighteen). As such, one should not place too much explanatory weight upon them.
However, they do provide us with some initial evidence of the underlying relationships between the
independent variables and their effect on switching behaviour. For example, being in receipt of a free
electricity or gas allowance appears to reduce the likelihood of switching suppliers. The same appears to
be the case for full-time employees and retired respondents, and respondents who are satisfied with their
supplier. In contrast, respondents who work part-time, and respondents who are dissatisfied with their
supplier are more likely to switch. Socio-economic status also appears to have the theorised effect in that
compared against respondents who fall into the A and B categories, all other groups are less likely to
switch suppliers.
The greater number of significant coefficients observed for respondents who pay by Direct Debit,
respondents who have used a comparison website, and respondents who have complained to the CRU
means that we can be more confident of the effect of these variables. As such, as theorised in figure 46,
paying by Direct Debit appears to increase the likelihood of switching suppliers. The same appears to be
the case for respondents who have used a comparison website, and respondents that have complained
about their supplier to the CRU.
In contrast, the ease of comparing offers appears to have some counterintuitive effects. Most of the
models show that respondents who found it easy to compare offers are much more likely to switch
suppliers than respondents who found it difficult to compare offers. However, respondents who found it
difficult to compare offers are still more likely to switch than respondents who have not compared offers.
This appears to indicate that when respondents begin to compare offers, they have already decided to
switch in their heads if not in action. Comparing offers appears to be a barrier, but one that is very likely
to be overcome, allowing the move onto completing switching suppliers.
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The largest effect however, is being approached by a supplier face to face. This appears to significantly
increase the likelihood of switching, with suppliers approaching residential customers in person having
much stronger effects than calling residential customers by phone or contacting them by email, compared
against not contacting residential customers at all. This appears to tell us that most residential customers
are not proactively aware of the potential benefits of switching suppliers. Instead, they appear to be
reactive to being approached by suppliers. It would appear that this is due to likelihood of residential
customers to view the amount they spend on these resources as fixed. Consequently, they are unlikely to
spend a lot of their time informing themselves about the possible effects of switching suppliers. It is only
when the customers are challenged to reflect on their consumption, and suppliers make the process
convenient, that residential customers are likely to consider switching.
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3.5. Advertising & Complaint Handling
3.5.1. Key points

•
•

Very few (5%) had complained about an issue across both electricity and gas residential
consumers in the previous 12 months.
Fewer than half were aware of the CRU and its complaints channel.

3.5.2. Complaints experience
Electricity and gas customers were combined in this 2017 report to allow us to obtain an overall rate of
complaints within the Irish energy market. Only 5%xvii of energy customers had reason to complain about
an issue relating to their supply in the previous 12 months. The incidence of residential customers
complaining to the CRU has remained relatively low since 2012. However, there was a significant increase
in 2016. Further, fewer than half were aware of the CRU and its function as a complaints channel.
Have made a complaint

Aware of CRU

5%

Yes

48%

52%

No
95%

Figure 51: Complaints experience and awareness of CRU as a complaints channel

15%
11%
6% 5%

5% 5%

2012

2013

7%
4%

4% 5%

3% 4%

2014

2015
Electricity

Figure 52: Residential customers complaints incidence 2012-2017

Gas

2016

2017
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3.6. Vulnerable customers
3.6.1. Critically dependant electricity customers
Most residential customers are unaware of the electricity Priority Services Registerxviii – with only 3% of
those surveyed claiming to be dependent on the medical equipment covered on the registers. A further
2% have someone in their household who is dependent on such equipment.
Awareness

Incidence of critically dependant customers

3%
24%
Yes
No

76%

97%

Figure 53: Awareness and incidence of critically dependant electrical medical equipment services

3.6.2. Usage and awareness of Special Services Register
Overall, awareness of the special services registers is marginally lower amongst electricity customers than
the priority services register, with a similar proportion of gas customers being aware.
Electricity

Gas

22%

23%
Yes
No

78%

77%

Figure 54: Electricity and gas customers awareness of special services register

Just under one quarter of electricity customers are in receipt of the free electricity allowance, a decrease
of 3% since 2016. Amongst gas customers 12% are in receipt of the free gas allowance – an increase of
1% since 2016.
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Electricity customers

Gas customers

12%

18%
Yes
No

82%

88%

Figure 55: Residential customers in receipt of free electricity/ gas allowance

3.7. Prepayment
As few as 13% of residential electricity customers use prepayment methods to pay for their electricity
consumption; this is even lower for gas customers at 11%. Residential customers have high levels of
satisfaction with their prepayment meter with 76% of electricity customers and 82% of gas customers
finding the service more satisfactory than standard billing.
Electricity prepayment

Gas prepayment

8%

4%

Less satisfactory
More satisfactory

82%

76%

Figure 56: Satisfaction levels with electricity and gas prepayment meters

92% 92%

91% 93%

Easier to manage
money spent

One less bill to
think about

85% 89%

94% 93%

91% 89%

87% 91%

More aware of cost
No more
No more estimated No more worry
of energy
unexpected large
bills
about being cut off
bills
Electricity

Gas

Figure 57: Main reasons for choosing prepayment (% agree)

Generally, all prepayment customers are positive about the benefits – with a high level of agreement
across a range of benefits. Not having any more unexpectedly large bills was considered the primary
benefit, with 94% of electricity customers and 93% gas customers claiming such.
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3.8. Smart Metering, Innovations and Renewable Energy
3.8.1. Key points
•
•
•
•
•

•

Nearly 6 in 10 residential customers have no interest in switching to smart metering.
Slightly less than half have an interest in the capacity to monitor their daily usage.
Of those who did, a mobile app was suggested as the most useful way of monitoring usage.
Two thirds of those who do not have any smart energy saving devices claim to have no interest in
getting one in the future.
The majority of residential electricity customers believe that it is important that energy is
produced from renewable resources, yet less than half said that this would influence their
decision making when choosing a supplier.
Despite Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland (SEAI) grants, believing that such installations /
products would be too expensive are the main barriers to uptake of renewable technologies /
installations.

3.8.2. Smart metering – awareness and usage
Over half (57%) of residential electricity and gas customers would have no interest in switching to a smart
meter. Additionally, just under half (48% of electricity and 45% of gas customers) have interest in
monitoring their daily energy usage. Respondents suggested that a mobile app is the most popular
method for viewing usage. Significant differences exist between SME and residential customers regarding
smart metering with the majority of SME’s being interested in this service.
Smart meter interest

Viewing daily usage

Method of viewing daily usage

Mobile app

43%
57%

Yes
No

52%

48%

42%

48% Access via
website

10%

Figure 58: Residential electricity customer interest in smart metering and usage monitoring

Physical
device
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Smart meter interest

Viewing daily usage

Method of viewing daily usage

Mobile
app

25%
43%
57%

Yes

45%

55%

No

11%

64%

Access via
website
Physical
device

Figure 59: Residential gas customer interest in smart metering and usage monitoring

There is low incidence of residential electricity customers having smart energy saving devices at less than
1 in 5 – with smart energy saving appliances being most used by those that do at 55%. Further, nearly two
thirds of those who do not have any smart energy saving devices claim to have no interest in getting one
in the future.
Smart saving device
incidence - electricity

Smart saving device
incidence - gas

17%

18%
Interest in smart
devices

83%

39
%

60
%
Have smart device
No smart device

Interest in smart
devices

83%

39
%
61
%

Have smart device
Yes

No

No smart device

Yes

No

Figure 60: Electricity and gas customers usage of and interest in smart devices

3.8.3. Importance of renewable energy
7 in 10 residential electricity customers believe it important that energy is produced from renewable
resources. However, less than half (43%) claim that a supplier’s capacity to provide such would influence
their decision making when choosing a supplier.
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Energy produced from renewable source
- electricity

Influence of green source products on
choosing supplier

9%
Important
Not Important

43%
57%

Yes
No

71%

Figure 61: Importance and influence of renewable energy when choosing an electricity supplier
Energy produced from renewable
source - gas

Influence of green source products when
choosing supplier

6%
43%
57%
79%

Figure 62: Importance and influence of renewable energy when choosing a gas supplier

3.8.4. Renewable energy usage
This report reflects the minimal uptake of energy efficient / renewable energy products amongst
electricity and gas customers. Additionally, most claim to be unlikely to purchase / install new
technologies in the future. Believing that such installations / products would be too expensive (64%) and
being happy with their current system (62%) are the primary reasons for this.
One fifth of residential electricity customers have made energy efficiency improvements, such as external
insulation or a high efficiency boiler to their primary residence. One quarter claim they would consider
such improvements in the future, while a similar proportion would consider installing solar panels going
forward.
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Electricity

20%

Energy efficient improvements
Electric vehicle/ hybrid

6%

Combined heat/ power system

5%

24%

56%

21%

73%

18%

Wind turbine

3% 11%

Solar Panels

10%

77%
86%
23%

Yes

67%

Would consider in future

Unlikely to get in future

Gas

Energy efficiency improvements
Electric Vehicle or Hybrid
Combined Heat and Power System

13%

24%

8%
4%

63%

25%
22%

Wind turbine

4% 11%

Solar Panels

14%

68%
75%
86%

23%

63%

Figure 63: Energy efficient/ renewable energy incidence amongst electricity and gas customers

This indicates a strong attitude – behaviour gap with respect to environmental responsibility and
renewable energy. The main barriers are financial and contentment with current systems, indicating a
strong propensity for hyperbolic discounting and loss aversion amongst residential customers.

3.9. Summary and conclusive remarks on residential customer electricity
and gas market
Across both electricity and gas markets, legacy providers are the dominant force with over half of
customers in each market being with Electric Ireland and Bord Gáis Energy. The high levels of supplier
satisfaction within both markets suggests that Electric Ireland and Bord Gáis Energy are effectively
meeting customers’ needs. Is also indicates a level of inertia with regards to switching and the alternative
suppliers available in the market.
Across all aspects of the residential energy market, inertia and retaining the status quo are the common
themes. Of those who had not switched, there was minimal consideration of switching; indeed, most
respondents suggest that they are unlikely to switch in the future. This is further supported by continuing
with the current supplier, irrespective of the tariff charged being the most likely behaviour at contract
end. Half claim to have no interest in receiving a reminder about when their energy deals end. This
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furthers highlights inertia and general disengagement amongst residential customers with regards their
energy package.
Thus far, there has been minimal uptake of energy saving measures within Irish households and most
claim to have no interest in installing any in the future. When compared to the SME market, interest in
smart metering is vastly different, with most also claiming no interest. To increase uptake it is important
for these measures to be aligned with cost savings for customers, as achieving savings is the key trigger
for switching.
There are contradictions in relation to customers understanding of the Irish energy market. When
compared to the SME market, residential customers are more likely to claim a good understanding of
energy market offers and less likely to find comparison of these difficult. However, the majority are not
aware of the price setting structures / framework within the market and confusion prevails across
responsibilities of meter reading and billing.
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4. SME Electricity and Gas Research Findings

Figure 64: SME electricity and gas market infographic overview 2017
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4.1. Key Points: SME Electricity and Gas Market
Electricity SME Market Overview:
•
Electric Ireland remain the largest player in the electricity market with 39%, and SSE
Airtricity hold a 25% market share.
•
The average yearly spend on electricity costs are €16,745 with 71% reviewing their
expenditure annually.
•
Nearly three quarters have previously switched electricity provider, with 3 in 10 doing so in
the past 12 months.
•
35% find comparisons difficult and only 4% suggest that they will switch when their current
contract ends.
Gas SME Market Overview:
•
Bord Gáis Energy remains the largest player in the gas sector, while FloGas have a 21%
market share.
•
The average yearly spend on gas is higher at €21,986, with 74% of all SME’s reviewing their
expenditure annually.
•
6 in 10 have switched previously, 28% did so in the past 12 months.
•
30% find offer comparisons difficult and 3% suggest that they will switch when their current
contract comes to an end.

4.2. SME market and trend analysis
4.2.1. Competitive landscape
The competitive landscape within the SME energy supplier market is somewhat different from the
residential customer market. There are more new market entrants who have a higher market share – SSE
Airtricity and Energia in the electricity market and Flogas in the gas market. However, legacy providers
still hold the highest market shares – Electric Ireland in the electricity market and Bord Gáis Energy in the
gas market.

