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Executive summary
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Executive Summary

Background

The AER is seeking to develop and implement a price comparison model that 
communicates to consumers the pricing of retail electricity and gas offers in a simple, 
clear and uniform manner so as to assist consumers in assessing different energy 
choices and support them in making decisions regarding their energy plan.

The complexity and construct of retail offers and pricing can present difficulties for 
consumers in making comparisons between energy plans. 

Confusion and the effort involved are key reasons given by consumers for not 
switching providers despite consumers having gone to the effort of investigating 
alternative retail energy offers. Switching rates remain low, with recent research 
suggesting that 47% of NEM residential consumers in contestable markets have not 
switched in the past five years, despite awareness of choice being high (90%).1

Given the high price variations between various energy plans and the fixed benefit 
term for market offer discounts, this suggests that many consumers may be missing 
out on more competitive options.

In an environment characterised by mounting consumer concerns regarding energy 
prices, improving the ease of use of energy pricing information in comparing energy 
plans becomes more important.

Goals for a comparison price

The goals for a comparison price model are to:

• enable the quick assessment of the approximate cost of each offer, and

• facilitate comparison between different offers 

This is to encourage consumers to compare the energy market and support decision 
making regarding energy offers. 

Stage one focus

The focus for stage 1 of this assignment was on selection of a comparison price model 
and development of the visual/content representation for use in static media (such as 
informational materials). Future work will extend this to dynamic media, to allow 
personalisation of the comparison price, and develop the detailed methodology and 
algorithms for calculations.

What we did

In developing a price comparison model for energy plans the following approach was 
taken:

• Precedent comparison price models used across a range of jurisdictions and sectors 
were researched - along with any literature regarding the effectiveness of these 
models in practice - so as to identify a short-list of options for testing with 
consumers

• The short-listed options were then evaluated through both qualitative and 
quantitative consumer testing and to determine their ease of use, comparability, 
and relevance to arrive at a recommended price comparison model.

Recommendation

Based on the findings from the consumer testing, the recommended price comparison 
model is a reference price model expressed as an estimated price per quarter for three 
representative energy consumption levels. 

The preferred design (supported by 66% of respondents), was the most detailed 
tested, and included the following information to aid selection of the most relevant 
estimated price for a particular household:
• number of people 
• bedrooms
• frequency of appliance and heating/cooling usage, and 
• kWh/day usage.

1 AEMC 2017 Retail Energy Competition Review, July 2017
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Precedent models and experience
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Approach

Scan of precedent models and experience

To gather insights to inform development of a price comparison model for the 
retail energy sector, Deloitte Access Economics undertook a desktop scan of 
the energy sector and other sectors (e.g. insurance, home loans) both in 
Australia and other jurisdictions to:

1. Identify the various models for comparison pricing that are being applied 
to aid retail mass market consumers in comparing the pricing of complex 
financial and household consumer products

2. Identify research/literature regarding the effectiveness of the various 
models identified during this stage

3. Draw insights from the research as to the potential effectiveness of the 
various models to support the selection of a short-list of comparison 
models for testing.

The scan identified both static and dynamic materials employed globally, and 
considered research from international governments and regulatory bodies to 
inform best practice principles to guide a publicly owned, or run, price 
comparison tool. 

The scan focused on identifying public sector-operated comparison models 
and tools to ensure that information collected in the scan reflects the broad 
objectives of the AER as a regulator to drive price transparency and support 
consumers in their decision making.

Identify precedent 
models

Literature review of 
effectiveness

Insights aid model 
selection for testing

1
2

3



Energy offer comparison pricing 7© 2018 Deloitte Access Economics. All rights reserved.

Aus. USA EU UK

Electricity

Telco*

Finance
loans, mortgages

Insurance

Energy
Efficiency

Key findings

Scan of precedent comparison models

*Based on private comparison websites – mobile and internet technologies 

• Comparator rates are the primary comparison model in the financial sector, 
where charges are proportional to a given loan amount

• Comparator rates are the primary model in the US electricity sector
• The UK previously implemented a comparator rate model, however this has been 

abolished due to consumers’ low awareness of the model and view that it was of 
limited value to them

• Comparison rates in the electricity market tend to be expressed as dollars or 
cents/kWh

• Reference prices tend to be used in sectors where customers are provided a total 
bill for services consumed

• Reference prices are a popular comparison method in the telecommunications, 
insurance and electricity sectors across jurisdictions

• Australia, Europe and the UK currently tend to primarily use reference prices as a 
method of comparison in the electricity sector

• Other models commonly employed in comparisons are ratings (e.g. star or 
numerical ratings) and ‘feature’ comparisons (i.e. summary descriptions of the key 
features of the product)

• Whilst these models are not the primary means of comparison in the electricity 
sector, they are still a prominent complementary comparison option

Comparator sites in the European Union

A study on the comparison tool sector across the EU (plus Norway and Iceland) mapped and evaluated 1,042 
comparison tools across seven sectors. 

The study identified services provided by each comparison tool, and found that the main service provided by 
comparison tools was price comparisons (80%) followed by brokering (10%). Brokering captured primarily 
insurance comparison tools, as well as switching utilities services, as both can rely on the consumer sharing 
data before quotations are displayed.

80%

10%
8% 1% 1%

Price

Brokerage

Features

Review aggregator

Quality rating/testing

Service provided by comparison tools

A total of 26 precedent examples were identified (16 energy sector and 10 in other sectors) across Australia, NZ, the United States, European Union and 
United Kingdom. Key findings are summarised below, with full details of the identified comparison models contained in Appendix 2.
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Comparator rate
Description, strengths and weaknesses

Power to Choose – Texas is a publicly run comparison 
website that compares the charges of energy retailers in $/kWh. Texas requires retailers 
to produce an Energy Fact Label displaying the electricity price, key contract information, 
the source of power generation and emissions and the comparator rate for three monthly 
consumption levels: 500 kWh, 1000 kWh and 1500 kWh per month. This information can 
be compared online at the Power to Choose website

A comparator rate represents an effective price per unit, including elements a normal kWh rate 
wouldn’t. Depending on the calculations a comparator rate is based of either an average, or 
specific level of usage, and includes unit rates, standing charges and potentially discounts that 
apply to the tariff. A comparator rate is generally calculated as follows: 

Strengths Weaknesses

• Combines all the elements of the price 
into a single figure (e.g. supply, usage, 
discount etc.), simplifying comparisons

• Customers are often unfamiliar with the 
concept of kWh

• Obscures the charging parameters (fixed 
vs. variable, peak and off-peak etc.) 
which can reduce customer confidence

• Requires a number of cognitive steps to 
understand the bill impact

Usage charges Unit rate x assumed consumption

Plus
fixed charges

Standing charge x 365 days

Minus
discounts

(for example 30% pay-on-time 
discount)

Divided by assumed 
consumption

Annual estimate/assumed consumption

Equals
comparator rate

$/kWh

Description and methodology

Examples of comparator rates in use

Our research indicates that comparator rates are most commonly used for financial products. 
In the energy sector, the US uses comparator rates extensively, while in the UK comparator 
rates have been adopted and subsequently abandoned. 

