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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Key Findings of the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey 

 

1.  The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey found that fuel poverty was an extensive 
problem in Liverpool: 

• The average proportion of income spent on fuel by all households in 
Liverpool was 12.7%. 

• The average proportion of income spent on fuel by many low income groups 
was at least 17%. 

• This compares with national figures of 5% for all income groups and 11% for 
low income groups. 

• The extent of fuel poverty in Liverpool reflects the high level of poverty in 
general. The Survey found the average income of households in Liverpool 
was £178pw, compared to £298pw nationally. 

 

2.  The Survey constructed a multiple indicator of fuel poverty - the Fuel Poverty 
Index - to enable comparison between different households in terms of their 
vulnerability to fuel poverty. The five factors included within the Index were: 

• damp/condensation 
• home not warm enough 
• lack of central heating 
• having to save money on heating bills 
• arrears to fuel companies 

 

3.  Households with particularly high scores on the Fuel Poverty Index included: 

• Council tenants 
• households living in end terraced properties 
• the unemployed 
• those looking after the home or family 
• the long term sick or disabled 
• people in receipt of Income Support 
• households with a weekly income under £150 
• large families 
• lone parents. 

Fuel poverty was particularly severe amongst lone parent and large families. 
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4.  Pensioner households did not score highly on the Fuel Poverty Index. This was 
due, however, to the disinclination of pensioners to accrue arrears, one of the 
factors used in the Index. The Survey did find that: 

• the expenditure of pensioner households on fuel was only 2/3 that of other 
household types. 

• the average weekly income of pensioner households was only 60% that of 
households without pensioners. 

• This is of particular concern since pensioner households generally have a 
greater need for fuel and warmth for reasons of health and physiognomy. 

5.  The Survey found there was a strong relationship between fuel poverty and 
housing disrepair: 

• The Fuel Poverty Index score of people living in houses in need of repair was 
nearly three times higher than that of people in houses not needing repair. 

• Nearly 1/2 of all Council tenants surveyed (46%) said that their home was not 
in good repair or that a number of repairs were currently required. 

• This compared with 30% of all respondents. 

6. At least 3/4 of households eligible for Home Energy Efficiency Scheme grants 
were not aware of the scheme. 

7. For many low income groups, electricity prepayment meters were the most 
common method of paying for their electricity. Approximately 1/2 of each of the 
following groups paid via this method: 

• Council tenants 
• unemployed people 
• people looking after the home/family 
• large families 
• people on Income Support. This compared with 26% for all residents. 

8.  Use of the emergency credit facility was commonplace amongst electricity card 
meter consumers: 

• Almost 9 out of 10 electricity card meter consumers had used the emergency 
credit facility. 

• 9 out of 10 of these had used the facility on more than one occasion. 
• For people on tight budgets, use of the emergency credit facility appears to 

be part of normal budgeting behaviour. 



9.  Self disconnection was found to be an extensive problem amongst both gas and 
electricity prepayment consumers: 

• 23% of electricity prepayment meter consumers had gone without electricity 
on at least one occasion. 

• Of these, 83% had gone without electricity on more than one occasion. 
• 24% of gas prepayment consumers had gone without gas on at least one 

occasion. 
• Of these, 58% had gone without gas on more than one occasion 

10. Low income gas consumers were more likely to pay for their gas via a 
prepayment meter or Budget Scheme than other consumers. Prepayment meters 
were most common amongst the following groups: 

• the long term sick: 30% 
• housing association tenants: 22% 
• the unemployed: 25% 
• people on Income Support: 18%. 

Budget Schemes were most common amongst: 
• Council tenants: 23% 
• people looking after the home/family: 25% 
• large families: 14%. 

11. Many prepayment consumers, who tend to be on low incomes, said that it cost 
them money travelling to buy their tokens/cards or recharge their cards. (This is 
in addition to the extra costs levied on both gas and electricity prepayment 
consumers, compared to people who pay via other payment methods): 

• 38% of gas prepayment meter consumers said it cost them money travelling 
to buy their tokens or recharge their cards. 

• 13% of electricity card meter consumers said it cost them money travelling to 
buy their cards. 

• This suggests British Gas has a much less extensive infrastructure for 
supporting prepayment consumers than Manweb. 

12. Fuel poverty was a much more extensive problem amongst households with 
general financial problems than people without financial problems: 

• Their Fuel Poverty Index score was nearly 3 times higher. 
• Their fuel bills were significantly higher in absolute terms. 
• The proportion of their income spent on fuel was significantly higher. 
• Council tenants were much more likely to have financial problems than other 

tenure groups. 
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13. Households in fuel poverty also spent more on fuel, in absolute terms, than other 
household types, despite having the lowest incomes. Council tenants, for 
example, had the second highest fuel bills of all tenures and housing types 
although their average income was the lowest. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Background 

1.1. In the early 1990s there was growing concern within Britain about the problem of 
fuel poverty. A number of factors focused public attention on the issue. Perhaps 
the single most significant of these was the imposition of VAT on domestic fuel at 
8% in April 1994. Other issues included the growing use of prepayment meters 
by the privatised fuel companies, the lack of investment in social housing, the lack 
of any large scale programme to improve energy efficiency in housing and the 
growth of poverty in general. 

1.2. The imposition of VAT on domestic fuel highlighted the fact that many people 
were already experiencing considerable difficulty in paying their fuel bills. It also 
drew attention to the complex nature of fuel poverty and the many contributory 
and inter-related factors which exacerbated its extent. 

1.3. There was particularly widespread concern in Liverpool over the implications of 
VAT on domestic fuel for low income consumers. Advice workers, housing 
professionals and health experts had already identified fuel poverty as a pervasive 
problem in Liverpool. Liverpool City Council's consultation on the draft City 
Health Plan, for example, identified poor housing as one of the biggest factors 
affecting people's health. Respondents also frequently referred to the problem of 
`cold, damp and fuel poverty''. It was acknowledged that VAT on fuel would 
exacerbate these problems considerably. 

1.4. The Merseyside Right to Fuel Action Group2  therefore felt it appropriate to 
undertake a major study into the nature and extent of fuel poverty in Liverpool. 
The Group felt that a rigorous and quantitative survey of fuel poverty in Liverpool 
would help raise awareness of the issues they constantly encountered in their day 
to day case work. They also felt that the findings of the research could prove 
invaluable for informing policies at both a local and national level. In this respect 
they aimed to build on existing studies of fuel poverty such as 'The Hidden 
Disconnected'' and 'Gas Debt and Disconnections'''. 

1.5. The Campaign successfully applied to the Eaga Charitable Trust for a grant to 
conduct the survey. They also approached Liverpool City Council for support. 
The Council recognised that a survey of the nature envisaged by Merseyside Right 
to Fuel could be a valuable contribution to a range of important Council 
initiatives, for example its Anti-Poverty Strategy, City Health Plan, Home Energy 
Strategy and annual Winter Survival Campaign. The Council also supported the 
aim of using the survey for lobbying and advocacy at national level. 

' Liverpool Healthy 2000, 1995, Liverpool City Health Plan 
2  The Merseyside Right to Fuel Action Group is a coalition of advice workers who provide 
specialist advice on fuel rights. It campaigns for the eradication of fuel poverty. 
'Birmingham Settlement & Bristol Energy Centre, 1993, Joseph Rowntree Foundation 
4 Rowlingson and Kempson, 1993, Policy Studies Institute 
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1.6. Merseyside Information Services, which specialises in undertaking quantitative 
survey work for public sector bodies in Merseyside, was contracted by Merseyside 
Right to Fuel and the City Council to carry out the field work and advise on 
methodology. A list of survey objectives were agreed and a detailed questionnaire 
of 190 questions developed to meet these objectives. The Survey itself was 
undertaken over the Winter of 1994/95. A note on the methodology used for the 
research is given in Appendix 1. 

A definition of fuel poverty 

1.7. In carrying out the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey the researchers adopted the 
following definition of fuel poverty: 

`Fuel poverty describes the situation whereby a variety of factors combine 
and reinforce each other to exacerbate impoverishment in general. These 
factors include low income and limited access to credit, thermally inefficient 
housing, inefficient and expensive to run appliances, and a higher than 
average need for fuel due to, for example, unemployment, disability, sickness 
or age.' 

1.8. The researchers also wanted to investigate the causes and consequences of fuel 
poverty. These included housing disrepair, fuel company payment methods, ill 
health and indebtedness (to both fuel companies and other creditors). The 
researchers were particularly keen to investigate some of the issues associated 
with the use of prepayment meters, given their extensive use in Liverpool.' 

1.9. The questionnaire survey therefore included questions on the following topics: 

• household type eg employment status, size of family, housing tenure 
• income and Benefits 
• housing conditions eg incidence of damp and condensation, housing disrepair, 

type and adequacy of heating 
• thermal efficiency eg insulation 
• fuel payment methods, particularly the use of prepayment meters 
• fuel debt, disconnection and debt in general 
• fuel consumption 
• health 

Analysis of Survey results 

1.10. On completion of the survey the researchers explored a wide range of cross 
tabulations to identify the relationship between fuel poverty and various housing 
and household characteristics. 30,000 lines of data were produced, presenting a 
considerable challenge in terms of interpreting the sheer volume of information. 