Gas SME Market Share

Electricity SME Market Share

50%
43%

49%
2016

39%
21%
10%

14%

25%
17% 19%

Electric
Ireland

Energia

SSE Airtrcity

2017

21%21% 20%

0% 2%
Bord Gais
Energy

2016

2017

FloGas

5% 3%

SSE
Bord Gais Electric
Airtricity Energy Ireland

Figure 65: Market share of suppliers in electricity and gas SME market

11%

10%
7%

3% 1%
FloGas

Energia

Vayu

54.

Electric Ireland retain the largest market share of the electricity market in Ireland; although they have
dropped their share by 10%. Bord Gáis Energy have increased their electricity market share by 4% since
2016. Energia have dropped market share by 4%, and SSE Airtricity are up 6% and now hold one quarter
of market.
Within the gas market, SSE Airtricity have lost a valuable 2% which represents nearly half of their market
share. Bord Gáis Energy have increased their share by 7% to now hold half of the SME gas market in 2017.
Electric Ireland have gained 3% to hold 10% of the market with FloGas retaining their 21% share. Energia
have lost 9% which, again, represents almost half of their market share.
Electricity

Gas

25%

34%

Yes
No
75%

66%

Figure 66: Incidence of SME's using a third party for choosing energy deals

This year’s report found that 25% of SME electricity customers and 34% of gas customers use the services
of a third party to find them the best energy deals available in the marketplace.
Overall, this demonstrates at least some movement in the market, and possibly indicates more consistent
and focused switching habits with between a quarter and one third of SME’s engaging professional advice
when choosing their energy provider.
4.2.2. Supplier satisfaction
Consistently high levels of supplier satisfaction in the SME electricity supplier market at 80%. This is in
line with 2016 figures. Satisfactions levels for gas are down 3% year on year yet remain extremely high
at 84%.
Gas supplier satisfaction

Electricity supplier satisfaction

3%

3%

Satisfied
Dissatisfied

80%

Figure 67: Supplier satisfaction in electricity and gas SME market

84%
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Electric Ireland

100%
90%
80%

Bord Gais

SSE Airtricity

Energia

81%

77%
70%

73%

2014

2015

Total

80%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
2013

2016
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Figure 68: SME electricity supplier satisfaction 2013-2017 (% satisfied)

Customer satisfaction with Electric Ireland has remained steady since 2013. Satisfaction with Bord Gáis
Energy dipped between 2014 and 2015 and then improved considerably in 2016 and 2017. SSE Airtricity
also showed a dip in satisfaction levels between 2014 and 2015 and rising significantly in 2016 but falling
back by 7% in 2017. Finally, Energia remains more consistent, although with a slightly lower satisfaction
rating of between 68% and 79% between 2013-2017.
The supplier satisfaction trend is relatively consistent across the four main energy providers since 2013.
The trend shows increased satisfaction levels in 2016 and 2017 when compared to the previous 2 years.
This suggests that energy suppliers are succeeding in meeting SME’s expectations in terms of reliability of
supply and prices charged.
Electric Ireland

Bord Gais

SSE Airtricity

100%
90%
80%

Energia

FloGas

87%

85%

79%

75%

2013

2014

2015

Total

85%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
2016

2017

Figure 69: SME gas supplier satisfactions 2013-2017 (% satisfied)

Similarly, we find long-term satisfaction patterns within the SME gas supplier market. FloGas customers
are most satisfied in 2017 at 95%, followed by Electric Ireland at 89%. Energia and SSE Airtricity have
lowest satisfaction levels at 75 and 74% respectively. The overall satisfaction levels fell back in 2014 and
2015 but have increased considerably over the past 2 years in comparison. FloGas has seen the largest
increase in satisfaction levels since 2013 up 13%. Satisfaction with SSE Airtricity decreased the most since
2013, down 26%.
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4.2.3 Dual Fuel
The 2017 report combined data on dual fuel for a more robust base for analysis and to generate a
snapshot of the overall SME market in Ireland. In 2017, 40% of the total number of SME’s were using both
electricity and gas in their business which represents a fall back of 10% since 2016. Of those who have
both energy sources, 43% of SME’s used the same supplier for both, which represents an increase of 5%
since 2016.
Combined Dual Fuel Incidence

Electricity and
Gas
Electricity only

60%

Combined Same Supplier Incidence

40%

Same supplier

43%
57%

Two suppliers

Figure 70: Duel fuel and same supplier incidence in the Irish SME energy market

The greater savings offered overall is the most important reason why SME’s choose the same supplier for
electricity and gas at 78% claiming greater savings as a factor. Interestingly, reduction in gas prices is a
more significant reason in choosing the same supplier compared to reduction in electricity prices.
Top reasons for using same supplier for electricity and gas

78%

Greater savings overall

65%

Greater reduction gas prices offered
Convenience of having single supplier

62%

Greater reduction in electricity prices offered

61%

Service provided by supplier for electricity and gas

42%

Figure 71: Important reasons for choosing same electricity and gas supplier (% a factor)

Satisfaction with the current supplier and seeing no reason to switch are the main reasons for not using
the same supplier for electricity and gas.
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Top reasons for not using same supplier % Important

70%

Satisfied with service from current suppliers

43%

Greater savings with two suppliers

25%

Not got around to switching
Do not want a single bill
Concerned if fell behind on payments for either
Do not trust single supplier to provide both

19%
16%
12%

Figure 72: Top reasons for not using same electricity and gas supplier (% a factor)

Further, this is demonstrated by the high levels of overall supplier satisfactions. It also points to a level of
inertia with regards potential savings and the benefits of having a single energy supplier.
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4.3. Billing
4.3.1. Key points
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The majority of SME’s receive their bills by post
We see some movement towards paperless billing, with the primary channel being via
email, with online bills being less popular.
Most SME’s have a good understanding of their billing, usage and charges, yet they do not
have a clear idea about the overall cost of their bill in the context of overall business cost.
Unit price and standing charges are also not widely known.
Most SME’s review their bill at least annually.
Two thirds of SME’s review electricity and gas usage on an annual basis with
approximately 1 in 10 never reviewing usage.
Just under half of SME’s believe the cost of electricity is a significant challenge for their
business, with one third feeling that the cost of gas is a significant challenge.

4.3.2. Pricing
Gas

Electricity
Yes - the price has
increased

14%

20%
Yes - the price has
decreased

58%

22%

59%

28%

No - the price
remained the same

Figure 73: SME electricity and gas customer awareness of price changes year on yearxix

Most SME’s (nearly 6 in 10) suggested that they did not think the prices charged by their electricity or gas
supplier had increased year on year. Further, just under 2 in 10 felt that the electricity prices had risen,
while just under 3 in 10 felt that the gas prices had risen. A higher proportion of both customers believed
that the prices charged by their supplier had in fact decreased year on year. This indicates that business
customers may be more likely to negotiate lower rates with their suppliers or at least manage energy
usage more efficiently – leading to decreased costs.
4.3.3. Bill status & method of receiving bill
The majority - 96% (+5% year on year) of electricity customers and 97% (+2% year on year) of gas - Irish
SME customers pay their bill in full when it is due. This represents an increase from 2016’s figures.
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Electricity SME Bill Delivery

71%

76%

74%

67%

60%

24%

21%

25%

30%

39%

4%
Post

13%

Email
2013

2014

2015

11%

16%

8%

Website
2016

2017

Gas SME Bill Delivery

85%

82%

85%

74%

72%

12%

19%

18%

25%

29%
3%

Post

Email
2013

2014

2015

6%

7%

9%

7%

Website
2016

2017

Figure 74: Electricity and gas billing method of receiving their bill year on year

The majority (60%) of Irish SME’s receive their electricity bill by post – this is higher for gas customers at
72%. However, billing by post has decreased since 2016 across both electricity and gas with this trend
being more prominent in the Electricity sector. Incidence of receiving bill by email has increased: again,
with an increase corresponding with the decrease by post higher in the electricity market than gas: rising
to 39% and 29% respectively. Relatively few access their bill via the website.
4.3.4. Bill engagement & understanding
The majority of SME’s find all aspects of their electricity bill easy to understand overall. More specifically
it is easy to understand usage, charges for usage, and total amount calculated; although more electricity
(75%) than gas (68%) understand this last point. Further, the majority found it easy to understand their
kwh used, and tariffs. Few would prefer more frequent bills.
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62% 63%

64% 67%

75%

75%

68%

70%

76% 74%

76% 79%

Easy to
understand
usage

Easy to
understand
charge for usage

16% 16%

Prefer bills more
frequently

Easy to
Easy to identify Understand how
understand Kwh used in past total amount
tariff/ identify all 12 months
calculated
components
Electricity

Easy to
understand

Gas

Figure 75: Energy bill understanding amongst SME electricity customers

4.3.5. Energy costs & usage
The majority (71%) of SME’s review their electricity costs annually, with a slightly higher proportion (74%)
reviewing gas costs annually. Approximately 1 in 10 of SME’s never review their electricity costs (+6% year
on year).
Gas costs review

Electricity costs review

6%
4%

Annually

1%
11%

Every three months
Every two months

8%
71%

3%
7%
3%

7%
7%

Monthly

74%
Don't know
Never

Figure 76: Frequency of reviewing electricity and gas costs for Irish SME'sxx

Two thirds of SME’s review electricity and gas usage on an annual basis – with approximately 1 in 10
electricity customers never reviewing usage. Overall, SME’s seem to be engaged with their energy costs
and usage, not surprising given how all costs impact on the businesses bottom line.
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Electricity usage review

Gas usage review
Annually

1%

2%

Every three months

13%

10%

Every two months

8%
4%

12%
3%

Monthly

8%

66%

9%

64%

Don't know
Never

Figure 77: Frequency of reviewing electricity and gas usage for Irish SME's

Just under half of SME’s believe the cost of electricity is a significant challenge for their business. Just
under 3 in 10 consider their business at a competitive disadvantage due to electricity costs compared to
other EU countries.
34% of gas customers consider the cost of gas a significant business challenge – a 9% decrease from 2016.
While just over 2 in 10 feels that their business is at a competitive disadvantage to other EU countries
because of the cost of gas.
Electricity

Gas

27%

34%

38%

39%

47%

29%
Cost of electricity a
significant business
challenge
Disagree

Cost of electricity puts
business at competitive
disadvantage to EU

22%

46%

Cost of gas a significant Cost of gas puts business at
business challenge
competitive disadvantage
to EU

Agree

Figure 78: The impact of electricity costs on business competitiveness

Disagree

Agree
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4.4. Understanding of Irish Energy Market and Energy Offers
4.4.1. Key points
•
•
•
•

As reflected in market share, the suppliers who were top of mind were Electric Ireland for
Electricity and Bord Gáis Energy Energy for Gas.
The majority of SME electricity customers are not aware that prices are set by suppliers
in the market and are not regulated.
Most SME’s understand that the responsibility for generation of electricity, repairing
faults and maintenance of the grid reside with ESB Networks for electricity.
They understand that repairing gas leaks, and maintaining the network are the
responsibility of Gas Networks Ireland.