Strengths and weaknesses

Comparator rates display price in a format similar to how tariffs are normally structured, and we 
also note that Australian energy bills present average daily usage. However, previous research 
has indicated that consumers have little understanding of the units used to measure electricity 
(kWh) (Wallis, 2010).

Comparator rates have been found to be not very well understood, as evidenced by their 
adoption and subsequent abandonment in the UK (DEEC, 2014). The UK regulator, Ofgem, in 
assessing comparison rates via studies in 2012 and 2015, noted that:

• An advertisement, showing the price in kWh, had little impact on most participants as the 
unit of kWh had little or no meaning to them 

• Customers found discounts difficult to understand when using the $/kWh format, and 
generally did not like the use of kWh, as it was not immediately clear what their savings 
would be 

• Customers also had difficulty interpreting standing charges in the context of the $/kWh 
format of the comparator rate

• Customers are required to undertake their own calculations to get a sense of their overall 
energy costs, which could be a deterrent to investigating the market.

The diversity of tariff structures, which include different fixed versus variable components, peak 
and off peak rates, and various discounts, can substantially obscure comparisons. Previous 
studies have found that customers who were aware of the diversity of tariff structures had 
reduced confidence in their ability to compare offers (MORI, 2011). 
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Reference price

Description, strengths and weaknesses

A reference price represents the cost incurred by the consumer over a given period of time. A 
reference price is generally based on an average typical consumer profile and includes unit rates, 
standing charges and potentially any discounts that apply. Reference rates can be expressed over 
any time frame, such as monthly, quarterly, or yearly, as shown in the example below:

Strengths Weaknesses

• Consumers can see the immediate likely 
impact on their household budget 

• Consumers already associate energy with 
a $/time form from their bills

• Simple aggregate price that consumers 
may feel doesn’t reflect their 
consumption

Strompris (Norway) is a government run website that compares 
retail electricity offers based on krone/month. The website displays a ranking of retailers 
based on where a consumer lives and an (assumed) approximate power consumption. The 
comparison provides prices that include all costs related to the agreement. It also offers 
an easy switching button for consumers to change their displayed pricing from a reference 
price to a comparator rate. Consumers are able to further customise their comparisons by 
entering additional personal information after the initial offer listing.  

Usage charges Unit rate x assumed consumption

Plus
fixed charges

Standing charge x 365 days

Minus
discounts

(for example 30% pay-on-time 
discount)

Equals
Reference price

$/year

Description and methodology

Examples of reference prices in use

Our research indicates that reference prices are the main form of comparison in energy, 
insurance and telecommunications across Australia, the EU and UK. Presentations of the 
reference price can differ depending on the setting, and include: 

• Showing a single price, either in the format of a cost, or a saving (if using 
dynamic/interactive media where the consumer’s current costs are an input or estimated).

• Showing a range of costs, based on likely minimum and maximum bounds 

Strengths and weaknesses

The reference price approach has the advantage of being aligned to the format in which most 
consumers receive their bills (subject to the billing period matching the timeframe for 
calculating the reference price). Where consumers have their own cost data (or dynamic media 
are used) the reference price can be framed as a saving from current costs. Consumer studies 
by Ofgem in the UK have indicated that participants were immediately attracted by the £ per 
year or £ per month metric, as it seemed to indicate more clearly what savings would be, 
compared with a pence per unit of energy usage metric. 

In the UK, a study into the telecommunications sector found that switching behaviour was 
driven by the size of the total bill, rather than the information provided on the bill on the prices 
of individual calls and the associated per minute charges (London Economics, 2010).

We also note that previous studies in the Australian energy context have found that consumers 
were better at estimating the dollar value of their energy bills on average and for the whole 
year than they were at working out their annual consumption of gas or electricity (Wallis, 
2010). As such, were consumers to consider switching without detailed usage data, the 
reference price approach is likely to involve the least cognitive steps.

The main downfall of the reference price approach is that customers tend to be more keenly 
aware of the usage assumptions required to arrive at a quarterly or annual bill figure (despite 
comparator rates also requiring these assumptions to be made), which can dampen confidence 
as many customers perceive themselves as not fitting within the various categories. Business 
customers in particular can have difficulties in determining energy use and then the 
appropriate profile. Errors that are made in the estimation of the reference price, for example, 
by assuming the wrong level of usage, could be compounded by the potentially long period (up 
to 1 year). Customers may also perceive the reference price to be misleading due to its 
aggregation of tariff components, or consider that their usage is not consistent with the usage 
profiles used for the reference price.
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Other complementary models

Description, strengths and weaknesses

Across comparator websites, price is by far the dominant basis for comparison. However, 
other models of comparison can be just as important in influencing a consumers decision. In 
online shopping, comparisons are often made based on peer review of a product, or even the 
reliability and service of the seller themselves. For white goods, the energy efficiency of an 
appliance is a large component of comparison between goods.  In the electricity sector, the 
proportion of green energy used is a common secondary comparison option.

Strengths Weaknesses

• Can simplify how prices and features are 
displayed

• Provides an additional mode of 
comparison for consumers who are not 
solely concerned about price.

• Models often do not capture a specific 
price (especially in rating or feature 
comparisons)

V-Test (Belgium) uses a mix of iconography and spectrum ratings to 
inform consumers about the details of their potential contracts. Icons 
are used to inform consumers of contract details, for example 
additional costs, method of contact and payment, consumers who can 
apply for the deal etc. The website also uses a green energy bar, to 
display the proportion of energy that is green for each option displayed. 

Description

Complementary models are most commonly used in conjunction with price-based comparison 
models (reference prices and comparison rates).