'Current OFFER statistics show that 28% of electricity consumers use Card Meters in 
Liverpool. At the time of the Survey this figure was nearer 26%. 
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1.11. To ensure analysis of the large amount of data collected was meaningful in 
relation to the size of the sample, a single Fuel Poverty Index was constructed (see 
Chapter 2). This in effect represents a multiple indicator of fuel poverty which 
draws together some of its key constituent characteristics. The Liverpool Fuel 
Poverty Survey is the first survey of this nature to devise such an indicator. It is 
hoped this represents a significant step in furthering understanding of fuel poverty. 
The researchers welcome comment on the Fuel Poverty Index and hope it will be 
developed by similar surveys in the future. 

1.12. The time taken to analyse the data, coupled with a thorough check on the 
representativeness of the sample (see Appendix) and an unexpected reduction in 
staff resources led to a long delay in producing the report of the Survey. It is 
recognised that new problems relating to fuel poverty have emerged since the time 
of the Survey. There is considerable concern, for example, about the impact of 
competition in the domestic gas and electricity markets on low income consumers, 
including measures adopted by existing fuel suppliers in preparation for 
competition. The widening differential in tariffs between prepayment and Direct 
Debit consumers in the gas market is one example of the effects of competition. 

1.13. The use of gas quantum prepayment meters was relatively new at the time the 
Survey was conducted. Advice workers have subsequently reported considerable 
problems with quantum meters. Furthermore British Gas Home Energy relies 
much more extensively on quantum meters now, as a debt recovery method, than 
was the case at the time of the Survey. The problems associated with the use of 
prepayment meters in general are now firmly established as an issue of concern 
for policy makers. The report 'Token Gesture'6, in particular, has made a 
significant contribution towards highlighting the problems. 

1.14. Despite the delay in producing the Survey, the researchers believe that its findings 
remain pertinent. Most of the problems identified have changed little since the 
Survey. Some have worsened. The Survey contains a wealth of information 
about the relationship between fuel poverty and, for example, housing 
circumstances, household characteristics and lifestyle. It is hoped that the results 
will have a beneficial influence on fuel legislation, policy and practice. 

Contents of Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey 

1.15. Chapter2 describes how the Fuel Poverty Index (FPI) was constructed: why 
certain factors were included and others excluded. 

Chapter 3 examines the relationship between the type and nature of housing and 
fuel poverty, as measured by the Fuel Poverty Index. The Liverpool Fuel Poverty 
Survey found a close inter-relationship between certain types of housing, tenure 
and household type with respect to vulnerability to fuel poverty. 

Chapter 4 examines the relationship between household type and fuel poverty. In 
particular it compares the Fuel Poverty Index against economic status, household 

6  Mark Drakeford, 1995, National Local Government Forum against Poverty 
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income, receipt of Benefits, pensioner households and family size/type. 

Chapter 5 investigates payment methods, fuel arrears and the use of prepayment 
meters. The Survey provides valuable information on how different types of 
household pay for their fuel, the relationship between methods of payment and 
fuel poverty, the experience of prepayment meter use and the relationship between 
fuel debt and other types of debt. 

Chapter 6 examines the relationship between income and fuel poverty and in 
particular the proportion of income spent on fuel by different types of household. 

Chapter 7 draws together some of the key findings of the Liverpool Fuel Poverty 
Survey and suggests how the research might be taken forward. 
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2. THE FUEL POVERTY INDEX 

2.1. The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey collected a considerable amount of 
information relating to fuel poverty, for example fuel consumption, housing 
conditions, income and debt. Because of the sheer scale and complexity of this 
data, it was decided that a simple methodology needed to be developed to allow 
comparison of different types of household. This was achieved by constructing a 
single 'Fuel Poverty Index' (FPI). The Index brought together the key 
contributory causes of fuel poverty, as measured by the Survey. 

2.2. Five factors were included in the Index. The following explains why these were 
included and why other factors, which may have appeared to be relevant 
contributory causes of fuel poverty, were excluded: 

Factor 1: Damp/condensation 

2.3. Damp and condensation are widely acknowledged to be major contributors to fuel 
poverty. They are primarily caused by an inability to keep the home warm due to 
inadequate income, inefficient heating systems, poor building design and/or 
thermal inefficiency. For this reason problems caused by damp and/or 
condensation were included in the Index. 

2.4. Survey respondents were allocated a score of 10, 5 or 0, depending on their 
answers to two questions relating to damp or condensation. A score of 10 was 
given to respondents who said that damp or condensation were a problem and also 
that it was very bad in at least one room. Respondents indicating a problem with 
damp or condensation but who did not identify it as 'very bad' in any room were 
allocated a score of 5. Respondents without a damp or condensation problem 
scored 0. 

Factor 2: Home not warm enough 

2.5. Fuel poverty commonly manifests itself in the form of 'cold homes'. There are a 
variety of reasons for this, including inadequate or inefficient heating systems, 
poor thermal efficiency or building fabric and inadequate income to purchase 
sufficient fuel to maintain comfort levels. This factor was assessed by the Survey 
question 'Is your home warm enough?' Respondents who felt their home was not 
warm enough (22.7% of the sample) were given a score of 10. Respondents who 
felt their home was warm enough (77.3%) were allocated a score of 0. 

Factor 3: Lack of central heating 

2.6. Central heating systems are broadly recognised as the most efficient method for 
heating homes. Obviously certain types of central heating are more efficient than 
others. Some households may not have complete whole house central heating. 
Others may not be able to use the whole system, or any part of the system at all, 
due to perceptions of cost or, for example self disconnection from the gas or 
electricity supply (when payment is made via a prepayment meter). 
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2.7. Nevertheless central heating systems are generally cheaper to run and give more 
effective levels of comfort than other types of heating system. For this reason 
`lack of central heating' was included in the Index. Respondents without central 
heating (37.8% of the sample) scored 10. Respondents who used central heating as 
their main source of heating scored 0. 

Factor 4: Saving money 

2.8. Low income is obviously a major contributory cause of fuel poverty. The problem 
manifests itself in a number of ways, for example saving money on fuel bills, the 
inability to invest in improved thermal efficiency measures or more efficient 
heating systems, having to tolerate damp and/or condensation and having to 
tolerate inadequate comfort levels. The relationship between fuel poverty and low 
income is clearly demonstrated when households try to save money on their fuel 
bills. 

2.9. This factor was assessed by the Survey question 'Do you ever try to save money 
on your heating bills?'. Respondents who answered that they did (32.3%) were 
given a score of 10. Those who did not (67.7%) scored 0. 

Factor 5: Fuel arrears 

2.10. Fuel poverty frequently manifests itself in the form of arrears to the fuel 
companies. Inadequate income, expensive heating systems and/or poor thermal 
efficiency can often lead to people finding it very difficult to pay their fuel bills. 
This in turn can lead to arrears. Of course some people, particularly pensioners, 
are reluctant to accrue debts and will either tolerate cold homes or forego other 
essentials.' Nevertheless the incidence of fuel arrears is a key indicator of fuel 
poverty and was therefore included in the Index. 

2.11. A score of 10 was allocated to respondents who had been in arrears for both gas 
and electricity. Respondents with electricity as their sole fuel supply who had 
been in arrears were also allocated 10 (these two groups made up 11.9% of the 
sample). A score of 5 was allocated to respondents with both gas and electricity 
supplies but who only had arrears for one fuel supply. Respondents with no 
arrears (74.5% of the sample) scored 0. 2  

' The Policy Studies Institute, for example, reported a strong correlation between age and 
debt in its report 'Credit and Debt' (Berthoud and Kempson, 1992). The researchers found 
that the younger people were, the greater the risk of debt. Pensioners were found to be 
loathe to accrue debt. 
2  'Having arrears' included people currently in arrears and people who had had arrears in 
the recent past. 
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Factors not included in the Fuel Poverty Index 

2.12. A number of additional factors contributing to fuel poverty were also considered 
for inclusion in the Fuel Poverty Index but were ultimately rejected. The most 
common reason for exclusion related to the close correlation between the factor 
and those already included in the Index, as illustrated in Table 1 below: 

Table 1: Factors excluded from the Fuel Poverty Index 

Factor Reasons for exclusion 
Level of satisfaction Close association with Factors 2 and 3: 'Home not 
with heating system warm enough' and 'Lack of central heating' 
Use of single point Close association with Factor 3: 'Lack of central 
heaters heating' 

Lack of gas heating Close association with Factor 3 
Threat of, or actual, 
disconnection of supply 

Close association with Factor 5: 'Fuel arrears' 

Proportion of income • Although low income households tend to spend a 
spent on fuel higher proportion of their income on fuel than higher 

income groups (cf FES), a significant proportion do 
not. 

• A detailed analysis of income and % of income spent 
on fuel, as compared with the FPI score, is given in 
Chapter 6. 

Poor thermal efficiency Reflected in a number of Factors incorporated in the 
(loft insulation, double 
glazing etc) 

Index, particularly Factor 2: 'Home not warm enough'. 

The composite index 

2.13. The score on the composite Fuel Poverty Index ranged from a maximum of 50 to 
a minimum of 0. The higher the score, the higher the degree of assumed fuel 
poverty. A score of 50 meant that the respondent had severe damp in at least one 
room, felt that his or her home was not warm enough, did not have central heating, 
was likely to be dissatisfied with his or her heating arrangements, had tried to save 
money on heating bills and had been in arrears with both fuel supplies. 