4.4.2. Awareness of suppliers
Highest electricity supplier awareness is for Electric Ireland, almost 7 in 10 mention it spontaneously, with
just under half being aware of SSE Airtricity. There is minimal awareness of Flogas as electricity suppliers
to SME’s. The highest awareness is of Bord Gáis Energy as an SME gas supplier, followed by Electric Ireland
at 3 in 10.
Electricity

Gas

67%

Electric Ireland

49%

SSE Airtricity

71%

Bord Gais Energy

29%

Electric Ireland

26%

Energia

37%

Bord Gais Energy

24%

FloGas

32%

Energia
FloGas

3%

20%

SSE Airtricity
VAYU

1%

Figure 79: Spontaneous awareness of electricity and gas suppliers in SME market

4.4.3. Customer understanding of energy market structures
The majority (56%) of SME electricity customers are unaware that the prices set by suppliers in the market
are not regulated with a lack of awareness having increased 11% since 2016. The lack of awareness
amongst gas customers is even higher at 61% (+9% year on year).
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Electricity

Gas

20%

30%

Aware
Somewhat aware

56%

19%

61%

Not aware

14%

Figure 80: Awareness that electricity and gas suppliers can set level of prices

Across electricity and gas customers, the majority of SME’s can correctly distinguish responsibilities
between their supplier and the ESB Networks/ Gas Networks Ireland.
8%

12%

11%

57%

60%

30%
66%

86%

84%
88%
57%

13%

8%

7%

Generation of Repairing faults Maintenance of Billing/ payment Reading meter Seeking approval Seeking approval
electricity
grid
of prices
of T&C's
Responsibility of current supplier

4%

68%

Responsibility of ESB networks

19%

91%

19%

Repairing gas
leaks

Maintaining
network

15%

56%

57%

61%

72%

18%

13%

75%
29%

Billing/ payment Reading meter

Transmission/ Seeking approval Seeking approval
distribution
of prices
of T&C's

Responsibility of current supplier

Responsibility of GNI

Figure 81: SME's understanding of responsibilities in electricity and gas markets (% believe responsible)
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Most SME’s understand that the responsibility for generation of electricity, repairing faults and
maintenance of the grid reside with ESB Networks for electricity. They understand that repairing gas leaks,
and maintaining the network are the responsibility of Gas Networks Ireland. Responsibility for billing/
payment and seeking approval or prices and terms and conditions, rightly being attributed to the current
supplier. There is some confusion over responsibility for meter reading for both electricity and gas
customers where the majority of SME’s believe that this lies with the current supplier; similar to
residential customers.
4.4.4. Awareness of offers
Offers relating to a fixed unit price are most salient amongst SME’s, with two thirds being aware. Roughly
4 in 10 are also aware of cashback / credit and percentage reduction on unit rates. More electricity, as
compared to gas customers, are aware of a percentage reduction on their entire bill, membership rewards
and loyalty schemes; possibly reflecting higher prevalence of these offers in the electricity market.
Electricity

Gas

66% 65%

37%
24% 22%

None

19%

24%

37%
23%

37%

40%

40%

37%

28%

% reduction on Membership % reduction on % reduction on Cashback/ credit Unit price fixed
standing charge rewards/ loyalty
entire bill
unit rate
to account
for certain time
scheme

Figure 14: Awareness of electricity and gas offers in the market

4.4.5. Understanding & comparing offers
2 in 5 Irish SME’s claim to have a good understanding of the electricity offers available to them in the
market – up 10% compared to 2016. 1 in 10 admit having no understanding at all. Similar proportions of
gas customers claim to have a good understanding of the offers in the market.
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Understanding of electricity offers

9%

Understanding of gas offers

12%

Good
understanding

41%
47%

38%

Some
understanding
No understanding

46%

Figure 15: SME understanding of electricity and gas offers available in the energy market

Furthermore, one third of Irish SME’s found it difficult comparing electricity offers from different
suppliers, with 3 in 10 gas customers also finding it difficult. Those finding electricity offer comparisons
difficult has increased since 2016 up 10%, with gas customers findings in line with last year.
Comparing gas offers

Comparing electricity offers

Difficult

29%
35%

Easy

Figure 16: Ease of comparing offers available in electricity and gas markets

30%

30%
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4.5. Experiences of Switching
4.5.1. Key points
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Overall, the majority of SME’s have switched supplier since 2011, nearly a third having
done so in the past 12 months.
Rates of switching in the previous 12 months have approximately doubled since 2013.
Rates of internal switching are considered relatively low.
The main reason SME’s would switch suppliers are the reduction in the total cost, followed
by an increased bill from the previous supplier, and a more flexible tariff structure.
Most of those who did switch found the process easy.
SME’s who found it easy to compare offers are much more likely to switch suppliers than
respondents who found it difficult to compare offers.
The largest effect however, appears to be being approached by a supplier.

4.5.2. External switching rates
Three quarters of SME’s have previously switched their electricity supplier – with 3 in 10 having done so
within the last 12 months. For gas customers, switching rates are lower with 6 in 10 having previously
switched supplier – 3 in 10 of those had switched within the last 12 months.
Switching electricity suppliers

Switching gas suppliers

27%

40%
Switched ever
Never switched

73%

60%

Switched in last 12 months

Switched in last 12 months

28%
31%

Yes
No

69%

Figure 82: SME switching rates for electricity and gas markets

72%
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The proportion of SME’s having ever switched electricity supplier has increased 8% since last year, while
switching gas supplier has fallen back 6% when compared to 2016.
Electricity

Gas

Linear (Electricity)

Linear (Gas)

31%

30%
22%
15%

26%

23%

22%

28%

22%

16%

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Figure 83: SME electricity and gas customers 12 month switching rates 2013-2017

Higher incidence of switching electricity supplier within the last 12 months compared with 2016 - a 9%
increase. SME’s switching their gas supplier in the previous 12 months has increased 2% since 2016. Since
2012, rates of SME’s switching electricity or gas supplier have trended upwards – with almost twice as
many SME’s switching energy supplier when compared to 2013.
4.5.3. Internal switching rates
Only 1 in 5 SME’s surveyed have changed their electricity package with their current supplier within the
last 12 months - with 1 in 5 SME gas customers having done so. Lack of internal switching is supported by
the fact that only 1 in 10 SME’s claim their most likely behaviour at contract end is to renew or renegotiate
the package they are on.
Electricity

Gas

18%

20%
Yes
No

82%

80%

Figure 84: Rates of switching to a new package with existing electricity and gas supplier

In the context of the relatively competitive landscape, a high level of awareness of suppliers in the market,
knowledge of their bills, and capacity to review competitive pricing offers, this implies either inertia in the
face of the perceived hassle of switching, or a satisfaction with their current provider. The latter being the
most likely reason owing to the high levels who claimed supplier satisfaction.

68.

This is further reflected in over 4 in 10 respondents suggesting that they have no reason to switch and
are happy with their supplier. A higher percentage of respondents who have gas felt/claimed that they
were locked into their contract and did not have an option.
Electricity

Gas

43%
21%
8%

7%

9%

Not aware could switch Locked into contract

21%
10%

45%

15%

6%

Too busy/don't have
time

Not a priority/ didn't
think about it

No reason to switch/
happy with service

Figure 85: Top 5 reasons for not switching energy package with existing supplier

4.5.4. Triggers and barriers for switching
Reductions in the total cost of the electricity is the primary trigger for SME’s to switch supplier. Overall
bill increases, and price rises by the previous supplier also acted as triggers for switching.
Top 5 triggers for switching SME electricity supplier

Reduction in the total cost of electricity

92%

Bill increased - supplier increased prices

45%

Offered more flexible tariff structure

38%

Previous supplier announced a price rise

37%

Assistance on energy reduction initiatives

36%

Figure 86: Top 5 triggers for switching electricity supplier (% a factor)

Interestingly, one third switched due to being offered assistance on energy reduction initiatives. This
reason has potential to increase in importance in the context of the move to more sustainable and
efficient energy production and usage.
As might be expected, given that supplier satisfaction overall is at 80% - the primary reason most SME’s
do not switch electricity supplier is satisfaction with their current supplier.
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Top 5 barriers to switching SME electricity supplier

Happy with current supplier

56%

Discount not sufficient to switch

33%

Unsure if prices will stay as low

28%

Unsure if prices will be as low
In a contract

28%
22%

Figure 87: Top 5 barriers for switching electricity supplier (% a factor)

Concern amongst approximately 3 in 10 SME’s that the prices/ offers being promised as an incentive to
switch, will not be as low as or stay as low. This points to a degree of loss aversion amongst SME’s with
regards switching. Uncertainty surrounding the low prices have the potential to affect business revenues
going forward, and SME’s are more likely to stay with their current plan and not risk a potential loss.
Very similar triggers to and barriers to switching supplier for SME gas customers with a reduction in the
total amount of the gas bill is the primary trigger for switching supplier at with 94% agreeing.
Top 5 triggers for switching SME gas supplier

Reduction in the total cost of gas

94%

Bill increased - supplier increased prices

58%

Offered more flexible tariff structure

55%

Avail of combined offer for electricity/ gas

52%

Assistance on energy reduction initiatives

47%

Figure 88: Top 5 triggers for switching gas supplier (% a factor)
Top 5 barriers to switching SME gas supplier

Happy with current supplier

64%

Discount not sufficient to switch
Unsure if prices will be as low
Unsure if prices will stay as low
Gas supply reliability concerns

49%
34%
31%
28%

Figure 89: Top 5 barriers to switching gas supplier (% a factor)

Being happy with the current supplier is the main barrier to switching for most SME’s. Half also suggest
that the incentives were not sufficient to encourage them to switch. Some SME’s were unsure as to
whether the prices being offered by the new supplier were going to stay as low as their introductory offer.
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This reaffirms the satisfaction levels with current supplier and further reduces the likelihood of switching
within the gas market.
4.5.5. Experience of switching process
Of those who had previously switched electricity supplier – a large proportion (89%) found the process to
be easy. Following on from their switch, there was high level of satisfaction amongst SME electricity
customers with the new supplier’s service and the amount their bill was reduced by, in addition to very
good understanding of the terms and conditions on the new contract.
Electricity

Gas

3%

4%

Difficult
Easy

89%

89%

Figure 90: Assessment of switching process for SME gas and electricity customers

SME assessment of the switching process has remained relatively the same since 2014, with a high
proportion of both electricity and gas customers considering the process to be easy.
Electricity

95%
87%

2014

91%

2015

86%

Gas

90%

2016

92%

89%

89%

2017

Figure 91: SME experience of switching process 2014-2017 (% considered easy)

Overall, most SME’s were positive about their new supplier post-switching with high levels of satisfaction
and a very good understanding about the bill reduction amount.
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87%
89%

Understood T&C's of offer signed up to

88%
92%

New supplier service satisfactory

76%
74%

Bill reduced by amount expected

Gas

Electricity

Figure 92: SME electricity and gas customer experience of new supplier

Further, they also understood the terms and conditions of the new contract. In general, there are only
minor variations between electricity and gas customers.
4.5.6. Switching considerations
One third of SME’s who have not switched in the last 12 months, had considered switching electricity
supplier. Switching consideration was lower amongst gas customers at 1 in 5. Of the SME’s that had
considered switching, only one third had pro-actively contacted suppliers to learn more.
Electricity

Gas

22%
34%

Yes
No

66%

78%

Figure 93: SME electricity and gas customer switching consideration in last 12 months
Pro-actively contacted suppliers

62%

64%
No
Yes

35%

36%

Electricity

Gas

Figure 94: Pro-active contact of electricity and gas suppliers when considering switching
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A lack of switching consideration may be driven by a lack of awareness as half are unaware as to when
their current electricity contract ends.
Gas

Electricity

52%

43%

Yes

48%

57%

No

Figure 95: Proportion of SME electricity and gas customers aware of their contract end date

Over half of SME’s claim to look around for better offers from an alternative supplier once their contract
with the incumbent ends. However, only 4% of electricity and 3% of gas claim their most likely behaviour
at contract end is to switch supplier.
55%
51%

Look around for better offers

20%
26%

Automatically continue regardless of tariff

9%
10%
11%
8%

Renew/negotiate tariff/package
Look at any options/offers supplier sends
Switch supplier
Automatically continue knowing tariff

Gas

Electricity

3%
4%
1%
1%

Figure 96: SME electricity and gas customer behaviours at contract end

One quarter of SME electricity customers automatically continue with their current supplier once their
contract ends, with the majority of those doing so regardless of the tariff charged; this is slightly less for
gas customers at 1 in 5.
4.5.7. SME Switching- Multivariate Analysis
Cross-national comparisons of switching rates for SME Customers
The average switching rates for Ireland from 2015 to 2017 derived from the annual CRU surveys are
presented in Figure 93. This table shows that the average switching rate for business electricity customers
is 24.6% and for business gas customers is 21.7%, though there is some annual variation within each.

Electricity
Gas

2015
29.5 %
22.8 %

Figure 97: Residential switching in the last 12 months

2016
21.4 %
25.6 %

2017
22.9 %
16.6 %

Average
24.6 %
21.7 %
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Unlike the residential customer data, there are no available figures from OFGEM about the rate of
switching for businesses in the United Kingdom. However, the Utility Regulator in Northern Ireland does
produce figures on the switching rates for businesses. Figure 94 presents the annual switching rates for
businesses using electricity and/or gas since 2015.