Stand-alone complementary models are relatively rare, but do occur in the areas of energy 
and water efficiency (for appliances, vehicles, buildings, etc.). For other sectors (for example 
in our own consultations), stakeholders may have a preference for a combination of both 
price and feature comparisons.

The figure at right illustrates the three main aspects of complementary models (ratings, 
features and review) including  examples under each.

Strengths and weaknesses

Examples of use 

Alternative options for complementary models
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Effectiveness of comparison models

Based on literature insights - the model hypothesised to be most effective in Australia is a 
reference price model expressed as an estimate for a range of consumption levels

A comprehensive review of previous market research and consumer behaviour 
studies was conducted to provide an understanding of the effectiveness of 
comparison models in the Australian market and overseas. Details of the 
effectiveness of both reference prices, comparator rates and other features of 
comparison were reviewed against three key criteria: 

The literature identified through our scanning provides a base understanding 
of the likely effectiveness of each model (refer Appendix 3) and informs the 
selected comparison price models that were tested with consumers. 

Our findings, on balance, support reference price as a more effective model, 
particularly when implemented across a range of consumption levels (low, 
medium and high).

Ease of use
Quick and simple for a range of consumers to 
understand and use in comparing energy plans

Comparability
Facilitates comparing the cost of current in-market
energy plans, as well as comparing against the
costs of customers’ current energy plan

Relevance
Giving consumers confidence that the comparison 
price is representative for them and can be relied 
upon to make a decision on energy plans

Lower Higher

Relative ease of use

Relative comparability

Relative relevance

Lower Higher

Lower Higher

H,M,LAverageH,M,L

Average H,M,L

Average
H,M,L

Average

Average

Average H,M,L

H,M,L

Relative ranking of comparison models against effectiveness criteria 
(informed by literature insights)

Comparator 
rate

Reference 
price

Key

H,M, L

Price/rate for High,
Medium & Low 
consumption

Average

Price/rate for 
average

consumption
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Models selected for evaluation
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Options selected for testing

Based on the insights from the 
scan, the comparison price 
models selected for testing 
include a range of energy 
consumption levels to improve 
the relevance for a wider range 
of energy consumers

The focus of development for Stage 1 of this assignment is on static media (such as 
the Basic Price Information documents proposed in the draft updates to the AER’s 
Retail Pricing Information Guidelines).

In selecting the options for progression to the testing phase, it was important to ensure 
that a balance of performance against each of the effectiveness selection criteria was 
achieved. 

Most importantly a balance was required between ease of use and consumer perceived 
relevance of the price estimate. There was risk that erring too strongly on the side of 
relevance (e.g. through catering to different meter types and householders with solar 
or pools) would materially impact the ease of use and thus the level of engagement 
with and usefulness of the model. For this reason, for the purposes of use in static 
media, only one tariff type (single rate) was proposed to be provided in the price 
comparison information.

Based on the insights from the literature review, it was hypothesised that the most 
effective model for Australia would be a reference price model with an estimate for 
high, medium and low users.

To test this hypothesis it was decided to test both a comparator rate and reference 
price approach during consumer testing (focus interviews).

As well as testing both models, Deloitte Access Economics also tested consumers needs 
regarding additional information. This was to determine whether additional 
complementary information would be of benefit to consumers in supporting their 
decision making regarding energy plans.

Comparator rate and reference price
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Consumer testing
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Consumer testing

Objectives and methodology

Objectives

Consumer testing was used to gain a deeper understanding of how 
consumers respond to comparator models. In particular the consumer 
testing process aimed to:

1. Understand how consumers research and make decisions about 
switching energy plans

2. Measure the relative effectiveness of comparison pricing models and 
visualisations in facilitating consumer comparisons of retail energy plans

In assessing the effectiveness of models, the three criteria of: ease of use; 
comparability; and, relevance were considered. 

However, in consumer testing, as compared to the literature review, the 
focus of each measure of effectiveness revolves around the usability of the 
visual representation of information, in addition to the comparison model 
itself. 

Ease of use
Quick and simple for a range of consumers to understand and 
use in comparing energy plans. 
This includes being able to identify the relevant 
information required for comparison

Comparability
Facilitates comparing the cost of current in market energy plans 
as well as comparing against the costs of customers’ current 
energy plan. 
This includes confidence that consumers can compare and 
make decisions. 

Relevance
Giving consumers confidence that the comparison price is 
representative for them and can be relied upon to make a 
decision on energy plans. 
This includes the understandability of the content and 
usefulness of the typical household options for a quick 
estimate.
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Consumer testing

Objectives and methodology

Methodology

The consumer testing comprised of a three step process involving: focused 
one-on-one testing and validation of static media with consumers; iteration 
of the model and designs; and, a national survey of attitudes and 
understanding of designs.

1. One-on-one focus interviews

The focus interviews provided qualitative information on the useability of 
comparison pricing sheets and gave participants the opportunity to design 
their ideal price comparison information.

2. Refinement of Comparison Options

Using feedback and insights from the focus interviews, comparison model 
designs were iterated and refined.

3. Consumer Survey

A survey across National Energy Retail Law (NERL) markets (i.e. South 
Australia, New South Wales, Queensland, Tasmania and the ACT) was 
conducted to provide a broader evidence base by which the effectiveness of 
comparison models and static media representations could be assessed. 

Consumer 
Survey

Iteration

Focus 
Interviews

Co-design and iteration process
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Focus interviews

Structure and participants

Interview structure

Each focus interview was a 1 hour face-to-face interview, conducted at the 
Deloitte Melbourne offices on January 29-31. In each interview, participants 
were guided through a series of activities to gain an understanding of whether 
the participant could confidently use price comparison information to compare 
electricity or gas plans. Participants were also given the opportunity to create 
their ‘ideal’ comparison sheet, allowing for co-creation and refinements of the 
design and information contained. 

The interviews involved two key tasks, either for electricity or gas:

Understanding the comparison sheet

Participants were given a mock bill and asked to compare the bill to price 
comparison information for an alternative plan. This was to identify whether 
they could save money by switching plans. The activity tested the consumers 
ability to:
• Identify the relevant information for comparison
• Understand how a price comparison could be made
• Accurately compare plans

7 different designs (3 electricity and 4 gas) were tested across different 
participants with each consumer being provided a different comparison price 

design. Copies of the interview guide and materials are contained in 
Appendix 4.

