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I. Abstract 

Fuel poverty is a distinct and growing problem (Hills, 2011, 2012) that is predicted will affect 3.9 million households by the 
end of 2012 (DECC, 2012a). Whilst the Warm Homes and Energy Conservation Act (WHECA) (Great Britain, 2000) called 
for the effective eradication of fuel poverty in England by 2016, current estimates suggest that there will be between 2.6 
million and 9.2 million households in fuel poverty by this point (Hills, 2012). 

Both the current measure of fuel poverty and the alternative proposed in the Hills fuel poverty review take a broadly economic 
and technological approach to measuring fuel poverty. Yet fuel poverty is associated with a much broader range of social as 
well as economic problems, with impacts on health (Marmot Review Team, 2011) school attendance and anti social behaviour 
(Cornwall Council, 2011) amongst others.  

Current policy guidance (for example see DEFRA and DTI, (2001)) often refers to stakeholders and their needs. Yet there has 
been no attempt in the practitioner or academic literature to identify and prioritise who the stakeholders in fuel poverty are. 
This suggests a two-fold problem with the current approach to fuel poverty measurement and intervention. Firstly the current 
measure may not capture accurately those living in fuel poverty, and therefore there is an increased likelihood that limited 
resources could be misdirected reducing the likelihood of meeting the statutory requirements of the WHECA (Great Britain, 
2000). 

This paper proceeds as follows. A brief overview is provided of the current and projected fuel poverty figures in England, 
followed by a discussion of the current and alternative approaches to measuring fuel poverty before introducing the current 
policy approaches to tackling fuel poverty. Having framed the fuel poverty problem the paper proceeds to make the case for 
formal stakeholder identification and involvement in multi-stakeholder processes for not just policy development but also 
problem definition and intervention response before introducing the authors future research directions. 

II. Fuel Poverty in England 

Fuel poverty figures have been collected since 1996, demonstrating throughout a strong correlation with fuel prices (see figure 
1.) Whilst this supports the fact that the cost of fuel is a primary driver of fuel poverty it also emphasises that the current 
measure suffers from over-sensitivity to fuel prices (Hills, 2012) 

 

Figure 1. Fuel Poverty and real fuel prices, 1996 to 2010 (DECC, 2012b, p.20) 



The number of households in fuel poverty in England is predicted to rise to 3.9 million by the end of 2012 (DECC, 2012a) and 
the Hills Review projects that under the current measure, far from eradicating fuel poverty by 2016, the aim of the Warm 
Homes and Energy Conservation Act (Great Britain, 2000), it will be anything between 3.1million and 9.2 million households 
and under the Hills proposed measure between 2.6 million and 3.0 million households (Hills, 2012).  

III. Measuring Fuel Poverty 

The current measure of fuel poverty is based on the definition offered in the seminal work by Brenda Boardman (Boardman, 
1991). 

“...a fuel poor household is one which needs to spend more than 10% of its income on all fuel use and to heat its home 
to an adequate standard of warmth.” 

(DEFRA and DTI, 2001, p6.) 

Both the interim (Hills, 2011) and final report (Hills, 2012) of the Hills review mark a substantial critique of current 
approaches to measuring and tackling fuel poverty, particularly in England. Whilst emphasising a number of strengths in the 
current approach, particularly a focus on modelled energy consumption, the reports highlight a number of shortcomings of the 
current measure. 

The current fuel poverty measure, and the new measure proposed in the Hills review (Hills, 2012) place a strong emphasis on 
financial and technological objective measures of fuel poverty, focussed around three central drivers, high required energy bill, 
low income and energy inefficient dwelling (DECC, 2012b). Recent research notes however, that there is often a strong 
difference between those who are identified as being fuel poor by objective measurement, to those who self identify as fuel 
poor by subjective measurement (Fahmy, Gordon, & Patsios, 2011). 

With much more than a simple fiscal impact upon households and significant implications for the Green Deal (Great Britain, 
2011) as well as meeting the carbon reduction targets set out in the Climate Change Act (Great Britain, 2008) , the definition 
and measurement of fuel poverty must be revisited. 

IV. Stakeholder identification 

It is now broadly accepted that inclusion of citizens in decisions that affect them is beneficial for a number of reasons (Abelson 
et al., 2003), including increasing representation and improving policy (Hemmati, 2002). Unsurprisingly many policy 
documents and reports (see DEFRA and DTI, 2001; Hills, 2012) refer to the needs of stakeholders, yet it is notable that  no 
practitioner or academic reports have identified stakeholders or attempted to justify or prioritise their stakes in fuel poverty 
thus far. 

Within management literature, the concept of stakeholders has traditionally been focussed around the firm, building on the 
early work in the field by Freeman (1984). Attention is moving towards participatory processes, whereby stakeholders are 
engaged in policy decisions, with active engagement in understanding their needs at a local level, how to realise positive 
outcomes at a grass roots level (Fraser, Dougill, Mabee, Reed, & McAlpine, 2006; Hemmati, 2002; McPhail, 2008) or 
participatory working at a trans-national level (Bäckstrand, 2006).   

This fails to truly empower communities, interests groups and individuals, despite being cited as the benefit of participatory 
processes. The power dynamic still favours the governmental body who define the problem that is then discussed with 
stakeholders. In order to achieve meaningful stakeholder participation and deliver beneficial change, stakeholder engagement 
must start with problem definition. 

V. Future Directions 

To develop a new measure, it is logical to first revisit the definition of fuel poverty to ensure its relevance and meaning to 
those it impacts. This requires formal identification of stakeholders in fuel poverty from an epistemologically just standpoint. 
Putting stakeholders at the centre of the definition and the development of its measurement is a unique and novel application of 
stakeholder theory within the management field and more broadly in social policy research. This offers the opportunity to more 



broadly improve democratic engagement, governmental policy, and application of finite resources whilst more specifically 
could lead to realised reductions in fuel poverty figures by 2016. 
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