Electricity
Gas

2015
3.2 %
1.5 %

2016
2.7 %
3.7 %

2017
1.7 %
3.7 %

Average
2.5 %
2.9 %

Figure 98: SME Switching Rates in Northern Irelandxxi

As one can see from this table, the annual switching rate for both gas and electricity is much lower than
that found in Ireland. On average 2.5% of businesses using electricity switch suppliers each year, in
contrast to 25.1% in Ireland, and 2.9% of businesses that use gas switch suppliers, in contrast to 22.7% in
Ireland. Though the rate of gas switching should be presented with the caveat, that this figure is just for
the Greater Belfast area. Outside of Greater Belfast, gas is either not available or one company has an
overwhelmingly dominant position within the market (for example, Firmus Energy is the supplier for
98.8% of gas customers in the ‘Ten Towns’ area) and as such the rate of switching is almost non-existent.
Gas market dynamics aside, the low levels of switching in both markets can be also understood in the
context of the price per unit for each in the North. For both gas and electricity, the price per unit is
significant lower than the Irish, UK and European averagesxxii. As a result, the marginal gain in savings that
could be made by switching supplier is likely to be lower than in other markets, which overall could act as
a disincentive to switching supplier.
Likelihood of Switching Gas/Electricity Suppliers for SMEs
As noted above, on average around a quarter of Irish SME businesses switch gas or electricity suppliers
each year. Although this is interesting, a more pertinent question might be, what are the key defining
characteristics of businesses that switch suppliers? As such, this section examines a number of factors
that can be theorised to increase the likelihood of customers switching suppliers and utilises advanced
quantitative methods in the form of logistic regression modelling to see if these factors have a statistically
significant effect on the likelihood of switching suppliers.
Logistic regression is a method of examining the impact of potentially influencing factors called
independent variables have upon a dependent variable. The dependent variable in logistic regression
modelling is always in the form of a binary variable. In this case the binary variable is customers switching
supplier, and customers not switching supplier. Customers who switch suppliers are coded one in the
analysis below and customers who do not switch suppliers are coded zero. Put simply, the independent
variables in each model are how each variable affects the probability of customers moving from not
switching suppliers, to switching suppliers. Positive coefficients mean that the variable increases the
likelihood of switching suppliers whereas negative coefficients indicate that the variable decreases the
likelihood of switching supplier. All coefficients in the tables are either positive or negative, however only
those with asterisks can be said to have a statistically significant effect on the likelihood of switching
suppliers.
The models present the likelihood of businesses switching electricity and gas separately, using data
collected from the annual CRU surveys for the last three years. Furthermore, there are three dependent
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variables used in the models. The first dependent variable is a subset of all businesses, with their inclusion
being based upon whether they have switched suppliers since 2011. If at some point they have, then they
are included in this subset and the coding of the variable is then based on whether or not they have
switched supplier in the last twelve months. The second and third dependent variables use all cases in
the surveys, with the second version being based upon whether or not businesses have ever changed
suppliers since 2011, and the third version being whether businesses have switched suppliers at any point
in the last twelve months. Figure 96 shows the percentages of respondents who have and have not
switched supplier for each of the dependent variables across gas and electricity, and across the last three
years.
Dependent

Description

Variable

Electricity/
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Gas

Have Not

Have

Number

Switched

Switched

of Cases

Supplier

Supplier

1: Only cases that

Have you switched Electricity

2015

58.6 %

41.4 %

286

have switched

supplier in the last

2016

67.4 %

32.6 %

263

supplier since

twelve months?

2017

68.7 %

31.3 %

306

2015

68.2 %

31.8 %

179

2016

61.2 %

38.8 %

165

2017

72.3 %

27.7 %

149

Have you switched Electricity

2015

28.6 %

71.4 %

400

supplier since

2016

34.3 %

65.7 %

400

2011?

2017

27.0 %

73.0 %

419

2015

28.4 %

71.6 %

250

2016

34.0 %

66.0 %

250
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40.3 %

59.7 %

250

Have you switched Electricity

2015

70.5 %

29.5 %

400

supplier in the last

2016

78.6 %

21.4 %

400

twelve months?

2017

77.1 %

22.9 %

419

2015

77.2 %

22.8 %

250

2016

74.4 %

25.6 %

250

2017

83.4 %

16.6 %

250

2011

2: All cases

Gas

Gas

3: All cases

Gas

Figure 99: Distribution of dependent variable gas/ electricity and year

As for the independent variables, figure 97 outlines the theoretical effect each independent variable has
upon the likelihood of switching suppliers, and the models test whether or not these variables appear to
have an actual effect on switching behaviour. The final thing to note is that most of the independent
variables are indicator variables which means that the coefficients presented are the likelihood of this
variable affecting switching behaviour against the effect of a reference category. For example, the
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independent variables for businesses that have been contacted by other suppliers have been referenced
against companies that have not been contacted by other suppliers to see the effect that different forms
of contact have compared against not being contacted by suppliers at all.
Independent Variable
Theory
Amount spent on Electricity/Gas Companies that spend a lot on resources will be more willing to
switch suppliers in order to pay less overall
Dublin-based Business
Companies based in Dublin find it easier to change suppliers
therefore will be more likely to switch suppliers
Complained to the CRU
Companies that have complained to the CRU about their current
supplier will be more likely to switch suppliers
Received a Tailored Offer
Companies that have received a tailored offer will be more likely to
switch suppliers
Number of Employees
Companies with more employees will try to reduce other non-fixed
costs such as the amount they spend on resources therefore being
more likely to switch suppliers to pay less overall
Business Sector
Companies in resource intensive sectors (i.e. Primary and
Secondary economic sectors) are more likely to be willing to reduce
the costs of these resources by switching suppliers than businesses
in the Tertiary economic sector
Cost of Electricity/Gas is a
Companies that find the cost of resources a burden to their business
Significant Challenge
are more likely to seek out a way to reduce these costs by switching
supplier
Satisfaction with Supplier
Companies that are dissatisfied with their supplier are more likely
to switch supplier
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Being contacted by a supplier increases the likelihood of switching
suppliers
Ease of Comparing Offers
The easier it is to compare offers by suppliers increase the likelihood
of switching suppliers
Figure 100: Theoretical effects of each independent variable

Because we have three dependent variables for gas, three dependent variables for electricity and we have
this data for three years, in total we have eighteen models (2x3x3=18). As such, for ease of presentation
the next table summarises what is found in each of the models through the number of significant
coefficients for each independent variable and their direction (be it positive or negative). The models
themselves are presented in Appendix 2.

76.

Number of Significant Coefficients
Positive
Negative
.
3
2
2
1
.

Amount spent on Electricity/Gas (€’000s)
Dublin-based Business
Complained to the CRU
Received a Tailored Offer
Number of Employees
11 to 99
100 to 250
(Ref: 1 to 10)
Business Sector
Tertiary (Business Facing)
Tertiary (Customer Facing)
(Ref: Primary and Secondary)
Cost of Electricity/Gas is a Significant Challenge
Agree
Disagree
(Ref: Neither)
Satisfaction with Supplier
Dissatisfied
Satisfied
(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone
Yes, by Mail
Yes, by Door-to-Door Person
(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy
Neither
Difficult
(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)
Note: All coefficients significant at the 0.1 level or lower

Total
(out of 18)
3
4
1
0

.
.

.
1

0
1

.
.

1
.

1
0

.
5

.
.

0
5

.
2

1
1

1
3

7
3
14

.
1
.

7
4
14

8
3
3

.
.
.

8
3
3

Figure 101: Summary of significant coefficients from all models

When one looks at the models for both electricity and gas it is evident that both present a very similar
story. Overall from the models themselves and the summary in figure 99 for most variables we neither
see strong nor consistent effects over time. For some years a coefficient is significant only for it to be
insignificant in another year or for the direction of the effect to change depending on the dependent
variable examined. As such, we can say that for most of the independent variables used in these models,
they appear to have little to no statistically significant effect on the likelihood of switching suppliers.
Despite this, for a small number of variables we see some consistent effects. Respondents who do not
think that the cost of electricity or gas is a significant challenge to their business appear to be more likely
to switch suppliers. This is contrary to what was theorised in figure 97, however, this does make sense in
that businesses which do not find the cost of these resources a burden have the flexibility to switch
suppliers. In contrast, businesses that do find the cost of these resources a burden may be hesitant to
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change, even if it does mean lower overall costs, as they are unwilling to balance this against the risk of
potential negative effects, for example, being double billed by their old and new supplier.
In addition, the ease of comparing offers appears to have some counterintuitive effects. Most of the
models show that respondents who found it easy to compare offers are much more likely to switch
suppliers than respondents who found it difficult to compare offers. However, respondents who found it
difficult to compare offers are still more likely to switch than respondents who have not compared offers.
This appears to indicate that when respondents begin to compare offers, they have already decided to
switch in their heads, if not in action. Comparing offers appears to be a barrier, but one that they are
likely to overcome and move onto completing switching suppliers.
The largest effect in promoting switching among SME’s is being approached by a supplier. This
significantly increases the likelihood of switching, with suppliers approaching businesses in person having
much stronger effects than calling businesses by phone or contacting them by email. This suggest that
most businesses are not aware of the potential benefits of switching suppliers. Instead, they appear to be
reactive to suppliers approaching them. This makes sense in the context of businesses viewing the amount
they spend on these resources as fixed. As such they are unlikely to spend a lot of their time exploring the
potential benefits of switching suppliers. It is only when suppliers make the process easier that businesses
at all likely to consider switching.
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4.6. Complaint Handling
4.6.1. Key points
•
•

In line with the high levels of energy supplier satisfaction – only 7% complaining.
7 in 10 SME’s aware they can complain if necessary.

4.6.2. Complaints experience
This year’s report combines electricity and gas data in relation to complaints and awareness of the CRU
to present a picture of the overall SME energy market. Most SME’s have had no reason to make a
complaint about an issue relating to their electricity/ gas supply or supplier during the previous 12
months.
All SME's - Gas and Electricity

7%
Yes
No

93%

Figure 102: Incidence of complaints

While we see a slight rise in complaints about electricity providers from 5% to 10% between 2013 to
2014 among SME’s, the incidents of complaining do not vary much year to year.

Electricity

10%
5%

3%

2013

Gas

8%
5%

2014

Figure 103: Complaints incidence 2013-2017

8%
5%

2015

5%

2016

7%

6%

2017
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All SME's - Electricity and Gas

30%
Yes
No

70%

Figure 104: Aware of CRU is dissatisfied with supplier

7 in 10, however, were aware that the CRU can be used as a channel for complaints if they are not
satisfied with the outcome of the supplier complaint resolution.
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4.7. Smart Metering & Renewable Energy
In contrast to the residential customer market, where interest is low (less than half claiming interest, 43%
of electricity customers and 45% for gas customers), SME’s are more interested in smart meters. The
majority (4 in 5) of SME’s would be willing to share smart meter data with their electricity supplier if it
meant they could avail of new tariffs and services. This is even higher for gas customers at 87%.
Electricity
Gas

13%

19%
Yes
No

81%

87%

Figure 105: Willingness to share smart meter data amongst SME customers
Electricity
Gas

20%

12%
Would find helpful
Would not find
helpful

80%

88%

Figure 106: Interest in office displays to manage energy consumption
Electricity

Gas

13%

18%
Would use
Would not use

82%

87%

4 in 5 electricity customers believe having access to information relating to their businesses’ energy
consumption would be helpful in managing their costs. Again, this is higher amongst gas customers. The
majority of SME’s would also continuously use smart metering to assist in managing costs.

81.