Mock bill and price comparison information designs
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Focus interviews

Structure and participants

Interview participants

The focus interviews consisted of 8 face to face interviews 

4 female and 4 male

One 20-34 year old, two 35-49 year olds, four 50-69 year olds, and 
one 70+

Three high-school or lower education, two with certificates or 
diplomas, and three with at least a bachelor’s degree

Three with household incomes under $50k, three $50-$100k and 
two $100-$150k

A range of cultural backgrounds including Australian Anglo, 
Hungarian, Polish, French, Argentinian and Indian, including 2 
participants with English being their second language

Participants were either the main or joint decision maker for the 
energy provider in their household

The customers had a range of levels of energy knowledge and 
engagement, with some rarely or never looking at their bills and 
some analysing them regularly

‘Design your own’ comparison sheet

Participants were provided with a blank sheet and instructed to design their 
ideal comparison sheet, including layout, type and detail of information that 
they would like provided. Participants were also provided with some template 
elements that they could use for inspiration in their design. The task provided 
key insights into:

• The information participants found most important and helpful

• The ideal level of detail 

• Natural visualisations of comparison information

Copies of the designs created by participants are available at Appendix 5.

Additional questions (if not explicitly addressed during the above activities) 
pertained to: 

• Asking what time period for estimated bill cost participants would find most 
useful

• Whether participants found it easier to compare using a comparator rate or 
a reference price

• How many usage levels should be presented

• If participants preferred to see both base price and discounted price, and 

• What additional information participants felt they would need to make a 
decision on switching.
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Understanding the comparison sheet

Focus interviews

“I still had to use a calculator [with cents per kWh], and that’s what bothers me 
with those things… and then you start wondering, did I get it right?”

“Whatever comes out of my credit cards, that’s what I see”

“Everyone should have a more simple bill”

“Another important part for me is what is the daily usage rate”

“Green energy could be a greater factor in the future”

“It only provides discounts, some of which may not apply to me”

“I base comparison off the number, not the household icons, to make a 
decision”

“I would need more information. This is just a quick overview”

“The comparison is useful. I am a single person and can refer to the single 
person in the small house”

“Total price is a lot easier to understand than the cents per kWh. The total price 
is very clear”

• Participants found the household usage descriptors useful, but their 
preference for choosing a household was average daily usage

• Participants want different amounts of information. Participants 
wanted comparison prices to be combined with call-to-actions so that 
they could get more information

• The layout of each comparison sheet was well received by 
participants who generally found that it was easy to read

• Participants found it difficult to compare pricing when it was written 
in a cents per unit format. Participants preferred total price over a 
period of time

• Participants didn’t want to search for the right information for the 
comparison, they wanted a clear link between the comparison price 
and their bill

• Some participants had issues identifying the appropriate information 
on their bills and thus could not calculate a comparison

• Participants generally felt confident that they could make a 
comparison based on the comparison sheet they were shown

• Participants expressed that the usage information was most 
important for them to make a comparison

• Participants expressed a desire to know more about the plan

• There was a general scepticism of discounts and desire for discount 
breakdown information

Relevance

Comparability

Ease of use
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Comparison sheet design 

Focus interviews

“Most appliances in apartments are now energy efficient, so I would 
have to compare whether it was an old or a new place”

“If I was in Tasmania, I would want to use the power that tapped into 
Hydro-electricity [not coal power]”

“These should be a series of tick boxes. This can also be added for 
postal bill and discount information”

“The time period [for estimated cost] should be the billing period that 
matches the majority of consumers”

“Quarterly, as it matches us” 

“If the Australian Government is backing the information…[I 
have]…more faith in a neutral body”

“when I changed health providers, I used the government website 
because the website provided all options, rather than just those who 
collect commission”

“I would go with a ‘Want to switch?’  then maybe a link there…’Or want 
to learn more?’, because you know, ‘want to switch’ puts me in 
defensive mode”

“Pictures are good. People like pictures”

“Emphasise the people and the price, then give me all the rest 
[afterwards]”

Relevance

Comparability

Ease of use

• There was a desire for a ‘what next’ option where they could 
understand how they could get extra information or how to switch

• Participants expressed a desire for the fact that prices are ‘average’ to 
be emphasised so that they know 

• Participants generally preferred the iconography for ease of use, 
although the majority still expressed that the rate was most important

• Some participants wanted additional information contained in the 
prices, such as off-peak and on-peak pricing, or environmental 
considerations

• The concept of a features section was consistently liked by 
participants for the extra detail it provided

• When participants where asked “What time period for estimated bill 
cost they would find more useful”, participants thought cost should be 
shown over the same period of time as bill period (however bill period 
varied across participants) - the most frequently mentioned time 
period was quarterly

• There was a preference for a dollar figure over time, rather than a 
price per unit of usage, However, some participants noted that they 
did like the price per unit of usage as additional information

• Participants felt they trusted/believed in the comparison more if it 
included the Australian Government Logo. Participants generally 
positioned the logo at the top of the page.

• In each personal design, the participants reported that their 
confidence in making choices would change if they had their designed 
information available when considering switching
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Iteration and selection of models and designs for online testing

Based on insights from the interviews, and supporting literature from our review, comparator 
rate designs were not progressed to online testing

• The insights from the focus interviews were used to iterate the models and 
designs prior to the online survey

• A decision was made to not progress the comparator rate version of the 
comparison price information into online testing for 3 key reasons:

1. Participants found it difficult to compare pricing when it was written in a 
cents per unit format, and participants preferred total price over a 
period of time

2. This feedback was consistent with prior Australian research that found 
consumers overwhelmingly expect dollar estimates when researching 
energy offers (Bastion Latitude, 2017), and the UK experience where it 
was found that participants generally preferred the unit of £ per 
month/year over pence per kWh (Ofgem, 2012)

3. Participants wanted a clear link between the comparison price and their 
bill and they thought in terms of the ‘dollars’ in which they paid their 
bills. This supported a ‘reference price’ model being preferable over a 
‘comparator rate’ in providing comparability back to bills and the way in 
which consumers experience and understand their energy costs.

• The online testing was designed to, in the first instance, understand what 
design and content participants would find most useful for choosing the 
relevant estimated price for their household

• For this reason, other elements of the designs (such as, time period for the 
estimated cost, and base / discounted price) where kept largely consistent 
across all the designs so that the selection of the preferred design wasn’t 
influenced by changes in other variables

• To gain feedback on other elements, specific questions where included in 
the survey, including questions on preferences for the estimated cost time 
period and if both discounted and undiscounted costs were preferred.