2.14. 714 respondents (out of the total of 754 interviewed) provided sufficient 
information for their score on the Index to be calculated. The City-wide average 
score on the Index was 12.8. The following four chapters investigate the 
relationship between the Index and other variables measured by the Liverpool 
Fuel Poverty Survey. Chapter 3 considers housing characteristics and tenure, 
Chapter 4 considers households types, Chapter 5 considers payment methods and 
Chapter 6 considers income. 
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Summary 

• The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey constructed a Fuel Poverty Index to enable 
comparison between different households in terms of their vulnerability to fuel 
poverty. 

• Five factors were included within the Index: damp/condensation, home not warm 
enough, lack of central heating, saving money on heating bills and fuel arrears. 
The City-wide average score on the Index was 12.8. 
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3. HOUSING AND FUEL POVERTY 

3.1. There is obviously a clear link between housing conditions and fuel poverty. 
Standards of insulation, housing type (flat, semi, terraced etc), level of repairs and 
building materials all have a critical influence on the ability to maintain adequate 
comfort levels, particularly when combined with the income levels of inhabitants. 
The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey found there was a close inter-relationship 
between certain types of housing, tenure and household type eg a substantial 
proportion of large families live in end terraced houses (see para 3.3 below). Thus 
different contributory causes of fuel poverty become self reinforcing. 

3.2. The Survey did not investigate building material or construction type. It did, 
however, consider the other housing factors. The following shows how these 
factors compared against the Fuel Poverty Index. 

Building type and tenure 

3.3. Table 2 below shows that there was little variation in the Index score for different 
types of building, with the exception of end terraced properties. The latter's score 
of 18.4 was 50% higher than the City average of 12.8. A similar score, 18.2, was 
recorded for Council tenants. This was significantly higher than the score for 
other tenures (using a simple chi square test). 

Table 2: Relationship between Fuel Poverty Index and building type and 
tenure 

FPI Score % of sample 
Type of building 
Detached 10.0 6.8 
Semi-detached 11.9 20.5 
Mid terrace 12.5 53.6 
End terrace 18.4 11.5 
Block of flats 11.5 7.6 

Housing tenure 
Council 18.2 29.3 
Housing Association/co-op/HAT 9.8 9.7 
Private Landlord I 3.7 12.1 
Owner occupied 9.6 48.9 
All respondents 12.8 100.0 

3.4. Table 3 below illustrates the interrelationship between building type and tenure. 
The table shows that end terraced properties rented from the Council scored the 
highest on the Index (21). 
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Table 3: Cross Comparison between building type and tenure on Fuel 
Poverty Index 

Council Hsg Assn, 
HAT, coop 

Private 
Landlord 

Owner 
Occupied 

Type of building 
Detached * * * 8.6 
Semi-detached 17.9 9.4 17.8 9.7 
Mid terrace 18.1 9.0 12.7 8.8 
End terrace 21.0 * 16.7 15.6 
Block of flats 12.7 11.5 13.9 8.3 
* indicates fewer than 5 properties: FPI scores therefore not given 

Thermal efficiency 

3.5. Survey respondents were asked whether their house contained a number of 
measures to improve thermal efficiency. These were hot water tank jacket, loft 
insulation, windows draught-proofed, doors-draught proofed, windows double 
glazed and cavity wall insulation. The standard of measures installed, however, 
was not assessed eg the thickness of loft insulation. Similarly, the 'type of 
building material' used in the construction of properties was not assessed - also an 
important aspect of thermal efficiency 

3.6. A 'Thermal Efficiency Score' was then constructed as a means of comparing 
different households. All of the above measures were included in the Score, with 
the exception of cavity wall insulation. The latter was not included because many 
respondents were not able to give a definite answer. Furthermore approximately 
52% of housing in Liverpool was built before 1930 and therefore does not have 
cavity walls. 

3.7. Respondents who had any of the five measures described above were given a 
score of 10 for each measure. Respondents who did not have any one measure 
were given a score of O. The lower the score for the Thermal Efficiency Index, the 
fewer the number of thermal efficiency measures adopted. Scores therefore 
ranged from 0 (meaning no thermal efficiency measures) to 50 (meaning 
households had all 5 measures). Table 4 below compares the thermal efficiency 
score for different households: 
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Table 4: Relationship between Thermal Efficiency Index and household type 

TE Score TE Score 
House type 'Highest' economic status3  
Detached 34.4 Full time employee 37.7 
Semi- 31.7 Part time employee 30.0 
Mid terrace 35.8 Unemployed 30.8 
End terrace 29.8 Looking after home 36.7 
Block of flats 34.6 Retired 31.6 
Tenure Long term sick 26.2 
Council rented 31.0 Student 43.9 
Private rented 36.4 Benefits 
Hsg Assn rented 43.1 In receipt of Benefits 31.3 
Owner occupied 34.4 Not in receipt of Benefits 41.3 
Repairs Households with children 
House in need of repair 26.3 0 33.6 
House not in need of repair 37.4 1 39.6 

2 37.0 
All households 34.2 3+ 27.6 

3.8. Respondents living in end terraces had a significantly lower thermal efficiency 
score than other building types (using the chi square test). Council tenants had 
significantly lower scores than other tenures. Households with 3 or more children 
had significantly lower scores than other family sizes. Scores also varied 
significantly according to the status of the household, with full time employees 
having the highest score and the long term sick and those on Government training 
schemes having the lowest scores. Finally households in receipt of Benefits had 
significantly lower scores than households not in receipt of Benefits. 

3.9. A statistical analysis of each of the five factors included within the Fuel Poverty 
Index found that much lower thermal efficiency scores occurred when: 

• damp was a very bad problem (relative to houses where damp was not a 
problem); 

• houses did not have central heating (relative to houses with central heating); 
• there were arrears for either gas and/or electricity (relative to households 

without arrears); 
• households said that their house was not warm enough (relative to households 

which said their house was warm enough); and 

3  The 'economic activity' variable was constructed by allocating all adults within a 
household to one of nine categories. These were then arranged in an ordered list ranging 
from 'full-time employee' at the top to 'student' at the bottom. Households were then 
classified according to the 'highest' activity status of any adult within the household. 
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• households had tried to save money on their fuel bills (relative to households 
which had not tried to save money on heating) 

Awareness of Home Energy Efficiency Scheme grants 

3.10. At the time of the Survey, people in receipt of State Benefits (Income Support, 
Housing Benefit, Council Tax Benefit, Family Credit) were eligible for 100% 
grants for insulation measures (up to a certain maximum) under the Government's 
Home Energy Efficiency Scheme (HEES). Grants were given for such measures 
as loft insulation, draught proofing and hot water cylinder jackets. The Scheme 
has since recently changed in nature in that households can now also receive 
grants for cavity wall insulation but can only receive one insulation measure. 

3.11. The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey asked respondents if they were aware of 
HEES grants and if they were, whether they had applied for a grant. The Survey 
found that overall only 18% of respondents were aware of HEES grants. It also 
found that of these, 39% had applied for a grant. 

3.12. The Survey did find that, overall, 24% of households eligible for HEES grants 
were aware of the Scheme. This was significantly higher than households not 
eligible for HEES (15%), using the chi square test. The one exception related to 
lone parents households - most of whom were likely to be eligible for HEES. 
This group were no more aware of HEES than households in general. 
Nevertheless there is considerable cause for concern in that at least 3/4 of 
households eligible for HEES grants were not aware of the scheme. This is 
particularly worrying given the considerable difference insulation measures can 
make to fuel bills and comfort levels. 

Housing Repair 

3.13. Housing disrepair can have a major impact on fuel poverty. Broken or draughty 
windows and doors, leaking roofs and the presence of damp, for example, can all 
cause much higher fuel bills for households compared to houses in good repair. 
The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey endeavoured to investigate the relationship 
between housing disrepair and fuel poverty. 

3.14. Survey respondents were asked 'Do you consider your home to be in good 
repair?'. Table 5 below shows the level of satisfaction (with respect to repairs) for 
different tenures. The figures given were much higher than expected, particularly 
when compared with Liverpool Council Housing Directorate data for Council 
tenancies. It was suspected that respondents to the Survey tended to under - report 
repair problems. This problem has been encountered in similar surveys of this 
nature eg the English House Conditions Survey. In effect there is a substantial 
difference between subjective impressions of standards of repair and more 
objective assessments, for example those given by building surveyors. 
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Table 5: Home in good repair by tenure 

Housing tenure Home in good repair? 

Yes % No % All % 
Council 79.7 20.3 100.0 
Housing Assn/coop/HAT 91.6 8.4 100.0 
Private landlord 85.0 15.0 100.0 
Owner occupied 97.4 2.6 100.0 
All tenures 90.1 9.9 100.0 
Note: Respondents answering 'don't know' have been excluded 

3.15. Further analysis of the Survey confirmed the problem of 'under-reporting'. It was 
found that of those who considered their home to be 'in good repair', 15% 
nevertheless also thought that 'repairs currently need doing'. Conversely 18% of 
those who thought their home was not in good repair also did not feel that any 
`repairs currently needed to be done'. For both groups of respondents there 
appears to be a divergence between their subjective and 'objective' views. 

3.16. Respondents were also asked whether they had any particular repair problems 
(leaking roof, electrics, rotting frames, gas heaters, guttering) over the last 12 
months and whether or not these had been dealt with. The answers revealed a 
further group of respondents with problems of housing disrepair, although their 
answers to the other two questions would have given the opposite result. 

3.17. The answers to the three questions were therefore amalgamated into a new 
variable relating to housing disrepair. Table 6 below shows how different tenure 
groups compare on the new 'housing disrepair' variable. 