4.8. Summary and conclusive remarks on the SME sector
The upward trend of switching rates amongst SME’s since 2013 suggests that initiatives to increase
switching rates have gained momentum within the SME energy supplier market across both electricity
and gas customers. Additionally, the higher market share of newer market entrants in the SME sector
(differentiating it from the residential market) suggests businesses are more open to switching away from
legacy energy providers such as Electric Ireland and Bord Gáis Energy. Although these providers still have
the highest market shares across both markets.
There is a good level of understanding of market structures and offers amongst SME’s. This demonstrates
that clear and careful reviews of their energy needs are a major factor in effective business management.
This is further evidenced by the degree with which SME’s are engaged with energy market offers and their
understanding of them. Furthermore, this suggests that they are more likely to switch if an offer makes
financial and business sense to them. However, while understanding of offers is good, difficulties in
comparing these offers exist and are likely to act as a barrier to switching. There is a difficulty for some
SME’s in establishing what alternative energy package will act as a substitutexxiii. This feeds into a degree
of loss aversion whereby SME’s do not switch supplier for fear of getting a worse service or signing up to
a package that is more expensive than they had initially thought.
In terms of increasing switching rates, suppliers offering assistance on energy reduction initiatives has the
potential to become a more important trigger for switching, especially within the context of a move to
more sustainable energy production and usage. Several behavioural economics studies into the energy
market have demonstrated that real time data and historical data have significant effects on the energy
consumption behaviourxxiv. Smart metering is likely to increase the amount of attention SME’s pay to their
energy costs and usage. However, a reduction in the total cost of energy for SME’s remains the main
reason SME’s switch supplier.
As most SME’s do not feel that the prices have risen, or review their costs and usage annually, and seem
to be confident that they engage with and understand their bill, this would imply that they do not see a
need to switch. This implies that there is an opportunity here for suppliers to be more pro-active in
approaching businesses, especially smaller enterprises who are more likely to be time poor and lack the
time to research energy market offers.
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5. Analysis and Insights
5.1. Energy Policy and Behavioural Economics
According to the OECD Tackling Environmental Problems with the Help of Behavioural Insightsxxv energy
is an auxiliary good, necessary to consume and strongly dependent on automatic processes. Energy
consumption is based on routine, automatic behaviour rather than on deliberate choices. Deciding to
invest in energy efficiency improvements is an infrequent activity in which customers must make complex
trade-offs of attributes of good. Switching energy provider is also an example of an effortful choice that
is prone to inertia.
According to Elisha Frederiks et al (2015) there is “often a sizeable discrepancy between peoples selfreported knowledge, values, attitudes and intentions and their observable behaviour” (Frederiks, 2015:
1385). They suggest that these insights can support public policy interventions focusing on cost-effective
and mass-scalable behavioural solutions encouraging sustainable energy use among customers.

5.2. Behavioural insights and application to energy market
Behavioural levers can be derived from behavioural insights and can inform the design and
implementation of strategies, building upon a more realistic view of individual behaviour and its
interaction with strategies. Designers of policy and strategy can use behavioural levers to devise the most
effective communication strategies that will not only create awareness but translate this into behavioural
change. The following represent examples of the nudges, or behavioural levers, that may be employed to
address these biases.
The attitude – behaviour gap is clearly illustrated in this study with a significant number of people being
aware of, and interested in, changing to new more energy efficient practices, yet few are adapting their
behaviour and reducing their energy consumption. This is indicative of several biases which are evidenced
from previous studies in the area of energy and behavioural research. To facilitate a more competitive
energy market, behavioural levers can support the CRU’s principal role of protecting customer interests
by ‘nudging’ them towards efficient and money saving practices.
5.2.1. Framing
The framing effect suggests that the way an option is presented (or framed) affects individual choice
among a complex range of alternatives. Framing aims to represent information by consciously activating
certain values and attitudes of individuals.
For example, the OECD Using Behavioural Insights to Increase Energy Conservation and Energy Efficiency
(2017) suggests that the popularity of heating controls, real time / historical usage data and benchmarking
against comparable household consumption among the respondents illustrates the power of the use of
feedback mechanisms in decision making, reframing complex information (such as unit pricing, cost of
appliances versus ongoing use costs etc) in a simple way. This may have a radical effect on behaviour. For
example, access to affordable energy can be framed in the context of being fundamental to health and
wellbeing and a good quality of life. Satisficing information (satisficing: a decision-making strategy and
course of action that will satisfy the minimum requirements necessary to achieve a goalxxvi) the message
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through the simplification and framing of complex information can also influence behaviour: for example,
redesigning energy bills to include alphabetic scales and colour codes.
An additional finding of a study described in the report also suggested that the redesign of energy labelling
systems – to include alphabetic scales - improves customer understanding and purchase decisionsxxvii. The
combination of these levers and or nudges prove to be more powerful than one individually. This may
also encourage goal setting and commitment devices.
5.2.2. Default settings
Energy is an auxiliary good, necessary to consume and strongly dependent on automatic processes.
Energy consumption is based on routine, automatic behaviour rather than on deliberate choices. Deciding
to invest in energy efficiency improvements is infrequent in which complex trade-offs of attributes of
goods are made. Switching energy provider is also an example of an effortful choice that is prone to
inertia.
Establishing default settings , which automatically set ones energy system at a sustainable level, is a good
example of minimising the physical and psychological demand needed to perform an action by making it
the default. In this way it is possible to reduce the perceived uncertainty ‘encouraging people to try a new
activity [or service] in a risk-free environment.
5.2.3. Loss aversion: status quo effect and hyperbolic discounting
Loss aversion refers to when the cost associated with giving up something is perceived as greater than
the benefit that would accrue to the acquisition of the same thing. Two specific examples are:
•
•

the status-quo effect, when comparing features of alternative options to those of the status quo,
and
hyperbolic discounting, the tendency for people to choose a smaller-sooner reward over a largerlater reward.

These biases may lead to inertia, as evidenced in the low take up of retrofitting of homes and a lack of
switching behaviour that could support the individual in making savings on their energy consumption over
time.
Frederiks et al (2015) suggest that ‘sunk costs’ may be mitigated by the existing outlay for old energyinefficient items and also may draw attention to ongoing costs of wasteful energy practices. Therefore,
by employing episodic future thinking (which involves imagining hypothetical future events) hyperbolic
discounting may be mitigated.
For example, The Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland (SEAI) behavioural insights on energy efficiency
in the residential sector report xxviii suggests that these biases are highly relevant when considering
investments in energy upgrades. Disadvantages loom larger than the advantages in the mind of the Irish
customers. This represents a significant issue, with their estimation that over one million homes need
improving to make them energy efficient and with the energy savings of these improvements estimated
at 13.5THh. In addition to the availability of finances, the report identifies key trigger points (anticipating
buying a home, buying a new home, retirement, and illness or extending one’s family) as key drivers of
decision making frequency. This study found that the drivers of home improvement are aspirational
(sustainability/environment, concern about the future, evidence driven, comfort and value seekers, and
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cost). They suggest that customers investment decisions can be represented by a ‘willingness to pay’
(WTP- maximum amount an individual is willing to sacrifice to procure a good or avoid something
undesirable) curve where 10% owner-occupiers are willing to invest in energy efficient measures for a
payback time of 4 years, dropping to 0% for 6 years.
Frederiks et al (2015) also suggest that people are risk averse because of a lack of confidence in long term
electricity supply, volatility in market prices, and lack of confidence in long term investments in energy
savings products. They suggest that focusing on low risk energy saving practices that are safe, stable and
secure should be communicated to alleviate these perceived risks. These risks can be financial (money
back guarantees), time (demonstrations), and effort risks (obligation free trials).
The 2017 data captured in this report findings show that 6 in 10 residential customers have no interest in
switching to smart metering and less than half have an interest in monitoring their daily energy use.
Further, two thirds of those who do not have any smart energy saving devices claim to have no interest
in getting one in the future. Of those who did, a mobile app was suggested as the most useful way of
monitoring this usage. This suggests that Irish customers have little interest in actively managing their
energy consumption through real time data. Communicating the benefits of feedback mechanisms (real
time data) in managing energy consumption and costs is a simple way of addressing this. Reframing
complex information (such as unit pricing, cost of appliances versus ongoing use costs etc) in a simple way
can support efforts to address these biases.
The combination of these two forms of information provision, coupled with a clear payback that details
the timeframe, costs and savings that will be made in terms of % per year would be a powerful platform
to build a communications strategy from. This is strongly linked to protecting the interests of energy
customers.
Over 80% of all SME’s (across electricity and gas) are interested in receiving and sharing smart meter data.
It may be possible for residential customers to employ the same professional financial management
approach to energy management that SME’s employ. This could take the form of goal setting (requiring
the individual to set particular goals for short, medium and long-term energy savings) and commitment
devices (choices that an individual makes in the present which restricts their own set of choices in the
future, often as a means of controlling future impulsive behaviour and limiting choices to those that
reflect long-term goals) reframing energy use as saving over time.
5.2.4. Social norms
Social norms imply that people are fundamentally social creatures and are affected and/or guided by the
actions of their peers and community to a greater extent than they realise. Individuals are affected by the
way people surrounding them behave (social norms) and by how they compare to their peers (social
comparison). Social norm campaigns try to reduce misguided behaviours by correcting individual’s
misconceptions of others’ behaviour. As such, the use of both social norms and comparisons can
encourage behavioural change in meaningful ways.
Social norms could be harnessed in the energy market in several ways. Smart meters and/or energy
monitors from smart home devices, can allow for the capture of energy use data. Sharing this data
(anonymously) can allow individuals make comparison between their own energy use and that of their
neighbours.
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For example, Schultz et al (2007) conducted a field experiment examining the impact of normative
messages - detailing the average neighbourhood energy usage - in the promotion of household energy
conservation. The norms produced either desirable energy savings or undesirable boomerang effects,
depending on whether the customers consumed at a low or a high rate. The researchers found that adding
an ‘injunctive message’ to the ‘descriptive messaging’ (conveying social approval or disapproval) reduced
this boomerang effect.
The experiment demonstrates the power of social norms in energy consumption and conservation, while
also emphasising that messaging needs to be crafted carefully and that multiple layers to the messages
should be considered at once.
Other studies have indicated that customers are most interested in solutions that can demonstrably
improve their quality of life in a practical and tangible way. Further, while the 2017 data also tells us that
7 in 10 residential electricity customers believe that it is important that energy is produced from
renewable resources, less than half (43%) said that this would influence their decision making when
choosing a supplier. Redefining the use of innovations in the energy sector as money saving, as well as a
significant part of individuals contribution to sustainability, could also make the current communications
more resonant.
This suggests that it is by recognising the biases prevalent among customers in the energy sector, and
identifying nudges to improve decision making, that it is possible to frame clear messages in practical and
informative ways. This may have the effect of increasing the resonance of primary (cost driven) as well as
secondary (aspirational and comfort and value seeking) drivers of behaviour in the energy customer
market.
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6. Impact, strategy implications and the quality of life of the Irish public
The benefits to the customer of moving to more efficient and smarter energy consumption habits include
access to cheaper and sustainable energy while also supporting a more competitive marketplace. Such a
move can support CRU’s key strategic goals and functions by ensuring long-term safety and affordability
of the energy system in Ireland. A dynamic open market with product/service innovators feeds into
competitiveness in the market, ensuring that prices are fair and reasonable.

6.1. Sustainability and public participation
The UN Brundtland Report defined sustainable development as meeting the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs. One way of addressing this challenge
is through the effective use of innovations in the energy sector, while communicating a narrative
establishing it as an immediate and long term financial beneficial to the customer, while also improving
their quality of life. The by-product of better decision making through encouraging behavioural change is
a more efficient energy management practices.

6.2. Ireland, Europe and sustainability
Since 2008 there has been momentum within Irish civil society to address the risks posed by climate
change and around sustainable energy production. An increasing number of new products, technologies
and initiatives (e.g. smart meters, electric cars, smart heating systems, retrofitting technologies and
energy generation systems) are emerging, which not only address local issues, but also use new
sustainable technologies to address climate risks. In some cases, these were autonomous initiatives, in
others, they were projects and networks facilitated by government agencies and funds from the EU.
A Sustainable Europe for a Better World (Brussels, 15/5/2001) identifies the EU member states, national,
regional and local governments as collectively responsible for implementing environmental policies. It is
predicted that fossil fuels will increase in costs by a factor of 12 in the 21st century. It is in this context that
we must view Ireland’s environment as a strategic asset for the state.
This reflects the contemporary state of environmental sustainability which is recognised in government
policies and national development programmesxxix and the increasing appreciation of the importance of
sustainable energy productionxxx. What remains a challenge is the inclusion of sustainability as a fully
integrated feature of Irish citizenship by translating awareness and attitudinal change into behavioural
change.
According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in their 2016 environmental assessment,
natural resources and environmental conditions are fundamentally linked to health and wellbeing and
are essential for the economic and social wellbeing of Ireland for future generations.xxxi The effective
development and implementation of strategies and policies require the engagement of individuals and
businesses in sustainable energy saving as a new social norm. As these resource issues are common to
citizens from different localities, this will allow for the identification of common global costs, improved
quality of life, ease of use and integration into their current life, and support for sustainable practices.
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This is exemplified by the costs to be saved in indigenously produced sustainable energy, reducing the
reliance on importing costly fossil fuels which directly support social and ecological sustainability in the
Irish energy market.