Design A

Design B Design C

Designs Tested in Online Usability Testing
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Consumer online testing

Structure and participants

Participants

126 individuals were surveyed, across all NERL markets

22% of the sample were 18-29 year old, 35% were 30-44 
year old, 23% were 45-60 year old, and 21% were >60 years 
old. 

32% of the sample had a household income of under $50k, 
40% had an income between $50-$100k, 13% had an income 
of $100-$150k, 9% had an income >$150,000 and 6% 
preferred not to disclose their income

45% of participants received a government energy concession 
and 55% of participants did not

Participants were from a range of locations: 36% from NSW, 
36% from QLD, 17% from SA, 6% from Tasmania, and 6% 
from ACT

26% of participants have solar power, and 9% of participants 
have a pool

In the last four years, 32% had switched electricity or gas 
retailers, 20% had switched electricity or gas plans with the 
same retailer, 26% had looked at switching retailers but did 
not switch, and 29% looked at switching plans within their 
retailer but had not switched

Testing structure

The survey consisted of 21 questions, covering details of an individual’s demographics, 
family and energy background and participants selection of their preferred comparison 
sheet. The survey was conducted online between February 2-5. A total number of 126 
individuals in NERL markets completed the survey.  

The survey was structured as follows, asking questions only related to electricity: 

Eligibility
Identify whether the participant is responsible or jointly responsible for managing the 
bills

Design
Test the useability of three different price comparison designs

Preferred Design
Identify which price comparison designs the participants found the most useful, how 
confident they felt in making decisions based on their selected model and other 
preferences (such as time period for estimated cost) related to comparison

Placement
Where participants would like the price comparison information to be shown

Demographics
Participant location, income and language spoken in the home

Background
Participant household structure, switching activity, and presence of pool or solar panels
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Participants expressed a clear preference for Design A, with 66% selecting it as the best option
for comparing the cost of plans

Consumer online testing results

Price comparison design

Participants were asked to consider each of the designs in turn, and give their 
opinion on how well they thought they performed against a small number of 
criteria (outlined in detail on the following page)

After considering each of the options individually, participants were also directly 
asked which design they thought would be best to compare the cost of plans 
and help you decide which energy plan is best for you?

Overall, participants responded most positively to Design A with 66% selecting 
it as the best option, followed by Designs B and C.

Reasons for selecting design

Participants were asked why they selected their chosen design. Of those 
choosing Design A, the most common reason given was that it was 
easy to understand and simple. A significant proportion, 35%, 
preferred it as it contained more information, which made it more 
transparent as to what the energy prices were based on. However some 
of those respondents noted that the actual consumption and cost 
information was the same between designs. Participants also made 
positive comments that the table layout made it easy to read, and about 
both the discounted and base price being equally prominent in size. 

Participants who responded that Designs B and C were the best, 
commonly stated that the designs were simple and faster to make a 
comparison with than Design A, which reinforces the importance of 
simplicity for most consumers.

Best design to compare the cost of plans and help you 
decide which energy plan is best for you

66%

20%

14%

Design A Design B Design C

39%

34%

9% 7% 9%

1% 1%

Easy Most info Layout General Relatable blank Base & Disc

prominent

Reasons for selecting Design A
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6% 3% 5%
10% 11% 9%

57% 58% 60%

27% 28% 27%

Total Agree:
84% 86% 87%

4% 5% 4%

16% 14% 13%

60% 59% 60%

21% 22% 22%

I find it quick and easy to choose
the estimated price for my

household

The information and estimated
price is simple to understand

If I had this information side by
side for different energy offers I

would feel confident I could
decide which plan was best for me

Strongly disagree Disagree Agree Strongly agree

80% 81% 83%

... However consumers found all of the designs quick & easy to use, and felt confident to decide 
on the best energy plan for them

Consumer online testing results

Price comparison design

As outlined earlier, participants were asked to consider each of the designs individually, 
and provide their opinion for each on the following:

1. I find it quick and easy to choose the estimated price for my household

2. The information and estimated price is simple to understand

3. If I had this information side by side for different energy offers I would feel 
confident I could decide which plan was best for me

Overall, participants had a strong positive response to each of the price 
comparison designs. 

For all of the designs, at least 80% of the participants either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly 
agreed’ with each of the statements above. 6% or fewer of the participants ‘strongly 
disagreed’ with any of the statements for each design.

Although participants responded positively to each of the designs, they responded 
most positively to Design A across each of the criteria. In particular, 27-28% of 
participants strongly agreed with each of the criteria, and the lowest proportion 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.

Design B performed the second best against each of the criteria followed by 
Design C. This is in line with the results when each of the designs were compared 
directly against each other.

Design A

Design B

Design C

Assessment of Price Comparison Designs

4% 4% 6%
12% 14%

10%

66%
62% 62%

18% 20% 22%

84% 82% 84%
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98% of participants who selected Design A found the typical household information useful for 
comparison, however 72% needed more information for decision making

Consumer online testing results

Usefulness of selected design

Based on the participants chosen design, the large majority of 
participants agreed, or strongly agreed, that the typical 
households are useful for providing a quick estimated price 
comparison. However, the majority also agreed that they would 
require more information to feel confident in their comparison of 
energy plans and making a decision.

22.22%

9.52%

19.05%

40.48%

7.14%

1.59%

$/day $/week $/month $/quarter $/3 months $/year

Most useful time periodUsefulness of selected design
(% agree/strongly agree)

94%

70%

98%

72%

84%

64%

89%

67%

I think that these typical
households are useful for providing
a quick estimated price comparison

I would need more information to
be confident in comparing energy

plans and making a decision

Overall Design A Design B Design C

Most useful comparison time period

Participants found a quarterly estimated cost the most useful 
time period in comparing energy plans (40%), followed by $/day 
(22%) and $/month (19%). 
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Participants needed more information for decision making

Consumer online testing results

Additional information

Participants were asked to identify what additional information would be 
most important to them to assist them in making a decision about their 
energy plan. Participants thought that information on conditions 
for discounts, payment methods, and exit fees were most 
important. 