Table 6: Housing disrepair by tenure 

Housing tenure House not in good repair or repairs need doing? 

Yes % No % All % 
Council 46.1 53.9 100.0 
Housing Assn/coop/HAT 17.9 82.1 100.0 
Private landlord 34.0 66.0 100.0 
Owner occupied 21.2 78.8 100.0 
All tenures 29.7 70.3 100.0 

3.18. Table 7 shows that 30% of all respondents felt that either their home was not in 
good repair or that a number of repairs were currently required. This figure rose 
to 46% in the case of Council tenants. Tenants of housing associations, the 
Housing Action Trust or housing co-operatives appear to be the most satisfied, 
with 82% saying that their house was in good repair and did not need any repairs 
doing. 

13 



3.19. Houses 'in need of repairs' were compared with houses 'in good repair' on the 
Fuel Poverty Index. Not surprisingly the score for the former was nearly three 
times the latter (22.6 compared to 8.6). This illustrates the strong relationship 
between housing disrepair and fuel poverty. 

Summary of findings 

• Households living in end terraced properties and Council tenants were 
particularly likely to live in fuel poverty, with Index scores of 18.4 and 18.3 
respectively. This rose to 21 for end terraced properties rented from the 
Council. 

• There was a strong relationship between high scores on the Fuel Poverty Index 
and low thermal efficiency, as defined by the number of insulation measures 
adopted by households. 

• End terraced properties, Council tenants, households with 3 or more children, 
the long term sick and people in receipt of Benefits were particularly likely to 
have low levels of thermal efficiency. 

• At least 3/4 of households eligible for HEES grants were not aware of the 
scheme. 

• Nearly 1/2 of all Council tenants surveyed (46%) said that their home was not in 
good repair or that a number of repairs were currently required. This compared 
with 30% of all respondents. 

• The Survey found a strong relationship between housing disrepair and fuel 
poverty. The Fuel Poverty Index score for people living in houses needing 
repair was nearly three times higher than the score for people in houses not 
needing repair (22.6 and 8.6 respectively). 
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4. HOUSEHOLD TYPE AND FUEL POVERTY 

4.1. A key objective of the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey was to compare different 
types of household in terms of their vulnerability to fuel poverty. This chapter 
investigates the score of a range of household types on the Fuel Poverty Index. 

4.2. Table 7 below compares the Index score by economic activity, income group, 
receipt of Benefits, disability and long term illness, number of children in the 
household and number of persons of pensionable age in the household. 

Table 7: Relationship between Fuel Poverty Index and socio-economic 
characteristics of households 

FPI 
Score 

% of 
sample 

Highest status in household 
FT employee (>30 hrs/week) 8.7 37.3 
Self-employed 5.0 1.1 
PT employee (1-30 hrs/week) 15.2 4.9 
Unemployed 18.0 15.2 
Looking after home/family 21.9 4.8 
Retired from paid work 12.1 29.2 
Long term sick/disabled 18.4 3.9 
Student 15.2 3.3 

Household Income 
Up to £79 pw 17.7 21.0 
£80 - £149 pw 17.1 35.6 
£150 - £299 pw 13.7 26.1 
£300 or more pw 7.8 17.4 

Households with person(s): 
Registered disabled 15.9 12.7 
With long term illness 16.3 22.5 

All respondents 12.8 100.0 

FPI 
Score 

% of 
sample 

Households receiving: 
Income Support 18.0 29.2 
Other Benefits 12.0 24.2 
No Benefits 7.2 46.6 

Households containing 
persons of pensionable age 
1, no others (ie lone pensioner) 12.6 16.3 
2+, no others 10.6 13.6 
1+, with others 13.4 8.0 
None 13.2 62.1 

Households with 2+ adults 
plus children 
0 11.7 71.0 
1 10.4 11.2 
2 14.4 10.6 
3+ 23.9 7.3 
Lone Parents with child(ren) < 25.1 5.1 
16 yrs 

Economic Activity 

4.3. It can be seen that the highest Fuel Poverty Index scores occurred where the 
`highest' economic status of any adult within the household was unemployed, 
looking after home/family or long-term sick/disabled. All three groups are known 
to be particularly vulnerable to poverty. The lowest scores were found where the 
`highest' economic status was full-time employee or self-employed. 
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Income, Benefits and disability 

4.4. Index scores were inversely related to income, expressed in either monetary terms 
or in relation to receipt of benefits. Households whose weekly income was under 
£150 or who were in receipt of Income Support had Index scores markedly above 
the City average. (Chapter 6 examines in more detail the relationship between 
household income, fuel costs and the Index.) 

4.5. Index scores were also significantly higher for households with at least one person 
registered disabled or with a long-term illness. Again both groups are known to 
be particularly vulnerable to poverty. Furthermore the Survey is likely to have 
under-reported the extent of the problem since many disabled people do not 
actually register as disabled. 

Size of family 

4.6. Table 7 also shows that the Index scores increase significantly according to the 
number of children within the household. The score of 23.9 for households with 
three or more children was almost twice the City average. This association helps 
to clarify the high Index scores recorded for end-terraced properties (see para 3.3). 
Families of three or more children were much more likely to live in such 
properties, compared to all household types. Table 8 below shows that 22% of 
families with three or more children lived in end terraced properties, compared 
with 12% for all households. 

4.7. It appears that family size, measured by the number of children in the household, 
is strongly associated with fuel poverty (as defined by the Fuel Poverty Index). 
This is illustrated in Table 8 below: 

Table 8: Characteristics of large families compared with all households 

All households 
% 

Households with 
3+ children % 

End terraced properties 11.7 21.7 
Council properties 29.6 53.4 
Home not warm enough 22.8 50.3 
Fairly or very dissatisfied with heating system 16.4 29.4 
Tried to save money on heating bills 32.1 47.3 

4.9. A statistical analysis of the situation of large families compared to all household 
types found that large families were more likely to: 

• rent their home from the Council 
• feel that their home was not warm enough 
• be dissatisfied with their heating system 
• have tried to save money on their heating bills. 

16 



Lone Parents 

4.10. The highest Index score shown in Table 8 was 25.1, recorded for lone parent 
households. The Survey found that lone parents experienced the greatest hardship 
of any household type in relation to a wide range of fuel poverty problems. This 
is illustrated in Table 9 below. 

Table 9: Fuel Poverty and lone parents 

Fuel poverty characteristic Lone parents 

2 parent 
families with 

children 

Households 
with no 
children 

FPI Score 25.1 13.0 11.7 
Average weekly income (£) £125.8 £215.3 £168.4 
% income spent on fuel 21.6 11.6 12.4 
Weekly fuel bill (£) £20.9 £18.2 £13.8 
Council rented (%) 77.9 34.0 24.6 
Private rented (%) 6.3 2.7 15.8 
Owner occupied (%) 13.6 52.5 49.7 
Hsg Assn etc rented (%) 2.2 10.7 9.9 
Damp a very bad problem (%) 28.3 12.9 5.9 
No central heating (%) 68.3 23.9 40.6 
Arrears with both or sole fuel 
supply (%) 

32.7 20.1 7.7 

Arrears with only one fuel 
supply (%) 

30.5 18.3 9.9 

No arrears (%) 36.8 61.6 82.4 
Home not warm enough (%) 56.7 24.5 19.7 
Tried to save money on heating 
bills (%) 

35.6 31.2 32.4 

% of households in Survey 5.1 23.8 71.0 

4.10. A statistical analysis of the situation of lone parents with respect to the 5 factors 
making up the Fuel Poverty Index found that lone parents were: 

• more likely to live in damp housing 
• less likely to have central heating 
• more likely to be in arrears with their fuel bills 
• more likely to live in a home that they do not consider warm enough 

4.11. The only variable for which there was not a statistically significant relationship 
related to the factor 'tried to save money on fuel bills'. (A chi square test was 
used to ascertain whether there was a significant difference between lone parent 
households and other household types.) 
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Pensioner households 

4.12. Table 7 also compared people of pensionable age with the Fuel Poverty Index. 
The figures shown were not as expected. It was anticipated that pensioner 
households would exhibit higher than average Index scores. A wide range of 
research reports, particularly those examining income expenditure patterns and 
housing conditions, have shown that pensioners are generally worse off than the 
population at large. The Index scores recorded in the Liverpool Fuel Poverty 
Survey for households containing pensioners, with or without other age groups, 
were in fact very close to the average for all households. 

4.13. Further analysis of the Survey results, however, showed that pensioner-only 
households were much more unwilling than other types of households to go into 
arrears. 83% of pensioners did not have arrears, compared with 69% of 
households without a pensioner and 57% of households with children. This 
suggests that pensioner households would rather use less fuel than risk having 
higher bills - a finding confirmed by other surveys of this nature.' Given that the 
existence of arrears was one of the five factors included in the Fuel Poverty Index, 
this characteristic of pensioner households would tend to depress their score on 
the Index. 

4.14. The Survey also found that pensioner-only households had statistically significant 
lower total fuel bills than other households (as would be expected given their 
general aversion to going into debt). The average weekly fuel bill of pensioner-
only households was £11.30, compared with £17.10 for households without 
pensioners. 

4.15. The Survey also found that pensioner-only households had significantly lower 
incomes than other households. The average weekly income of pensioner-only 
households was £127, compared with £201 for households without pensioners. So 
the combination of lower incomes and lower bills meant that pensioner 
households spent a similar proportion of their income on fuel as other types of 
household. 