6.3. Implications of the research findings for regulating the Irish energy
market
This report points to an interest among Irish residential and business customers to engage in energy
saving practices, yet significant barriers exist. For example, most claim to be unlikely to purchase/ install
new technologies in the future, believing that they would be too expensive and/or are happy with their
current system. However, only one fifth of residential electricity customers who have made energy
efficiency improvements (external insulation, high efficiency boiler, solar panels) state they would
consider such improvements in the future.
In the Departments of Public Expenditure and Reform’s (DPER) publication entitled Behavioural
Economics, they clearly position behavioural insights at the centre of the policy intervention tool kit:

Figure 107: DPER: behavioural economic insights can add to the policy intervention toolkit

Their report suggests:
“By recognising how behavioural biases impede desired policy outcomes policymakers can
identify ways to overcome behavioural barriers. Typical policy interventions range from bans and
regulatory limitations to economic instruments such as taxes and public expenditure and to the
provision of information and advice. Behavioural economics can improve new policy
development and it can also be used to enhance the delivery of existing policy and interventions.”
xxxii

Behavioural economics is being employed in a wide range of research to better inform policy, strategy
and decision making. This approach includes the exploration of a series of biases and nudges/levers to
mitigate their effect, as well as the different contexts and settings in which people make decisions.
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The main theme emergingxxxiii from the 2017 report is the attitude-behaviour gap with regards switching
and adopting energy saving products and service to improve individual energy efficiency. This is largely
due to the perceived costs, the ‘hassle’ of switching, a lack of clear information, and knowledge of/ trust
in the medium to long term benefits of such a move.
It is also possible to extend the use of these findings for broader strategy considerations for the CRU. In
adopting a behavioural economics approach for future research, the potential use of the research findings
for the CRU in terms of the residential and SME electricity and gas market research are wide ranging.
Some examples of supports to the market include:
•
•
•
•

The provisions of real time and historic data to provide feedback and situate an individual’s
(residential or SME’s) actions in a context; e.g. the value of reducing energy use.
The establishment of default settings that one must consciously opt out of to at least encourage
some behaviour and address inertia; e.g. energy saving mode on a smart home heating system.
Re-framing energy messaging in a manner that is resonant, accessible and encourages awareness
and behavioural change; e.g. revisions of energy billing or labelling.
The inclusion of feedback data comparing one’s own habits to those of one’s peers/community,
and the injunctive norm (e.g. including messaging about social approval of energy efficiency
habits) and consequently applying social norms to decision making to encourage behavioural
change; e.g. will be available through smart metering.

The benefits of adopting some of these approaches would support the CRU in fulfilling its key strategy
functions in the short and long-term by promoting:
•
•
•
•
•

competitiveness in the market encouraging more efficient use of energy and switching the longterm safety and affordability of the energy system in Ireland;
easier access to cheaper and sustainable energy for Irish energy customers;
increased uptake of new and more sustainable technologies;
prosumerism (where customers are creating energy through energy producing systems- solar
panels, windmills, wood burners etc. - feeding energy back to the grid) in the energy market, and
a more dynamic open market with a wide range of product/service innovators.

These improvements would ensure prices are fair and reasonable through an open competitive energy
market that meets the needs of residential and business communities in Ireland.
Further, this would support Ireland’s capacity to meet international and European climate change
agreements providing further cost savings for the Irish energy customer.
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Appendix 1: Residential Multivariate Analysis Tables
Electricity Residential Results
Dependent Variable 1: (Cases that have switched supplier since 2011) - Have you switched supplier in the
last twelve months?
2015

2016

2017

Live in an Apartment

1.81 (1.28)

-0.03 (1.31)

0.64 (0.86)

In Receipt of Free Electricity Allowance

0.20 (0.53)

0.37 (0.45)

0.56 (0.44)

Critically Dependent on Supply

0.68 (0.99)

-0.70 (0.64)

-0.16 (0.78)

Pay by Direct Debit

0.19 (0.33)

0.34 (0.32)

0.50 (0.32)

0.93 (0.39) **

0.40 (0.32)

0.13 (0.32)

0.42 (0.78)

0.41 (0.30)

0.50 (0.50)

C1 and C2

0.43 (0.44)

-0.57 (0.33) *

-0.44 (0.33)

D and E

0.17 (0.55)

-0.67 (0.40) *

-0.53 (0.41)

F50+ and F50-

1.52 (0.98)

-0.01 (0.76)

-0.93 (0.72)

Working Full-Time

1.21 (1.00)

-0.75 (0.51)

-0.19 (0.73)

Working Part-Time

2.02 (1.06) *

-0.45 (0.58)

-0.38 (0.79)

Retired

1.85 (1.03) *

-1.10 (0.58) *

-0.56 (0.80)

1.58 (1.08)

-1.32 (0.63) **

-0.23 (0.87)

Dissatisfied with Supplier

0.94 (0.91)

-0.09 (0.93)

-0.92 (0.74)

Satisfied with Supplier

0.21 (0.59)

0.86 (0.56)

-1.00 (0.46) **

Used a Comparison Website
Complained to the CER
Socioeconomic Status

(Ref: A and B)
Employment Status

Unemployed
(Ref: Self-Employed)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
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Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone

0.64 (0.47)

0.62 (0.32) *

0.91 (0.49) *

Yes, by Mail

1.03 (0.77)

0.19 (0.43)

0.48 (0.63)

0.67 (0.32) **

0.92 (0.28) ***

1.28 (0.33) ***

1.41 (0.47) ***

-0.03 (0.40)

0.82 (0.35) **

Neither

1.05 (0.59) *

-0.57 (0.43)

-0.38 (0.48)

Difficult

0.49 (0.53)

-0.59 (0.45)

0.26 (0.45)

-4.58 (1.28) ***

-1.22 (0.87)

-1.78 (0.97) *

0.51

0.38

0.44

Log Likelihood

-142.41

-200.12

-203.75

Akaike Information Criterion

328.81

444.24

451.50

257

362

522

Yes, by Door-to-Door Person
(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations
Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
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Electricity Residential Results
Dependent Variable 2: (All cases) - Have you switched supplier since 2011?
2015

2016

2017

1.37 (0.66) **

-0.52 (0.68)

0.69 (0.55)

In Receipt of Free Electricity Allowance

0.16 (0.29)

-0.26 (0.27)

-0.46 (0.24) *

Critically Dependent on Supply

0.20 (0.57)

1.05 (0.43) **

0.37 (0.45)

Pay by Direct Debit

0.73 (0.17) ***

0.85 (0.17) ***

0.04 (0.17)

Used a Comparison Website

0.81 (0.28) ***

0.70 (0.26) ***

0.82 (0.26) ***

Complained to the CER

1.27 (0.51) **

0.47 (0.23) **

1.28 (0.52) **

C1 and C2

0.09 (0.25)

-0.17 (0.24)

-0.42 (0.24) *

D and E

0.27 (0.30)

-0.48 (0.27) *

-0.16 (0.28)

F50+ and F50-

0.33 (0.46)

-0.87 (0.45) *

-0.35 (0.39)

Working Full-Time

0.16 (0.40)

-0.67 (0.39) *

0.26 (0.40)

Working Part-Time

0.23 (0.44)

-0.44 (0.43)

0.01 (0.42)

Retired

0.05 (0.43)

-0.80 (0.42) *

-0.12 (0.43)

Unemployed

0.31 (0.45)

-0.42 (0.45)

0.14 (0.48)

Dissatisfied with Supplier

-0.11 (0.50)

0.98 (0.57) *

0.48 (0.61)

Satisfied with Supplier

0.01 (0.31)

-0.21 (0.32)

-0.17 (0.34)

0.06 (0.27)

0.87 (0.22) ***

-0.24 (0.26)

Live in an Apartment

Socioeconomic Status

(Ref: A and B)
Employment Status

(Ref: Self-Employed)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone

92.

Yes, by Mail

-0.21 (0.44)

-0.27 (0.28)

-0.09 (0.34)

0.92 (0.17) ***

1.00 (0.17) ***

0.35 (0.17) **

1.16 (0.21) ***

1.04 (0.23) ***

0.42 (0.19) **

Neither

0.32 (0.27)

0.95(0.24) ***

0.47 (0.22) **

Difficult

1.17 (0.25) ***

1.07 (0.26) ***

1.61 (0.30) ***

-2.66 (0.55) ***

-1.30 (0.54) **

0.18 (0.59)

0.46

0.50

0.36

Log Likelihood

-436.52

-478.51

-514.79

Akaike Information Criterion

917.04

1,001.02

1,073.59

800

824

847

Yes, by Door-to-Door Person
(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations
Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
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Electricity Residential Results
Dependent Variable 3: (All cases) - Have you switched supplier in the last twelve months?
2015

2016

2017

Live in an Apartment

0.74 (0.96)

-0.53 (1.12)

0.48 (0.80)

In Receipt of Free Electricity Allowance

0.02 (0.45)

0.16 (0.40)

0.38 (0.41)

Critically Dependent on Supply

0.16 (0.74)

-0.22 (0.61)

-0.07 (0.76)

Pay by Direct Debit

0.65 (0.27) **

0.79 (0.28) ***

0.50 (0.31)

Used a Comparison Website

1.02 (0.32) ***

0.68 (0.29) **

0.38 (0.30)

1.14 (0.62) *

0.59 (0.28) **

0.92 (0.49) *

C1 and C2

0.36 (0.38)

-0.58 (0.29) **

-0.61 (0.31) *

D and E

0.25 (0.46)

-0.81 (0.36) **

-0.57 (0.40)

F50+ and F50-

1.04 (0.74)

-0.81 (0.65)

-1.00 (0.73)

Working Full-Time

0.97 (0.82)

-0.89 (0.46) *

-0.15 (0.72)

Working Part-Time

1.54 (0.86) *

-0.60 (0.52)

-0.40 (0.77)

Retired

1.35 (0.85)

-1.24 (0.53) **

-0.60 (0.78)

Unemployed

1.15 (0.87)

-1.09 (0.58) *

-0.25 (0.85)

Dissatisfied with Supplier

0.58 (0.75)

0.26 (0.88)

-0.69 (0.71)

Satisfied with Supplier

0.28 (0.51)

0.58 (0.53)

-0.93 (0.43) **

0.43 (0.37)

0.83 (0.28) ***

0.73 (0.47)

Complained to the CER
Socioeconomic Status

(Ref: A and B)
Employment Status

(Ref: Self-Employed)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone
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Yes, by Mail

0.58 (0.55)

-0.04 (0.38)

0.40 (0.61)

1.11 (0.27) ***

1.28 (0.24) ***

1.31 (0.32) ***

Easy

1.93 (0.42) ***

0.65 (0.35) *

0.92 (0.34) ***

Neither

1.01 (0.50) **

0.14 (0.38)

-0.14 (0.46)

Difficult

1.29 (0.48) ***

0.18 (0.40)

0.61 (0.44)

-6.39 (1.06) ***

-2.97 (0.80) ***

-2.43 (0.94) ***

0.46

0.37

0.41

Log Likelihood

-221.07

-273.71

-239.87

Akaike Information Criterion

486.14

591.42

523.75

800

824

847

Yes, by Door-to-Door Person
(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations
Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
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Gas Residential Results
Dependent Variable 1: (Cases that have switched supplier since 2011) - Have you switched supplier in the
last twelve months?
2015

2016

2017

Live in an Apartment

-0.53 (1.32)

0.96 (0.89)

-0.43 (0.78)

In Receipt of Natural Gas Allowance

-0.06 (0.61)

-0.24 (0.39)

0.30 (0.41)

Critically Dependent on Supply

-1.63 (1.17)

0.05 (0.53)

0.27 (0.68)

1.31 (0.52) **

0.38 (0.30)

0.74 (0.37) **

Used a Comparison Website

0.10 (0.45)

0.42(0.25) *

0.97 (0.28) ***

Complained to the CER

-0.20 (0.83)

0.75 (0.34) ***

0.08 (0.53)

C1 and C2

0.50 (0.45)

-0.16 (0.26)

-0.35 (0.32)

D and E

-0.22 (0.58)

0.30 (0.35)

-0.14 (0.39)

15.46 (780.89)

-1.23 (0.79)

Pay by Direct Debit

Socioeconomic Status

F50+ and F50(Ref: A and B)
Employment Status
Working Full-Time

-0.09 (1.03)

0.58 (1.02)

-0.51 (0.69)

Working Part-Time

-0.10 (1.23)

0.21 (1.05)

-0.75 (0.75)

Retired

0.69 (1.04)

0.39 (1.04)

-0.35 (0.73)

Unemployed

1.30 (1.08)

0.15 (1.05)

-0.74 (0.79)

Dissatisfied with Supplier

0.20 (1.36)

0.54 (0.76)

0.59 (1.11)

Satisfied with Supplier

0.20 (0.67)

0.31 (0.49)

1.14 (0.81)

(Ref: Self-Employed)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?