24%

29%

30%

42%

53%

54%

56%

63%

64%

If posted paper bills are available

If there are fees for moving in

If households with solar panels are eligible for this…

If there are fees for paying by credit card

If there is choice of how often I receive bills

The tariffs/rates for the energy plan

Exit fee details

If there is choice of payment methods

Conditions for receiving discounts

Additional information

Participants aged 60 and above and participants with Government 
energy concessions identified that information on conditions for 
discounts, payment methods, and exit fees were the most important 
kinds of additional information, however for participants aged 60 and 
above a higher proportion of consumers selected this additional 
information as most important.

Only 4 participants rarely used the internet, with a further 15 using it 
several times a week only. These 19 participants identified the same 
three pieces of information as the most important, however in a 
different order. 

Overall, choice of payment methods was the most important additional 
information behind discount conditions. The over 60s, low internet users 
and concession holders all had higher preference for this additional 
information than the sampled population as a whole.

Participants in each of these subgroups also identified information on 
whether posted bills were available as more important than the overall 
population, particularly the over 60s and low internet users.

64%

85%

69%
63%63%

77%

65% 68%

56%

69%
63%

53%

24%

35%
28%

37%

Overall Over 60s Concession Low internet

Conditions for receiving discount Choice of payment methods

Exit fee details If posted paper bills are available

Additional information for sub-groups

Differences in additional information needs between sub-groups

We examined the results for this question across certain sub-groups of 
particular concern, including participants aged 60 or above, those with a 
Government energy concession, and those with limited internet usage. 
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Participants wanted to see the information presented in a range of formats and places, in 
particular energy bills (74%), comparison websites (47%) and retailer websites (45%) 

Consumer online testing results

Where should comparison information be displayed?

Participants were asked where they would like the comparison prices to be 
shown. They were provided a range of options, and were also able to 
suggest additions to those provided.

The majority of participants wanted to see comparison prices 
displayed on their energy bills, with 74% selecting that option. A 
significant proportion of respondents wanted to see comparison prices 
displayed on comparison websites and energy retailer’s websites, 
with 47% and 45% selecting those options respectively. 

In addition, 43% of participants stated they wanted to see comparator 
prices displayed anywhere an energy offer is being advertised. 
Broadly, this covers all of the options in the survey, including email and 
mailed advertisements. Some respondents may have interpreted this 
option as a ‘catch all’ – it may be appropriate to consider that all of the 
options have this level of support or higher.

26%

33%

40%

43%

45%

47%

74%

Letters/flyers I receive in the mail advertising
an energy offer

Emails I receive advertising energy offers

Energy plan information sheets

Anywhere that an energy offer is being
advertised

Retailer’s websites

Comparison websites

My energy bills

Where should information be displayed?
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Consumer online testing results

Participants who recently switched preferred more information, and those with a swimming pool 
tended to be more positive about comparisons overall

Consumers with a swimming pool (11 participants) 

• Participants with a pool were generally more positive towards all 
comparison sheets than consumers without a pool (noting a 
small sample size)

• They also felt more strongly about receiving more information 
about comparisons (90% agree/strongly agree) compared with 
those without a pool (68% agree/strongly agree)

Participants who have recently switched (65 participants)

• Of those who had recently switched the choice of Design A as 
their preferred option was 8% lower compared to those who had 
not switched recently

• Slightly more of those who have recently switched needed 
additional information compared to those who have not recently 
switched, especially with regards to moving fees (+12%) and 
payment methods (+5%). 

• However, less participants that had recently switched indicated 
they required detail around tariffs (-12%), compared to those 
who had not switched recently

88% 85%
91%

82%

94%

80%

Design A Design B Design C

Pool No pool

Satisfaction with price comparison designs
(% agree/strongly agree, average across three criteria)

62%

20% 18%

70%

20%

10%

Design A Design B Design C

Switch No Switch

Preferred design



Energy offer comparison pricing 29© 2018 Deloitte Access Economics. All rights reserved.

Consumer online testing results

Participants with a concession discount were more confident deciding which plan was best for 
them with B and C, and those with solar panels wanted more information on solar discounts

Participants with concession discounts (56 participants)

• Participants with concession discounts rated themselves as more 
confident deciding which plan was best for them using Designs B 
and C (nevertheless Design A was still their preferred overall). The 
opposite is true for those with no concession discounts, who found 
the Design A gave them greater confidence to compare plans.  

Consumers with solar panels (34 participants)

• More participants with solar panels selected Design A (75%) 
compared to those without solar (62%)

• Of those with solar power, 75% responded that they would like 
information regarding whether solar panels are eligible for the 
comparison plan. This is compared to 15% who did not have 
solar panels

84%
88%89%

80%
86%

80%

Design A Design B Design C

Concession Non-concession

Confidence deciding between plans
(% agree/strongly agree)

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Exit fee details

Conditions for receiving discounts

If there is choice of payment methods (e.g. direct debit
or internet, phone, post office)

If there is choice of how often I receive bills (e.g.
monthly or quarterly)

If posted paper bills are available

If there are fees for paying by credit card

If there are fees for moving in

The tariffs/rates for the energy plan

If households with 'Solar' panels are eligible for this plan

No solar Solar

Additional information
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Recommended comparison price model and design
Reference price with quarterly estimated bill, appliance usage description, and features 
information in the style of Design A

Wireframes of recommended price model and design
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Recommended comparison price model and design

The recommended comparison price model and design was determined on the 
following basis:

1. Insights from the consumer interviews, and review of prior research on the 
comparison price models, supported the selection of a reference price model

2. Test participants had a strong view Design A was the best option, which was 
consistent across all the subgroups. Participants considered the design easy to 
select their household, simple to understand and many valued the more detailed 
information it contained

3. The online testing provided strong support that a quarterly estimated price was 
more useful over other time periods (including monthly, daily or yearly) –
although we note some challenges that may occur using this approach (see text 
box at right)

4. Inclusion of features information was supported by the responses from online 
testing – participants wanted additional information with conditions for discounts, 
payment methods, and exit fees rated as most important

5. The Government and Energy Made Easy logos were included due to the 
consistent feedback received during the interviews that inclusion of these 
improved trust in the information.

Basis for recommendation

Best design to compare the cost of plans and help you 
decide which energy plan is best for you

66%

20%
14%

Design A Design B Design C

Further testing for seasonality

Participants consistently identified that price comparison information expressed as a 
quarterly cost estimate was the most useful in assisting them to compare energy 
plans and make a decision. It is worth noting however, particularly in the instance of 
gas, the combination of seasonal variability of consumption and tariffs can 
compromise the integrity of a single quarterly estimate. 