Summary of findings 

• Households with particularly high scores on the Fuel Poverty Index included 
the unemployed, those looking after the home or family, the long term sick or 
disabled, people in receipt of Income Support, households with a weekly 
income under £150, the registered disabled, large families and lone parents. 

• There is a strong relationship between family size and fuel poverty. Families 
with three or more children scored 23.9 on the Index (over twice the City 
average). Such families were much more likely to rent their house from the 
Council, live in end terraced houses, be dissatisfied with their heating system 

See, for example, Berthoud and Kempson (1992), Credit and Debt, Policy Studies 
Institute and Rowlingson and Kempson (1993), Gas Debt and Disconnections, PSI 
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and have tried to save money on their heating bills. 

• The Survey found that lone parents had higher scores on the Index than any 
other household type with a score of 25.1. Lone parents were more likely to 
live in damp housing, not have central heating, be in arrears with their fuel bills 
and live in a home they did not consider warm enough (compared with other 
family types). 

• Households with pensioners, surprisingly, did not have particularly high scores 
on the Index. This, however, was due to the disinclination of pensioner 
households to accrue arrears, one of the factors used in the Index. 

• The Survey did find that the expenditure of pensioner households on fuel was 
only 2/3 of that of households without pensioners (£11.30pw compared to 
£17.10pw). Furthermore the average weekly incomes of pensioner households 
was only 60% of households without pensioners (£127pw compared to an 
average of £201pw). This should give particular cause for concern since 
pensioner households generally have a greater need for fuel and warmth than 
other household types for reasons of health and physiognomy. 
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5. PAYMENT METHODS AND FUEL POVERTY 

5.1. A key objective of the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey was to investigate the nature of 
payment methods, fuel arrears and use of prepayment meters. The Survey collected 
valuable information on how different types of household pay their fuel bills, their 
satisfaction with payment methods, the relationship between payment methods and 
vulnerability to fuel poverty (as defined by the Fuel Poverty Index), patterns of use of 
prepayment meters and the relationship between fuel arrears and other types of arrears. 

A.  Electricity payment methods 

5.2. Table 10 below compares payment methods by tenure, economic activity, receipt of 
Benefits, children in household (including lone parents) and pensioner households. The 
bottom row of Table 11 shows the payment method for all households. 45% of 
households paid for their electricity via quarterly bills and 26% paid via a prepayment 
card meter. These figures corresponded with Manweb's records. 

Table 10: Household type and tenure by payment method (electricity) 

Quarterly 
bill 

Card 
meter 

Direct 
Debit 

Budget 
Scheme Other Total  

Tenure 
Council rented 33.0 48.2 4.6 8.1 6.1 100 
Hsg Assn rented 35.7 41.7 0.6 6.8 15.2 100 
Private rented 43.8 12.9 13.8 5.8 23.7 100 
Owner occupied 54.5 12.0 17.1 5.5 10.9 100 

Economic Status 
Full time employee 48.1 23.5 11.1 5.4 11.9 100 
Part time employee * * * * * * 
Self employed 76.1 0 19.0 4.9 0 100 
Unemployed 20.1 49.6 3.2 7.9 19.2 100 
Looking after home 26.1 45.6 6.8 12.4 9.1 100 
Retired 61.7 8.0 14.8 7.4 8.1 100 
Long term sick 29.7 45.0 7.0 5.7 12.6 100 
Student 37.4 16.9 23.6 0 22.1 100 

Large Families 
No children 50.9 18.2 12.0 7.5 11.4 100 
3+ children 23.3 59.4 6.0 3.0 8.3 100 

Pensioners 
No pensioners 36.8 36.4 10.0 4.9 11.9 100 
Pensioner only 50.6 8.1 14.4 12.1 14.8 100 

Benefits 
In receipt of Income Support 27.3 45.7 5.0 8.5 13.5 100 
In receipt of other Benefits 49.5 18.9 13.8 6.1 11.7 100 
No Benefits 57.2 17.6 13.4 4.5 7.3 100 

City 45.0 25.7 11.4 6.4 11.5 100 
* Not given because of the small number interviewed in the Survey 
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5.3. The Survey also asked whether people liked the particular method by which they 
paid their electricity bills. Whilst people were generally satisfied with the 
particular method by which they paid, the Survey found a marked difference 
between Card Meter consumers and non-Card Meter consumers. 9% of Card 
Meter consumers disliked this method of payment. By comparison only 3% of 
non-Card Meter consumers disliked the particular method by which they paid 
their bills. 

5.4. Table 10 shows large variations in payment methods according to household type 
and tenure. It was anticipated that lower income groups would be more likely to 
pay for electricity via a prepayment meter and higher income groups more likely 
to pay via quarterly bills or Direct Debit. Table 10, in effect, confirms this 
hypothesis. 

Tenure 

5.5. Table 10 shows that 48% of Council tenants paid their electricity bills via a card 
meter, compared to 12% of owner occupiers and 26% for all residents. 
Conversely only 33% of Council tenants paid via quarterly bills and 5% via Direct 
Debit. For owner occupiers the respective figures were 55% (quarterly bills) and 
17% (Direct Debit) and for the City as a whole, 45% and 11% respectively. The 
extensive use of prepayment meters by Council tenants has been found by surveys 
of a similar nature (see, for example, Mark Drakeford, 1995, 'Token Gesture', 
National Local Government Forum against Poverty). 

5.6. The figures for private tenants were unexpected. The proportions who paid via 
quarterly bills and Direct Debit were close to the City average. It might have been 
expected that a large proportion paid via card meters, given the fact that other 
surveys show high levels of fuel poverty amongst this tenure group. It is 
suspected that the sample chosen for the Survey was not particularly 
representative of private tenants in the City. 

Economic Status 

5.7. Table 10 demonstrates that people in full time work were much more likely to pay 
for their electricity via quarterly bill and Direct Debit than those without work. 
Furthermore nearly 1/2 of the unemployed, people 'looking after home/family' and 
the long term sick paid via a prepayment card meter. In contrast only 20-25% of 
these groups paid via quarterly bills (City average: 45%). 

Families and Benefit recipients 

5.8. A higher proportion of large families (those with 3 or more children) paid via a 
card meter than any other household type (59% compared to 18% for households 
without children). Similarly 46% of households in receipt of Income Support paid 
via a card meter and 27% paid via quarterly bills. The respective figures for 
households not in receipt of Benefits were 18% and 57%. 
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Characteristics of Card Meter consumers 

5.9. The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey revealed a considerable amount of 
information about the characteristics of card meter consumers and problems 
associated with usage of card meters. These are summarised below: 

• 23% of (card meter) consumers had gone without electricity (self disconnected) 
on at least one occasion; of these 83% had gone without electricity on more 
than one occasion. 

• 86% of consumers had used the emergency credit facility; 90% of these people 
using the facility on more than one occasion. 

• Only 6% of consumers knew what their card meter was set at (ie for meter 
rental, fixed/standing charge, and arrears, where applicable). Only 4% knew 
that the charges were listed on the card meter display. 

• 15% of consumers had purchased cards using other consumers' account 
reference numbers - the main reason (54%) being the loss of their own account 
cards. 

• 43% of consumers did not keep receipts when they bought cards. 
• 24% of consumers had bought a card that did not work. 
• 95% of consumers could buy cards within 1 mile of their home and 75% could 

buy them within '/2 mile. 
• 93% of consumers said they could buy cards after 6pm and 94% said they 

could buy cards at the weekend. 
• 13% of consumers said it cost them money to travel to buy cards. 

5.10. The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey therefore demonstrates a wide range of 
problems with the use of card meters. Many users do not follow the advice of 
Manweb and independent advice workers with respect to, for example, keeping 
receipts and monitoring their consumption of electricity. Even more disturbing is 
the fact that a large number of users purchase cards using other consumers' 
account reference numbers. In effect, paying twice for their own electricity. 

5.11. The Survey also demonstrates that for the vast majority of card meter consumers 
the 'emergency' credit button does not function as an emergency facility at all. 
Rather it becomes part of normal day to day budgeting behaviour, reflecting the 
tight budgets most card meters consumers have to manage on. 

B. Gas payment methods 

5.12. Table 11 below compares gas payment methods for different types of household 
and tenure. It is important to note that the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey field 
work was carried out at the end of 1994/beginning of 1995. Quantum meters were 
still at an early stage of development and discounts for Direct Debit consumers 
had not yet been introduced by British Gas. 

5.13. British Gas had historically tended not to use prepayment meters to the same 
extent as Manweb, primarily because of technical problems with token meters. 
The use of prepayment quantum meters has, however, more recently increased 
rapidly. This is due in part to the relative advantages of quantum meters vis a vis 
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other forms of prepayment and in part to changes in British Gas's debt recovery 
policy. The latter is probably related to British Gas's response to competition in 
the domestic market. 

5.14. The bottom row of Table 11 shows the payment method for all households. 
Token meters and quantum meters are included together. The table shows that 
48% of households paid for their gas via quarterly bills and10% paid via a 
prepayment meter. It is also worth noting that 17% paid via Budget Schemes 
(compared with the 6% who paid for electricity by this method). This reflects the 
greater emphasis British Gas used to place on this payment method for people 
who had problems paying their gas bills. 