96.

Yes, by Phone

0.52 (0.55)

0.20 (0.32)

1.09 (0.43) **

Yes, by Mail

-1.03 (1.16)

-0.46 (0.41)

1.38 (0.50) ***

Yes, by Door-to-Door Person

0.13 (0.37)

0.41 (0.24) *

1.22 (0.34) ***

Easy

-0.37 (0.50)

0.26 (0.43)

0.48 (0.35)

Neither

0.16 (0.53)

-0.13(0.48)

0.08 (0.45)

Difficult

-0.48 (0.58)

-0.03 (0.47)

-0.56 (0.59)

-2.38 (1.34) *

-2.21 (1.14) *

-3.82 (1.21) ***

0.36

0.30

0.34

Log Likelihood

-110.26

-258.66

-227.59

Akaike Information Criterion

262.53

561.33

499.19

172

397

539

(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations
Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01
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Gas Residential Results
Dependent Variable 2: (All cases) - Have you switched supplier since 2011?
2015

2016

2017

Live in an Apartment

-0.46 (0.57)

-1.41 (0.49) ***

0.09 (0.48)

In Receipt of Natural Gas Allowance

-0.53 (0.36)

-0.33 (0.26)

-0.66 (0.25) ***

Critically Dependent on Supply

-0.12 (0.56)

0.50 (0.39)

1.02 (0.56) *

Pay by Direct Debit

0.59 (0.23) **

0.94 (0.18) ***

0.08 (0.18)

Used a Comparison Website

0.73 (0.32) **

0.97 (0.23) ***

0.41 (0.23) *

Complained to the CER

2.30 (1.23) *

0.01 (0.27)

0.15 (0.36)

-0.38 (0.33)

-0.25 (0.21)

-0.12 (0.23)

-0.92 (0.39) **

-0.19 (0.27)

-0.05 (0.27)

-0.74 (1.13)

-0.06 (0.39)

Socioeconomic Status
C1 and C2
D and E
F50+ and F50(Ref: A and B)
Employment Status
Working Full-Time

0.03 (0.70)

-0.46 (0.66)

0.15 (0.44)

Working Part-Time

-0.06 (0.78)

-0.34 (0.70)

-0.31 (0.48)

Retired

0.29 (0.74)

-0.38 (0.69)

-0.01 (0.48)

Unemployed

0.45 (0.77)

-0.17 (0.69)

-0.05 (0.50)

Dissatisfied with Supplier

-0.04 (0.70)

-0.22 (0.63)

1.43 (0.57) **

Satisfied with Supplier

0.65 (0.37) *

-1.22 (0.41) ***

0.40 (0.31)

-0.41 (0.31)

0.54 (0.23) **

-0.34 (0.25)

(Ref: Self-Employed)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone

98.

Yes, by Mail

-0.61 (0.54)

0.25 (0.32)

-0.50 (0.32)

0.72 (0.23) ***

0.75 (0.17) ***

-0.13 (0.18)

0.17 (0.29)

1.20 (0.24) ***

0.74 (0.18) ***

Neither

-0.63 (0.29) **

0.72 (0.26) ***

0.53 (0.24) **

Difficult

0.02 (0.38)

1.51 (0.28) ***

1.73 (0.39) ***

0.25 (0.85)

-0.43 (0.76)

-0.20 (0.60)

0.43

0.48

0.37

Log Likelihood

-292.24

-503.62

-509.89

Akaike Information Criterion

626.49

1,051.24

1,063.78

529

879

833

Yes, by Door-to-Door Person
(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations
Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

99.

Gas Residential Results
Dependent Variable 3: (All cases) - Have you switched supplier in the last twelve months?
2015

2016

2017

Live in an Apartment

0.08 (0.90)

-0.30 (0.65)

-0.43 (0.76)

In Receipt of Natural Gas Allowance

0.32 (0.48)

-0.31 (0.35)

-0.23 (0.37)

Critically Dependent on Supply

-1.57 (1.01)

0.18 (0.48)

0.60 (0.65)

1.61 (0.41) ***

0.87 (0.26) ***

0.79 (0.36) **

Used a Comparison Website

-0.10 (0.35)

0.76 (0.23) ***

0.99 (0.26)
***

Complained to the CER

0.50 (0.71)

0.56 (0.29) *

-0.04 (0.49)

C1 and C2

0.08 (0.36)

-0.25 (0.24)

-0.43 (0.30)

D and E

-0.19 (0.46)

0.15 (0.32)

-0.24 (0.37)

1.14 (1.15)

-1.29 (0.73) *

Pay by Direct Debit

Socioeconomic Status

F50+ and F50(Ref: A and B)
Employment Status
Working Full-Time

-0.54 (0.83)

0.44 (0.98)

-0.53 (0.62)

Working Part-Time

-0.71 (1.03)

0.23 (1.02)

-0.85 (0.69)

Retired

0.50 (0.84)

0.32 (1.00)

-0.41 (0.66)

Unemployed

0.82 (0.87)

0.21 (1.01)

-0.80 (0.73)

Dissatisfied with Supplier

-0.61 (1.12)

0.44 (0.70)

0.88 (1.07)

Satisfied with Supplier

0.21 (0.54)

-0.22 (0.47)

1.04 (0.76)

(Ref: Self-Employed)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?

100.

Yes, by Phone

0.14 (0.41)

0.53 (0.29) *

0.88 (0.41) **

Yes, by Mail

-1.23 (1.03)

-0.39 (0.40)

1.08 (0.47) **

Yes, by Door-to-Door Person

0.32 (0.29)

0.76 (0.22) ***

1.08 (0.33)
***

Easy

0.43 (0.37)

0.96 (0.36) ***

0.78 (0.32) **

Neither

0.45 (0.41)

0.35 (0.41)

0.34 (0.42)

Difficult

0.29 (0.45)

0.80 (0.41) **

0.10 (0.57)

-4.32 (1.10)
***

-3.67 (1.12) ***

-4.26 (1.11)
***

0.30

0.33

0.32

Log Likelihood

-206.6

-351.34

-272.48

Akaike Information Criterion

455.19

746.68

588.96

831

879

833

(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations
Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01

101.

Appendix 2: SME Multivariate Analysis Tables
Electricity SME Results
Dependent Variable 1: (Cases that have switched supplier since 2011) - Have you switched supplier in
the last twelve months?
2015

2016

2017

-0.001 (0.003)

-0.01 (0.01)

-0.001
(0.0004) *

Dublin-based Business

0.08 (0.33)

-0.50 (0.36)

-0.50 (0.33)

Complained to the CER

-0.10 (0.63)

1.56 (0.87) *

0.40 (0.54)

Received a Tailored Offer

-0.23 (0.34)

-0.50 (0.40)

0.07 (0.42)

11 to 99

-0.49 (0.32)

0.13 (0.34)

0.24 (0.33)

100 to 250

-0.28 (1.39)

-14.74 (1,108)

-0.05 (1.13)

Tertiary (Business Facing)

0.0004 (0.33)

-0.32 (0.35)

-0.51 (0.32)

Tertiary (Customer Facing)

-0.26 (0.45)

0.22 (0.42)

0.08 (0.33)

0.37 (0.45)

-0.39 (0.43)

0.45 (0.40)

1.11 (0.36) ***

-0.58 (0.39)

0.48 (0.35)

Dissatisfied

-0.20 (0.65)

-2.53 (3.54)

-1.34 (1.52)

Satisfied

0.63 (0.37) *

0.39 (0.46)

0.66 (0.38) *

Amount spent on Electricity (€’000s)

Number of Employees

(Ref: 1 to 10)
Business Sector

(Ref: Primary and Secondary)
Cost of Electricity is a Significant Challenge
Agree
Disagree
(Ref: Neither)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)

102.

Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone

0.79 (0.36) **

0.18 (0.34)

0.96 (0.32)
***

0.21 (0.58)

-0.13 (0.48)

-0.50 (0.48)

1.21 (0.31) ***

0.54 (0.31) *

0.82 (0.29)
***

0.86 (0.40) **

0.53 (0.45)

0.92 (0.90)

Neither

0.04 (0.51)

0.63 (0.43)

0.55 (0.90)

Difficult

0.62 (0.39)

0.01 (0.44)

0.89 (0.90)

-2.51 (0.58)
***

-0.97 (0.61)

-2.74 (1.02)
***

0.36

0.34

0.19

Log Likelihood

-128.29

-124.11

-172.29

Akaike Information Criterion

294.58

286.22

382.59

264

238

254

Yes, by Mail
Yes, by Door-to-Door Person

(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations

Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. (Standard errors in parentheses).

103.

Electricity SME Results
Dependent Variable 2: (All cases) - Have you switched supplier since 2011?
2015

2016

2017

Amount spent on Electricity (€’000s)

0.01 (0.01)

0.01 (0.01)

-0.001 (0.0003)
*

Dublin-based Business

0.06 (0.32)

-0.08 (0.28)

-0.39 (0.25)

Complained to the CER

-0.33 (0.49)

-0.88 (0.59)

0.40 (0.47)

Received a Tailored Offer

0.49 (0.35)

-0.07 (0.33)

0.11 (0.44)

-0.07 (0.30)

0.17 (0.29)

0.37 (0.32)

13.66 (701.81)

1.04 (1.54)

0.43 (1.13)

Tertiary (Business Facing)

0.30 (0.30)

-0.45 (0.29)

-0.44 (0.28)

Tertiary (Customer Facing)

0.20 (0.41)

-0.31 (0.37)

-0.28 (0.31)

0.16 (0.36)

-0.03 (0.32)

-0.27 (0.32)

0.68 (0.31) **

0.56 (0.31) *

0.30 (0.30)

-0.68 (0.66)

-1.69 (0.86) **

-0.04 (0.77)

-0.95 (0.38) **

-0.43 (0.36)

0.11 (0.34)

Number of Employees
11 to 99
100 to 250
(Ref: 1 to 10)
Business Sector

(Ref: Primary and Secondary)
Cost of Electricity is a Significant Challenge
Agree
Disagree
(Ref: Neither)
Satisfaction with Supplier
Dissatisfied
Satisfied
(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?

104.