There are a range of options that could be adopted to address this – an annual bill 
estimate being one. However consumer testing identified very little support for 
presenting information on an annual basis. Another option would be to present a 
separate summer and winter quarterly cost estimate, however this increases the 
complexity of the information with potential consequences on the usability and 
uptake of the price comparison information.  

We propose that as part of further consumer testing that will develop the 
refinements for implementation across dynamic mediums, consideration be given to 
an option that includes summer and winter quarter estimated costs.  If found 
feasible, this could then be considered for a static format as well.

In the interim, given the comparison cost displayed on static media is not a personal 
estimate, but is rather based on average usage which smooths seasonal variations, 
the static comparison model can address seasonal variability of usage and costs by:

• Highlighting that the purpose of the estimated cost is for comparison purposes 
only and doesn’t include seasonal variations in usage, and 

• Referring consumers to energymadeeasy.gov.au to obtain a personalised 
estimate.
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In order to support a wide and consistent application aligned with customer 
expectations, consideration is needed on:

• how the comparison price methodology and assumptions can best be 
implemented across multiple website platforms external to 
energymadeeasy.gov.au 

• how best to support its wide adoption by making it easy for retailers to 
access the energymadeeasy.gov.au algorithms, and

• given the variation in pricing across distribution zones, whether there is a 
useful role for adoption of the comparison price in advertising of energy 
plans where the postcode, and therefore the distribution zone pricing, 
applicable to the customer is not known.

In addition to providing insights on the design and approach for a price 
comparison model, the online consumer testing also provided insights relevant 
for the implementation of such a model. Particularly with respect to locations 
for displaying comparison price information and potential improvements to 
energy bills to assist consumers in using the information.

Improving information on bills

The majority of participants wanted to see comparison prices displayed on 
their energy bills. During the interviews it was also apparent that participants 
struggled with finding the information on their bills that was relevant for using 
a comparison price model (for example the average daily usage for their 
household).

This suggests opportunities for improving the clarity of information on bills, 
and highlighting relevant information such as average daily usage.

Locations for displaying price comparison information

A significant proportion of respondents wanted to see comparison prices 
displayed on comparison websites, energy retailer’s websites, and anywhere 
that an energy offer is advertised.

This suggests that consumers would be in favour of a broad application of 
price comparison information. 

Consumer testing suggests need for consideration on whether parallel bill changes are required, and how 
best to achieve both a wide and consistent application of price comparison information across external 
platforms

26%

33%

40%

43%

45%

47%

74%

Letters/flyers I receive in the mail advertising
an energy offer

Emails I receive advertising energy offers

Energy plan information sheets

Anywhere that an energy offer is being
advertised

Retailer’s websites

Comparison websites

My energy bills

Where should information be displayed?

Additional considerations
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Energy sector

Precedent comparison models

Jurisdiction Platform & sector(s) Comparison models applied Comment

Victoria Victorian Energy 
Compare (website) 

Electricity and/or gas

Reference price 
($/year)

• The website asks consumers if they want prices sorted on price or 
discounted price before showing offers

• Iconography is used to capture key contract details

South Australia Energy Fact Sheet 
(Fact sheet)

Electricity and gas

[not current]

Reference price 
($/year)

• Electricity prices were based on three annual consumption levels: 
2MWh (low), 5MWh (medium) and 8.5MWh (high)

• Gas prices are based on three annual consumption levels: 6GJ, 24JG 
and 45 GJ

New Zealand What’s My Number? 
(website)

Powerswitch
(website)

Electricity and/or gas

Reference savings 
($/year)

Reference price 
($/year)

• The comparison has two steps: (1) consumers go to ‘What’s My 
Number’, enter their basic electricity information and obtain an 
estimate on their annual savings from switching ($/year); (2) 
consumers are referred to Powerswitch where they enter further 
details and get a comparison

• What’s My Number displays the number of website calculations and 
estimated savings are displayed 

• Powerswitch uses iconography to capture consumer data

• Consumers can fill in a request to switch directly from the 
Powerswitch website

UK 

(Private
companies –
guided by 
regulator)

Uswitch (website)

My Utility Genius 
(website)

Reference saving
($/year)

Reference
price/savings ($/year)

• Uswitch states an estimated average spend over the next 12 months 
for customers to use as a comparison

• My Utility Genius uses iconography to display key contract features
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Energy sector - USA

Precedent comparison models

Jurisdiction Platform & sector(s) Comparison models applied Comment

Ohio Energy Choice Ohio 
(website)

Electricity or Gas

(Residential, business)

Comparator rate 
(c/kWh)

• No individual information required. Comparisons are based on a
consumer’s relevant distributor

• Comparison rates can be compared to the ‘Price to compare’ printed 
on bills of all customer who have not switched suppliers

• A worksheet is also available for download to help consumers
compare suppliers

Pennsylvania PAPowerSwitch 
(website)

Electricity

(Residential, business)

Reference price 
($/month)

A comparator rate 
($/kWh) is provided as 
well

• No individual information required. Comparisons are based on a
consumer’s location and relevant distributor

• Before displaying comparisons, the website provides a summary of 
the number of offers, offer types, costs and reasons to compare
offers

Texas Power to Choose (Fact 
sheet and website)

Electricity

(Residential and small 
business)

Comparator rate
(c/kWh)

• Texas requires retailers to produce an Energy Fact Label displaying 
the electricity price, key contract information, the source of power 
generation and emissions. This information can be compared online 
at Power to Choose website

• Comparator rates are estimated at three monthly consumption 
levels: 500 kWh, 1000 kWh and 1500 kWh per month

Massachusetts Energy Disclosure
label (Fact sheet)

Comparator rate : 
c/kWh (for four levels 
of usage for residential
and commercial)

• The disclosure label displays basic service pricing, power sources, air 
emissions and regional average labour characteristics

• Some fact sheets, for example Eversource display average fixed and 
monthly charges across the year by consumer type (i.e. residential, 
small commercial etc.)