Table 11: Household type and tenure by payment method (gas) 

Quarterly 
bill 

Prepayment 
meter 

Direct 
Debit 

Budget 
Scheme 

Other Total 

Tenure 
Council rented 42.0 16.4 2.6 22.8 16.2 100 
Hsg Assn rented 32.5 22.3 1.5 15.9 27.7 100 
Private rented 55.8 10.6 10.1 8.7 14.8 100 
Owner occupied 52.9 3.6 17.6 13.1 12.9 100 
Economic Status 
Full time employee 50.6 7.6 7.9 20.5 13.4 100 
Self employed 62.0 0 19.0 0 19.0 100 
Part time employee * * * * * * 
Unemployed 25.0 19.6 5.7 15.8 33.9 100 
Looking after home 32.2 7.4 1.3 24.5 34.6 100 
Retired 63.4 4.1 16.5 10.1 5.9 100 
Long term sick 21.2 29.6 8.7 10.7 29.8 100 
Student 61.0 0 21.4 0 17.6 100 
Large families 
No children 53.0 9.1 12.9 13.8 11.2 100 
3+ children 34.0 9.0 8.0 23.0 26.1 100 
Pensioners 
No pensioners 41.3 13.1 8.4 18.0 19.3 100 
Pensioner only 50.9 4.1 20.1 13.6 11.2 100 
Benefits 
In receipt of Income 31.6 18.3 6.5 18.1 25.5 100 
Support 
In receipt of other 52.6 6.3 13.1 15.8 12.4 100 
Benefits 
No Benefits 59.4 8.6 10.5 12.9 8.7 100 
City 48.0 9.9 10.9 15.9 15.3 100 
* Not given because of the small number interviewed in the Survey 

5.15. The Survey also asked whether people liked the particular method by which they 
paid their gas bills. Whilst people were generally satisfied with the particular 
method by which they paid, the Survey again found a marked difference between 
prepayment meter consumers and non-prepayment meter consumers. 12% of 
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prepayment consumers disliked this method of payment. By comparison only 5% 
of non-prepayment consumers disliked the particular method by which they paid 
their bills. 

5.16. Table 11 shows large variations between different types of households and tenure 
groups with respect to the methods by which they pay their gas bills. Many of the 
results parallel the electricity payment method findings, although there are some 
variations. In general lower income groups were more likely to pay for gas via a 
prepayment meter or Budget Scheme and higher income groups via Direct Debit 
or quarterly bill. 

Tenure 

5.17. Unlike electricity, the tenure group most likely to pay for gas via a prepayment 
meter was housing association tenants. 22% of housing association tenants paid 
via a prepayment meter, compared to 4% of owner occupiers and 10% for all 
residents. Conversely 53% of owner occupiers paid for gas via a quarterly bill and 
18% paid via Direct Debit. The corresponding figures for housing association 
tenants were 33% quarterly bill and 2% Direct Debit. It is worth noting, however, 
that a large proportion (23%) of Council tenants paid for their gas via a Budget 
Scheme. As stated earlier British Gas commonly used this payment method for 
people who had problems paying their bill. 

5.18. Again the figures for private tenants were unexpected. The proportions paying via 
quarterly bill, Direct Debit or a prepayment meter were close to the City average. 
The proportion paying via a Budget scheme was significantly below the City 
average. As stated earlier this tenure group is generally considered to experience 
high levels of fuel poverty and therefore would have been expected to pay for gas 
via a prepayment meter or Budget Scheme. We suspect that the sample chosen for 
the Survey were not particularly representative of private tenants in Liverpool. 

Economic Status 

5.19. Table 11 demonstrates that, like electricity, people in full time work were much 
more likely to pay for their gas via quarterly bill than those without work. 51% of 
full time employees paid via quarterly bill compared to only 25% of the 
unemployed and 32% of people 'looking after the home'. Again the latter two 
groups were much more likely to pay via a prepayment meter. 

Families and Benefit recipients 

5.20. Unlike electricity the proportion of large families (3+ children) paying via a 
prepayment meter was close to the City average. However 23% paid via a Budget 
scheme, compared to the City average of 16%. Only 34% paid via quarterly bill, 
compared to the City average of 48%. A high proportion (18%) of Income 
Support recipients paid via a prepayment meter and a low proportion (32%) via 
quarterly bill. The corresponding figure for other types of Benefit recipients were 
surprisingly close to the City average, although this may have been due to the 
small numbers involved. 
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Characteristics of gas prepayment meter consumers 

5.21. The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey revealed some useful information about the 
characteristics of gas prepayment meter consumers. Because a much smaller 
number of gas consumers paid via a prepayment meter than electricity it was not 
possible to carry out as extensive an analysis for gas. 

• 24% of prepayment consumers had gone without gas (self disconnected) on at 
least one occasion; of these 58% had gone without gas on more than one 
occasion. 

• 80% of prepayment consumers could buy/charge their tokens/cards within 1 
mile of their home, 55% could buy them within 1/2 mile of their home. 

• 36% of consumers travelled by bus to charge their tokens/cards, 5% drove, 
whilst the remaining 60% walked. 

• 38% of consumers said it cost them money to travel to buy/charge their 
tokens/cards. 

• 19% of consumers said they could not buy/charge tokens/cards at weekends, 
whilst 74% said they could. 

5.22. The problem of inaccessible charging points/token meter outlets was also found in 
research undertaken by Mark Drakeford (`Token Gesture', 1995, National Local 
Government Forum against Poverty). The problem was found to be much greater 
for gas prepayment meter consumers than for electricity prepayment meter 
consumers 
C. Payment problems in general 

5.23. The association between Index scores and payment problems is shown in Table 
12. The table illustrates the close association between fuel poverty and 
debt/money problems in general. 

Table 12: Incidence of general payment problems 

No arrears In arrears: 
one item 

In arrears:  two items 
FPI Score 11.1 20.5 28.1 
Average weekly income (£) 184.9 150.1 138.5 
% income spent on fuel 11.6 15.6 22.4 
Weekly fuel bill (£) 14.5 20.0 19.3 
Council tenant (%) 79.5 12.4 8.1 
Private rented (%) 93.5 2.8 3.7 
Owner occupied (%) 91.1 5.4 3.5 
Housing Association rented (%) 81.3 4.6 14.1 
All respondents (%) 87.0 7.1 5.9 
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5.24. Table 12 illustrates that respondents who had fallen seriously behind with paying 
for two or more items were much more likely to live in fuel poverty than other 
respondents. The Fuel Poverty Index score for this group was 28.1, compared to 
11.1 for people without arrears. (The Survey also found high levels of fuel 
poverty amongst people with mortgage, Council Tax or water rate arrears - each 
group had an Index Score of approximately 25). These findings demonstrate the 
close association between fuel poverty, fuel arrears and multiple debt ie they show 
that people in debt to the fuel companies are also likely to be in debt to other 
creditors. 

5.25. A statistical analysis of the contrast between people with arrears for 2 or more 
items, compared with people with no arrears, found that the former spent a 
significantly higher proportion of their income on fuel (22%, compared to 12%) 
and had significantly larger fuel bills (£19.30pw, compared to £14.50). Incidence 
of arrears varied significantly according to tenure. 21% of Council tenants had 
fallen seriously into arrears for at least one item, compared to 9% of owner 
occupiers. 

Summary of findings 

• There was a marked difference between prepayment meter consumers and non-
prepayment meter consumers with respect to their satisfaction with the method 
by which they paid their bills. 9% of electricity prepayment meter consumers 
and 12% of gas prepayment meter consumers disliked this method of paying 
bills, compared to 3% of non-prepayment meter consumers in the case of 
electricity and 5% in the case of gas. 

• For many low income groups, prepayment card meters were the most common 
method of paying for their electricity. Approximately '/2 of each of the 
following groups paid via this method: Council tenants, unemployed people, 
people looking after the home/family, large families and people on Income 
Support. This compared with 26% for all residents. 

• Low income groups were much less likely to pay for their electricity via 
quarterly bills than other income groups. The proportion within each of the 
above groups who paid via a quarterly bill varied between 20% and 33%, 
compared with the City average of 45%. 

• There was an extensive problem of self disconnection amongst both gas and 
electricity prepayment meter consumers. 23% of electricity prepayment meter 
consumers had gone without electricity on at least one occasion and of these 
83% had gone without electricity on more than one occasion. 24% of gas 
prepayment meter consumers had gone without gas on at least one occasion 
and of these 58% had gone without gas on more than one occasion. 

• Almost 9 out of 10 electricity card meter consumers had used the emergency 
credit facility, with 9 out of 10 of these using the facility on more than one 
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occasion. This illustrates the fact that for people on tight budgets, use of the 
emergency facility becomes part of normal budgeting behaviour. 

• A very small number of card meter consumers knew the settings on their meter, 
suggesting that they did not understand or use the full range of meter facilities. 
Furthermore 15% had bought cards using other people's account reference 
details, in effect paying twice for their own electricity. 

• Low income gas consumers were more likely to pay for their gas via a 
prepayment meter or Budget Scheme than other consumers. Prepayment 
meters were most common amongst housing association tenants, the long term 
sick and people on Income Support. Budget Schemes were most common 
amongst Council tenants, people looking after the home/family and large 
families. 

• 38% of gas prepayment meter consumers said it cost them money travelling to 
buy their tokens or recharge their cards. The comparative figure for electricity 
card meter consumers was 13%. This suggests British Gas had a much less 
extensive infrastructure for supporting prepayment meter consumers than 
Manweb. 