Yes, by Phone

0.25 (0.33)

0.19 (0.30)

0.37 (0.29)

Yes, by Mail

-0.11 (0.50)

0.26 (0.41)

0.92 (0.56) *

0.76 (0.29) ***

0.89 (0.28) ***

0.98 (0.30) ***

1.25 (0.38) ***

0.64 (0.37) *

0.50 (0.56)

Neither

0.48 (0.41)

0.79 (0.37) **

0.34 (0.57)

Difficult

1.22 (0.36) ***

0.45 (0.33)

0.59 (0.56)

0.08 (0.47)

0.44 (0.47)

0.39 (0.67)

Yes, by Door-to-Door Person
(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

-0.001 (0.0003)
*
Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

0.35

0.42

-0.39 (0.25)

Log Likelihood

-163.74

-178.62

0.40 (0.47)

Akaike Information Criterion

365.47

395.24

0.11 (0.44)

356

335

333

Observations

Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. (Standard errors in parentheses).
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Electricity SME Results
Dependent Variable 3: (All cases) - Have you switched supplier in the last twelve months?
2015

2016

2017

-0.001 (0.003)

-0.01 (0.01)

-0.001 (0.0004)
**

Dublin-based Business

0.07 (0.31)

-0.39 (0.33)

-0.63 (0.31) **

Complained to the CER

-0.21 (0.56)

0.92 (0.63)

0.43 (0.51)

Received a Tailored Offer

-0.14 (0.32)

-0.47 (0.37)

-0.001 (0.40)

11 to 99

-0.33 (0.30)

0.19 (0.32)

0.42 (0.32)

100 to 250

0.40 (1.36)

-14.52 (1,012)

0.19 (1.08)

Tertiary (Business Facing)

0.22 (0.29)

-0.38 (0.32)

-0.59 (0.31) *

Tertiary (Customer Facing)

-0.20 (0.42)

0.09 (0.39)

0.01 (0.31)

0.34 (0.42)

-0.28 (0.39)

0.32 (0.38)

1.19 (0.34) ***

-0.20 (0.35)

0.54 (0.33)

Dissatisfied

-0.31 (0.61)

-3.19 (3.50)

-1.37 (1.49)

Satisfied

0.23 (0.34)

0.29 (0.43)

0.51 (0.37)

Amount spent on Electricity (€’000s)

Number of Employees

(Ref: 1 to 10)
Business Sector

(Ref: Primary and Secondary)
Cost of Electricity is a Significant Challenge
Agree
Disagree
(Ref: Neither)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
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Yes, by Phone

0.75 (0.31) **

0.24 (0.32)

0.88 (0.29) ***

0.11 (0.51)

-0.003 (0.45)

-0.23 (0.46)

1.20 (0.28) ***

0.78 (0.29) ***

0.93 (0.27) ***

1.24 (0.37) ***

0.70 (0.42) *

1.02 (0.84)

Neither

0.33 (0.46)

0.82 (0.39) **

0.55 (0.85)

Difficult

0.90 (0.36) **

0.18 (0.41)

0.94 (0.84)

-3.10 (0.53)
***

-1.87 (0.55) ***

-3.02 (0.95) ***

0.37

0.37

0.20

Log Likelihood

-158.45

-150.22

-215.48

Akaike Information Criterion

354.91

338.44

468.97

356

335

333

Yes, by Mail
Yes, by Door-to-Door Person
(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant

Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations

Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. (Standard errors in parentheses).

107.

Gas SME Results
Dependent Variable 1: (Cases that have switched supplier since 2011) - Have you switched
supplier in the last twelve months?
2015

2016

2017

-0.004 (0.003)

0.01 (0.004)

-0.004 (0.01)

Dublin-based Business

-0.48 (0.41)

-0.30 (0.45)

-0.27 (0.56)

Complained to the CER

0.90 (0.96)

1.02 (0.85)

1.01 (0.97)

Received a Tailored Offer

-0.35 (0.50)

0.05 (0.51)

0.45 (0.63)

11 to 99

-0.02 (0.43)

-0.41 (0.46)

0.59 (0.59)

100 to 250

-0.48 (1.14)

-2.37 (1.13) **

0.42 (0.96)

Tertiary (Business Facing)

0.15 (0.53)

-0.41 (0.57)

-0.28 (0.70)

Tertiary (Customer Facing)

-0.15 (0.55)

-0.14 (0.54)

-0.47 (0.61)

Agree

0.38 (0.56)

-0.35 (0.59)

0.40 (0.62)

Disagree

0.34 (0.51)

-0.50 (0.54)

0.51 (0.71)

Dissatisfied

0.09 (1.39)

1.06 (1.60)

0.30 (1.45)

Satisfied

0.26 (0.51)

0.32 (0.81)

0.23 (0.95)

-0.26 (0.49)

0.60 (0.46)

0.12 (0.52)

Amount spent on Gas (€’000s)

Number of Employees

(Ref: 1 to 10)
Business Sector

(Ref: Primary and Secondary)
Cost of Gas is a Significant Challenge

(Ref: Neither)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone
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Yes, by Mail

1.72 (0.75) **

1.03 (0.63)

1.08 (0.85)

Yes, by Door-to-Door Person

1.00 (0.40) **

0.16 (0.46)

0.14 (0.60)

Easy

0.64 (0.51)

0.59 (0.64)

15.21 (1,086.98)

Neither

-0.71 (0.58)

0.60 (0.74)

14.99 (1,086.98)

Difficult

-0.45 (0.57)

0.27 (0.65)

15.81 (1,086.98)

-1.16 (0.77)

-0.81 (1.28)

-17.02 (1,086.98)

0.38

0.50

0.59

Log Likelihood

-82.14

-68.74

-54.84

Akaike Information Criterion

202.27

175.47

147.68

151

134

105

(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant
Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations

Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. (Standard errors in parentheses).
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Gas SME Results
Dependent Variable 2: (All cases) - Have you switched supplier since 2011?
2015

2016

2017

0.01 (0.01)

-0.001 (0.002)

-0.001 (0.003)

Dublin-based Business

0.65 (0.38) *

0.60 (0.35) *

-0.63* (0.38)

Complained to the CER

1.01 (1.49)

0.05 (0.65)

1.40 (1.07)

Received a Tailored Offer

0.21 (0.49)

0.01 (0.46)

0.23 (0.53)

11 to 99

0.48 (0.37)

-0.30 (0.39)

-0.14 (0.39)

100 to 250

-0.74 (0.82)

0.68 (0.75)

1.32 (0.82)

Tertiary (Business Facing)

-0.14 (0.46)

0.31 (0.45)

0.23 (0.49)

Tertiary (Customer Facing)

0.32 (0.49)

0.05 (0.44)

0.02 (0.46)

Agree

-0.55 (0.48)

0.08 (0.46)

-0.28 (0.44)

Disagree

-0.44 (0.46)

0.79 (0.44) *

-0.73 (0.50)

Dissatisfied

0.66 (1.25)

-1.07 (1.25)

0.88 (1.17)

Satisfied

0.28 (0.43)

0.81 (0.65)

-0.05 (0.61)

Yes, by Phone

-0.16 (0.49)

1.18 (0.45) ***

0.95 (0.42) **

Yes, by Mail

1.29 (1.19)

-0.51 (0.55)

-1.31 (0.73) *

Amount spent on Gas (€’000s)

Number of Employees

(Ref: 1 to 10)
Business Sector

(Ref: Primary and Secondary)
Cost of Gas is a Significant Challenge

(Ref: Neither)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
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Yes, by Door-to-Door Person

0.99 (0.45) **

0.48 (0.45)

1.51 (0.57) ***

0.52 (0.47)

1.86 (0.51) ***

1.35 (0.71) *

Neither

2.75 (0.98) ***

0.77 (0.51)

0.81 (0.68)

Difficult

0.57 (0.47)

1.29 (0.45) ***

0.80 (0.68)

-0.41 (0.67)

-2.06 (0.89) **

-0.35 (0.91)

0.50

0.46

0.64

Log Likelihood

-97.46

-103.05

-103.02

Akaike Information Criterion

232.92

244.09

244.05

208

201

172

(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers
Easy

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant
Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations

Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. (Standard errors in parentheses).
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Gas SME Results
Dependent Variable 3: (All cases) - Have you switched supplier in the last twelve months?
2015

2016

2017

-0.003 (0.003)

0.002 (0.002)

-0.003 (0.01)

Dublin-based Business

-0.22 (0.37)

0.08 (0.40)

-0.42 (0.47)

Complained to the CER

1.13 (0.93)

0.85 (0.69)

1.13 (0.84)

Received a Tailored Offer

-0.30 (0.48)

0.07 (0.47)

0.12 (0.58)

11 to 99

0.12 (0.39)

-0.34 (0.40)

0.44 (0.53)

100 to 250

-0.92 (1.06)

-1.41 (0.97)

0.89 (0.82)

Tertiary (Business Facing)

0.19 (0.48)

-0.02 (0.50)

-0.17 (0.62)

Tertiary (Customer Facing)

0.09 (0.51)

-0.03 (0.49)

-0.32 (0.55)

Agree

0.08 (0.50)

-0.48 (0.52)

0.16 (0.57)

Disagree

0.09 (0.46)

-0.05 (0.47)

0.19 (0.63)

Dissatisfied

0.56 (1.29)

-0.06 (1.34)

0.21 (1.33)

Satisfied

0.43 (0.48)

0.78 (0.77)

0.15 (0.81)

-0.34 (0.48)

1.10 (0.41) ***

0.28 (0.49)

1.95 (0.73) ***

0.50 (0.50)

0.47 (0.70)

Amount spent on Gas (€’000s)

Number of Employees

(Ref: 1 to 10)
Business Sector

(Ref: Primary and Secondary)
Cost of Gas is a Significant Challenge

(Ref: Neither)
Satisfaction with Supplier

(Ref: Neither)
Contacted by Other Suppliers?
Yes, by Phone
Yes, by Mail
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Yes, by Door-to-Door Person

1.20 (0.37) ***

0.34 (0.43)

0.54 (0.57)

Easy

0.69 (0.47)

1.23 (0.57) **

15.55 (1,018.94)

Neither

-0.23 (0.57)

0.80 (0.64)

15.40 (1,018.94)

Difficult

-0.19 (0.53)

0.84 (0.58)

16.02 (1,018.94)

-2.11 (0.74) ***

-2.97 (1.10) ***

-17.70 (1,018.94)

0.38

0.49

0.53

Log Likelihood

-97.47

-87.50

-69.13

Akaike Information Criterion

232.95

213.00

176.25

208

201

172

(Ref: No)
Ease of Comparing Offers

(Ref: Have Not Compared Offers)

Constant
Nagelkerke Pseudo-R2

Observations

Note: * p<0.1; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01. (Standard errors in parentheses).
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SEAI: Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland
GDP: Gross Domestic Product
ETS: Emission Trading Scheme
EPA: Environmental Protection Agency
SEM: Single Energy Market
UR: Utility Regulator (Northern Ireland)
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Endnotes

i

Please visit the CRU website for a list of electricity supplier: here

ii

The information presented here refers to the data gathered in this survey: market share data reported
here may not align exactly with actual market share.
iii

Please visit the CRU website for a list of electricity supplier: here

iv

See CRU Publications page: here

v

Rounding is used throughout the report. Some charts may not add up to 100% and will show 99% or
101%. This is not amended to maintain the validity of the data presented.
vi

The CRU’s Electricity and Gas Retail Markets Report Q2 2017: here

vii

CRE List of Energy Suppliers: here

viii

Irelands draft Budgetary Plan for 2018: here

ix

Mullainathan, Senghil and Thaler, Richard (2000), Behavioural Economics: MIT Dept. of Economics
Working Paper No. 00-27 here
x

OECD: Tackling Environmental Problems with Behavioural Insights: here

xi

All trend data throughout, taken from 2016 version of report

xii

Question was multi-code option – answers will add up to more than 100%

xiii

“The 2015 ACER-CEER Market Monitoring Report detailed the switching rate in Ireland in 2014 in
comparison to other EU countries. Ireland in electricity had the second highest switching rate of 14%
after Portugal, while in gas in had the highest switching rate across all EU countries of 18.7%.” (CRU
2016)
xiv

xv

Sources:
•

Office of Gas and Electricity Markets (OFGEM). Retail Market Indicators, November 2017: here

•

Department of Energy and Climate Change Statistics. Smart Meters, Great Britain, Q1 2016: here

Sources: The Utility Regulator UK: here

xvi

The Utility Regulator. Retail Market Monitoring Quarterly Transparency Report (Q3, July to September
2017), p17 and p34 available from: here
xvii

For 2017 report, electricity and gas customers data relating to complaints and CRU awareness was
combined.
xviii
xix

Each supplier has a list of equipment / services that qualifies an individual for priority support.

Some charts will may add to 99% or 101% due to rounding when calculating overall figures.
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xx

Some charts will may add to 99% or 101% due to rounding when calculating overall figures.

xxi

Sources: The Utility Regulator UK: here

xxii

The Utility Regulator. Retail Market Monitoring Quarterly Transparency Report (Q3, July to September
2017), p17 and p34. Available from: here
xxiii

Economic theory states that when the price of one good, in this case an energy package, rises,
consumption of a substitute good increases (an alternative energy package).
xxiv

See Appendix 3 for some examples.

xxv
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xxvi
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xxvii
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Labels, National Bureau of Economic Research.
xxviii
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xxix

Department of the Environment, community and Local Government: Statement of Strategy 2015 –
2017: here
xxx
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xxx
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xxxi

Ireland's Environment 2016 - An Assessment: here
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