• Households with general money problems (defined as being in arrears for at 
least two items) had particularly high scores on the Fuel Poverty Index (28.1 -
nearly 3 times the score for people without money problems) They also had 
significantly higher fuel bills in absolute terms and spent a significantly higher 
proportion of their income on fuel than people without arrears. 

• Council tenants were much more likely to be in arrears than other tenure 
groups. 20% of Council tenants had arrears compared with 9% of owner 
occupiers and 13% of all City residents. 
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6. HOUSEHOLD INCOME AND FUEL POVERTY 

6.1. The relationship between household income and fuel poverty was briefly 
described in Chapter 2. Not surprisingly the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey found 
that there was an inverse relationship between scores on the Fuel Poverty Index 
and household income. In this respect fuel poverty is but one dimension of 
general poverty. This chapter explores in greater detail the relationship between 
income and fuel poverty and in particular the proportion of income spent on fuel 
for different types of household. 

6.2. Before considering the income and expenditure analysis it is important to 
appreciate the following caveats: 

• The majority of income data was collected in category form, ie respondents 
were asked to indicate the range within which the net income for the whole 
household fell. The figures quoted below assume actual income to be at the 
mid-point of the range. 

• Income and expenditure data provided on a monthly, quarterly or annual basis 
were converted to a weekly figure. 

• 38% of respondents could not, or would not, provide information on household 
income. However, this compares favourably with other social surveys 
containing an income question. 

• It is difficult to assess how representative were the respondents to the income 
question with respect to the sample as a whole. The Survey found that 
households in receipt of State Benefits were more likely than other households 
to provide income data. This accords with other surveys of this nature. 
Households on higher incomes were therefore likely to be under-represented 
within the sub-set. 

• 82% of respondents provided information on fuel expenditure. 52% provided 
sufficient information on both income and expenditure to allow the proportion 
of expenditure spent on fuel to be calculated. 

6.3. Table 13 below shows the average weekly income and expenditure on fuel for 
different households according to the type of house they live in and their tenure. 
It also compares income and fuel expenditure for households with certain fuel 
poverty problems with those without such problems. The results given for 'all 
respondents' do not necessarily represent the city average, since higher incomes 
households may have been under-represented to some extent within the `sub-see. 
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Table 13: Household income and fuel expenditure 

Aveiage weekly 
income £ 

'Average weekly 
fuel bill £ 

Detached 350.0 20.2 
Semi-detached 166.6 14.7 
Mid terrace 171.4 15.2 
End terrace 127.8 15.0 
Block of flats 145.6 11.6 
Council rented 133.1 16.1 
Hsg Assn/HAT 159.5 19.7 
Private rented 139.4 11.2 
Owner occupied 218.5 14.6 
`All residents' 178.2 15.2 

Yes No Yes No 
Very dissatisfied with heating system 20.9 14.9 
Damp and condensation a problem 16.8 14.5 
Home is not warm enough 135.1 193.5 17.6 14.5 
Tried to save money on fuel 152.5 189.7 18.4 14.1 
Threatened with disconnection 128.0 187.1 19.7 14.6 
Forced to accept a payment arrangement 123.2 186.7 21.1 14.4 

Income 

6.4. Whilst the figure given for 'all residents' may have been slightly depressed by the 
under representation of higher income groups amongst people answering the 
income question, Table 13 graphically illustrates the low level of household 
income in Liverpool ie £178pw. The comparative for Britain in 1994/95 was 
£298pw (DSS, Households Below Average Income statistics). 

6.5. Table 13 also shows how average weekly income varies substantially between 
different housing types and tenures. The lowest incomes were found amongst 
occupants of end-terraced properties and Council tenants. The association 
between housing type, tenure and income is essentially the same as that already 
shown by the Fuel Poverty Index, with the highest scores recorded for end-
terraced properties and Council tenants (see Table 3). 

6.6. Table 13 also illustrates the wide variation in income between households on a 
range of fuel poverty measures. Average income was significantly lower in those 
cases where the home was not warm enough, when people had tried to save 
money on their fuel bills, been threatened with disconnection or had been 'forced' 
to accept a payment arrangement. 

Expenditure on fuel 

6.7. Table 13 shows that the average weekly fuel bill also varied significantly by 
housing type and tenure. Council tenants, for example, had the second highest 
bills although their average income was the lowest. In addition, the Survey found 
that households who had problems on a range of fuel poverty indicators were also 
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significantly more likely to have higher than average fuel bills (using the chi 
square test). Fuel bills were significantly higher when households had: 

• damp and condensation 
• problems in paying their fuel bills 
• been threatened with disconnection 
• been 'forced' to accept a payment arrangement 
• said they were very dissatisfied with their heating system 
• said that their home was not warm enough 

6.8. The Survey therefore illustrates a vicious circle in that households with particular 
fuel poverty problems were also most likely to have higher than average fuel bills. 
This in turn, of course, exacerbates their original fuel poverty problem. 

Proportion of income spent on fuel 

6.9. The proportion of weekly income spent by a household on fuel is perhaps a more 
reliable indicator of fuel poverty than either actual income or amount spent on 
fuel. Table 14 below shows that the proportion of income spent on fuel varied 
significantly according to housing type and tenure. Council tenants and tenants of 
housing associations spent a much higher proportion of income on fuel than 
private tenants or owner occupiers. Similarly occupants of end-terraced properties 
spent a much higher proportion of income on fuel than occupants of other types of 
housing. 

Table 14: Average proportion of income spent on fuel 

% % 
Detached 6.7 Council 15.5 
Semi 12.8 Hsg Assn/coop/HAT 16.3 
Mid terrace 13.2 Private landlord 12.2 
End terrace 14.7 Owner occupied 10.4 
Block of flats 13.9 Full time employee 7.9 
Central heating 10.8 Self employed 5.4 
Gas fires 15.3 Unemployed 17.9 
Electric fires 25.8 Looking after 

home/family 
22.1 

Other 9.2 Retired 10.7 
In receipt of Income Support 17.2 Long term sick/disabled 21.3 
In receipt of other Benefits 11.1 Student 12.5 
No Benefits 6.7 Lone parents 21.6 

Yes No Pensioner only households 10.8 
Home not warm enough 17.8 11.1 Income less than £79 23.7 
Saved money on fuel 14.6 11.7 £80 - £149 14.5 
Had payment arrears 17.5 10.8 £150 - £299 8.0 
Forced payment arrangement 24.1 11.0 £300 or more 4.1 
Threatened - disconnection 22.0 11.1 
Very dissatisfied - heating system 19.6 10.0 'All residents' 12.7 
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6.10. Table 14 shows that households in Liverpool spend, on average, a much higher 
proportion of their income on fuel than the national average (figures from the 
Family Expenditure Survey showed that the average proportion of income spent 
on fuel in 1994 was 5% for all income groups and 11% for low income groups). 
Whilst the figure of 12.7% for 'all residents' in Liverpool may have been slightly 
inflated due to the under-representation of higher income groups, it still suggests 
fuel poverty is an extensive problem in Liverpool. It is also probably a reflection 
of the high levels of general poverty in Liverpool (Liverpool City Council Benefit 
records, for example, show that over 50% of households receive either Housing 
Benefit and/or Council Tax Benefit). 

6.11. Table 14 also shows that low income groups in Liverpool spent an even higher 
proportion of their income on fuel. Households with high proportions of their 
income spent on fuel (over 17%) included: 

• those 'looking after home/family' 
• the 'long-term sick/disabled' 
• lone parents 
• those with incomes less than £79pw 
• the unemployed 
• those in receipt of Income Support 

6.12. It is significant that all the above types of household are likely to spend a 
considerably greater amount of time in the home and thereby have heavier heating 
requirements than other types of household. The one exception applies to 
pensioner-only households. This group, however, tends to spend a low proportion 
of their income on fuel, despite having low incomes. This is probably because of 
their disinclination to accrue arrears (see paras 4.10 and 4.13). 

6.13. Table 14 also illustrates the fact that despite spending a high proportion of their 
weekly income on fuel, many households felt that their home was not warm 
enough and had difficulty in paying their fuel bills. In fact households which 
spent a large proportion of their income on fuel (over 17%) were significantly 
more likely (using the chi square test) to have: 

• considered their home not to be warm enough 
• had problems paying their bills 
• been 'forced' to accept a payment arrangement 
• been threatened with disconnection. 

6.14. Table 14 emphasises the considerable expense involved for households relying on 
single point electric heaters as their main source of heating. Households with 
single point electric fires spent 26% of their income on fuel - an amount 
considerably greater than households with single point gas fires and over twice the 
proportion for households with central heating. It is notable that people who had 
been 'forced' to accept a payment arrangement spent 24% of their income on fuel, 
compared to 11% for households who had not. 
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Summary of findings 

• The average income of people surveyed by the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey 
was found to be £178pw. This might have been a slight underestimate due to a 
larger proportion of higher income groups than other income groups not 
disclosing their income. Nevertheless it is significantly less than the national 
average income of f298pw - the rate at the time the Survey was conducted. 

• Average incomes were lowest amongst Council tenants and occupants of end 
terraced properties. It is notable that both groups also had high Fuel Poverty 
Index scores. 

• Households in fuel poverty tended to also spend the most on fuel. Council 
tenants, for example, had the second highest fuel bills of all tenures and 
housing types although their average income was the lowest. 

• The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey found that people in Liverpool, on average, 
spent a much larger proportion of their income on fuel than the national 
average (12.7% compared to 5%). For many low income groups the proportion 
was even higher: 17%. 

• People reliant on single point electric fires spent a higher proportion (26%) of 
their income on fuel than any other group. By comparison people with central 
heating spent only 11% of their income on fuel. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

7.1. The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey found that fuel poverty was an extensive 
problem in Liverpool. This is probably not surprising given the high levels of 
poverty in general in Liverpool. The Survey also provides a detailed picture of 
the nature of fuel poverty and the type of problems people experience. 

7.2. The Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey assessed the scale of fuel poverty for different 
types of household by constructing a Fuel Poverty Index - in effect a multiple 
indicator of fuel poverty. It also carried out simple 'frequency counts' for certain 
single measures of fuel poverty. It is worth repeating some of the key findings of 
the Survey since they have important policy implications. 

7.3. The Survey found that certain groups of the population were particularly likely to 
live in fuel poverty. These included Council tenants, unemployed people, those 
looking after the home or family, the long term sick or disabled, people in receipt 
of Income Support, large families and lone parents. All these groups are of course 
known to experience high levels of low income, illustrating the fact that fuel 
poverty is just one dimension of poverty in general. 

7.4. The Survey highlights in particular the extensive levels of fuel poverty endured by 
lone parents and large families. On virtually every single measure of fuel poverty, 
these groups were found to be in a much worse situation than the population as a 
whole. 

7.5. The vulnerability of large families to fuel poverty also partially explains the high 
degree of fuel poverty found amongst people in end terraces, since large families 
were much more likely to live in such properties than other household types. It 
should also be appreciated, however, that end terraces by their very position will 
have higher heating costs than many other housing types. Large families are thus 
doubly penalised. 

7.6. The Survey found that pensioner only households did not have particularly high 
scores on the Fuel Poverty Index. This finding was not expected. Closer analysis, 
however, showed this was in part explained by the use of arrears as one of the five 
factors in the Index. The Survey found, in common with other research of a 
similar nature, that pensioners were highly unlikely to accrue arrears. The Survey 
also found that the expenditure of pensioner households on fuel was much lower 
than other households, as was their average weekly income. This is of particular 
concern, given that older people generally have a much higher need for fuel and 
warmth for reasons of health and physiognomy. 

7.7. The Survey found there was a strong relationship between housing disrepair and 
vulnerability to fuel poverty, perhaps suggesting that investment in housing in 
general is as important as investment in specific insulation measures. The Survey 
also found a strong inverse relationship between scores on the Fuel Poverty Index 
and scores on the thermal efficiency index. 

33 



7.8. Finally the Survey identified a number of problems associated with the use of 
prepayment meters. Manweb has one of the highest proportion of consumers on 
prepayment meters amongst electricity companies. This was borne out by the 
Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey which showed that the proportion of consumers in 
Liverpool on prepayment meters was even higher than the Manweb average. 
Furthermore certain groups of the population were much more likely to pay via a 
prepayment meter and much less likely to pay via a quarterly bill eg Council 
tenants, the unemployed, large families, people on Income Support and people 
looking after the home or family. 

7.9. The Survey showed that the emergency credit provision within electricity 
prepayment card meters was not in fact used as an 'emergency' facility by most 
people at all. Instead its use appeared to be part of their day to day budgeting 
behaviour, perhaps illustrating the tight budgets many prepayment meter users 
have to manage on. 

7.10. Of particular concern is the extensive problem of self disconnection. The Survey 
found that almost '/4 of both gas and electricity prepayment meter consumers 'self 
disconnected' on at least one occasion. The Survey also found that repeat self 
disconnection was particularly extensive amongst electricity prepayment meter 
consumers (83% regularly self-disconnected). 

7.11. The researchers believe that the findings of the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey 
have important policy implications. This report does not intend to suggest 
detailed policy recommendations. The researchers do intend, however, to send the 
Survey to key decision makers at local, regional and national levels. 

7.12. Copies of the Survey report will be sent to local housing providers, Manweb, 
British Gas Home Energy, British Gas Transco, OFGAS, OFFER, GCC and 
Merseyside and North Wales Electricity Consumers Committee. These agencies 
will be invited to outline their views on the findings of the research and any 
actions they might take to address the problems identified. A questionnaire will 
be developed to help facilitate their responses. 

7.13. Finally it is intended to circulate the Survey report to a wide range of bodies with 
an interest in combating fuel poverty. The researchers welcome views on the 
Survey findings. We hope that the Survey will make a useful contribution 
towards the debate over how fuel poverty in both Liverpool and the country as a 
whole could be eliminated. 
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APPENDIX 

Methodology 

The questionnaire was designed by Merseyside Information Service (MIS) in 
consultation with the Fuel Poverty Survey Steering Group. It was based on an original 
questionnaire produced by The Merseyside Right to Fuel Action Group and was piloted 
by COMTECHSA, with one or two amendments being made before it was finalised. 

The questionnaire was very long, containing 190 questions, several with sub-questions. 
In retrospect, it is ackowledged that a number of the questions were too detailed or 
specific (given the size of the sample) for conclusions in some areas of interest to be 
drawn for Liverpool as a whole. The survey was not able, for example, to examine in 
any meaningful way the relationship between fuel poverty and ill health, nor between 
fuel poverty and racial origin. 

Sampling 

Sampling an area as large as the City of Liverpool can produce a sample which is very 
precise but enormously expensive in terms of the time and effort required to collect the 
data. The solution adopted is a common one, namely to sub-divide the sampled area into 
smaller areas (such as Census Enumeration Districts, EDs). These smaller areas are then 
sampled and the sample of households to be interviewed is drawn from within these 
sampled areas. Thus the sampling frame is divided into parts and not all of them are 
sampled, a method known as cluster sampling. 

One of the original objectives of the study was to compare results for deprived and non-
deprived areas of the city, as well as to produce a city-wide analysis. It was decided to 
use the DETR 1991 Index of Local Conditions' to identify deprived and non-deprived 
areas because it was felt that using a national index would allow comparisons in similar 
areas all over the country to be made in any future work in this field. According to the 
Index of Local Conditions analysis at ED-level, 21% of Liverpool's EDs fell within the 
7% most deprived nationally and were thus defined as 'deprived'. 79% of Liverpool's 
EDs were therefore defined as 'not deprived'. 

The first phase of sampling was to split the City into two sets of EDs as described 
above. Then a sample of 16 EDs was drawn from the deprived and not deprived areas 
and 1991 census data for the sampled EDs compared with the same data for the total 
areas. This was done a number of times until the survey steering group was satisfied that 
the sampled EDs were representative of the entire deprived and not deprived areas on a 
number of criteria. Further details of the Census comparisons undertaken are available 
from Liverpool City Council's Central Policy Unit. 

Finally, within each of the sampled EDs, a random sample of households was drawn 
from the Merseyside Address referencing system (MARS) database held at MIS. 1024 
households were selected from the 16 sampled 'deprived' EDs. 384 households were 
interviewed — a response rate of 37.5%. 966 households were selected from the 16 

See '1991 Index of Local Conditions', DETR, May 1994 
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sampled 'not deprived' EDs. 370 households were interviewed — a response rate of 
38.3% 

As some of the initial survey results were unexpected and ran counter to surveys of a 
similar nature (e.g. The Merseyside House Condition Survey), a considerable amount of 
time was spent checking the validity of the sample, including a major exercise to assess 
the representativeness of the sampled addresses. This concluded that the respondents 
were representative of Liverpool, according to the criteria on which the sample was 
based. For example, the survey was representative in terms of household tenure, but not 
necessarily in terms of all of the characteristics of respondents within each tenure, as 
this was not part of the survey design. 

Fieldwork 

The fieldwork for the Survey was undertaken between November 1994 and January 
1995. 

Interviewing staff were recruited by MIS from their existing database of trained 
interviewers. The two day training session included extensive coverage of the 
questionnaire to be used, as well as a half day briefing on fuel poverty and heating 
related issues, undertaken by the Chairperson of the Merseyside Right to Fuel Action 
Group. 

A few days before calling to carry out an interview, field staff delivered a letter to each 
address explaining the aims of the survey, and providing contact names for residents to 
discuss the survey further if they so wished. On calling at the address, interviewers 
randomly selected one of the people in the household who was responsible for paying 
the bills, using the selection criteria on the questionnaire. 

Interviewers were instructed to make up to six visits to each address, with at least two of 
them being outside normal office hours, before an address could be given up as a 'no 
contact at this address'. Throughout the fieldwork period the interviewing staff were 
supervised by staff at MIS. 

Weighting 

The survey data were weighted in two ways to ensure that the results were 
representative of 'deprived' and 'not deprived' areas and also to produce city-wide 
results. Details of the procedure, which was quite complex, are available from Liverpool 
City Council's Central Policy Unit. 

Presentation of results 

Some of the survey results were unexpected. In particular, the differences between 
respondents in 'deprived' and 'not deprived' areas were in some cases not marked. The 
sample size in each of the two types of area was not large enough to sustain the 
distinction, at the required level of detail, for some of the subject areas being 
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investigated. After considerable discussion, it was decided therefore to concentrate 
solely on presenting a city-wide analysis of results, instead of the original intention of 
comparing deprived and non-deprived areas of the city. 
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Enquiries 
If you would like further information on the Liverpool Fuel Poverty Survey, please 
contact William Baker, Liverpool City Council Anti-Poverty Team, 4th  floor. 
:Millenniutn House, 60 Victoria Street, Liverpool, Li 6.1,1. Tel. 0151 - 233 6701. 
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