New York 
(State)

Power to Choose 
(website)

Electricity or Gas

Comparator rate 
($/kWh)

• No individual information required. Comparisons are based on a
consumer’s postcode

• Provides consumers a comparison to the incumbent utility
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Energy sector – Europe and Scandinavia 

Precedent comparison models

Jurisdiction Platform & sector(s) Comparison 
models applied

Comment

Sweden Elpriskollen (website)

Electricity (Residential)

Comparator rate 
(øre/kWh)

• A reference price is displayed in ‘more details’ (kr/year)

• Consumers can select their energy consumption from a reference 
spectrum of energy consumption

• Iconography is used to display power sources (for example solar and 
wind power)

Norway Strømpus (website)

Electricity (Residential)

Reference price 
(kr/month) 

• Consumers can switch to comparator rate (øre/kWh)

• The site has four viewing options: spot price (default), fixed price, 
variable price and other costs

• The website only requires a consumers address to display a 
comparison. A more accurate quote can then be obtained by choosing 
to enter more details

Austria Tarifkalkulator 
(website)

Electricity or Gas 
(Residential)

Choice of Reference 
price (EUR/year),
comparator price 
(c/year) and a 
decomposed ‘energy 
price’

• The decomposed ‘energy price’ shows the average work price (c/kWh), 
the basic flat rate (EUR/year) and, if applicable, the service price 
(EUR/kW/year) for each product

• Savings per year are displayed under the comparison quote

Belgium

(Flanders)

V-test (website)

Electricity and/or Gas
(Residential or small 
business)

Reference price 
(EUR/year)

• Consumers can choose type of house, size, and occupants

France Energie-info (website)

Electricity and/or Gas 
(Residential or small 
business)

Reference price 
(EUR/year)

• Shows % of green electricity

• Can choose to view costs in monthly amount or by bill period
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Other sectors

Precedent comparison models

Jurisdiction Platform & 
sector(s)

Comparison models 
applied

Comment

Norway Finansportalen

Insurance

Reference price 
($/year)

• Provides investments, pensions, bank and insurance comparison

Mexico Condusef

Insurance

Reference price
($/year)

• Uses iconography to display what services are included, excluded and 
available for an additional fee

• For health insurance, the website provides a per person cost estimate 
based on the number of people in the family

• For car insurance, the consumer can chose their primary comparison 
criteria (e.g. safety, cost)

USA Health Care Finder Reference price 
($/month)

• Provides an additional comparison of out-of-pocket limits, annual 
deductibles, and coverage level

Australia Critical Information 
Summary (Fact 
sheet)

Telecommunications

Reference price 
(minimum $/month 
based on contract)

• The Critical Information Summaries must also include the following 
price information as well as contract details: the minimum and 
maximum monthly charge for the service (generally reflected through 
the early termination charge); the maximum fee for early termination; 
and, the standard charges

Portugal Anacom 
COM.eschola

Telecommunications

Provides both a 
reference price
(EUR/month) and 
comparator rates 
(EUR/minute)

• Results are sorted based on the reference price, however some 
contracts have no monthly charge, and can only be compared on 
comparator rates



Energy offer comparison pricing 42© 2018 Deloitte Access Economics. All rights reserved.

Other sectors

Precedent comparison models

Jurisdiction Platform & sector(s) Comparison models applied Comment

Ireland CCPC Financial 
services

(Personal loans)

Finance

Mix of comparator 
rate and reference 
rate

(Annual percentage
rate, monthly 
repayments, total 
cost of credit)

• The website provides a comparison of credit cards, loans, mortgages 
and lump sum deposits

• Consumers can use a sliding scale to input their loan amount and period

Canada FCAC Financial 
services

(Account and Credit 
cards)

Finance

Reference price 
($/month or $/year) 
and a comparator 
rate (% interest rate)

• Results are ordered base on the reference price (for example the annual 
fee) and then the comparator rate

• Highlights additional service offerings

Australia Energy Efficiency 
Rating

(Appliances)

Energy Efficiency

Rating (1-6 star or 7-
10 stars)

• The rating also provides a usage benchmark (kWh/year) as a secondary 
comparison

• The star rating is based on energy consumption and size of the product

• Exploring the potential of a zone-based energy efficiency labelling 
system (location based) – already adopted in EU and USA

Europe Energy Efficiency
Label

Rating ( and energy 
grading from D to 
A+++)

• Also provide a comparator rate in kWh/annum

Australia Green Vehicle Guide Comparator rate (CO2 
g/km) 

• The comparator rate is displayed on an ‘Efficiency meter’

• The website also calculates a reference price for fuel per annum 
($/year)
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Literature on effectiveness of Comparison Models

Reviews of effectiveness from the literature – Ease of use

Effectiveness General Comments Average H, M, L

Ease of Use

Reference Price

+ Respondents of all types were better at estimating the dollar 
value of their energy bills on average and for the whole year 
than they were at working out their annual consumption of gas 
or electricity (Wallis, 2010)

+ Some preferred annualised cost information since they are not 
able to visualise their energy consumption or a single unit of 
energy (Wallis, 2010)

+ In Telecommunications, the impact on future [switching] 
behaviour is driven by the size of the total bill, rather than the 
information provided on the bill on the prices of individual calls 
and the associated per minute charges (London Economics, 
2010)

+ Respondents have 
a sense of whether 
their bills are high 
or low relative to 
others and 
domestic 
customers (Wallis, 
2010)

Comparator 
Rate

– Consumers have little understanding of the units used to 
measure electricity (kWh) (Wallis, 2010)

– Very few participants liked the use of kWh, for example in the 
best buy table (a comparison table), as it was not immediately 
clear what their savings would be (Ofgem, 2012)

– An advertisement, showing the price in kWh, had little impact 
on most participants as the unit of kWh had little or no meaning 
to them (Ofgem, 2012)

+ Respondents have 
a sense of whether 
their bills are high 
or low relative to 
others and 
domestic 
customers (Wallis, 
2010)

Other 
Considerations

– People who have limited literacy and numeracy skills, when 
confronted with [comparison] documents had great difficulty in 
understanding them (Wallis, 2010)
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Effectiveness of Comparison Models

Reviews of effectiveness from the literature - Comparability

Effectiveness General Comments Average H, M, L

Comparability

Reference Price

+ Generally easier to compare because of there is consistency in 
the cost data presented (Wallis, 2010)

+ Many participants were immediately attracted by the £ per year 
or £ per month metric as it seemed to indicate more clearly what 
savings would be compared with a pence per unit of energy 
metric. (Ofgem, 2012)

– Businesses, in particular, disliked the annualised costs system of 
showing prices, since they were unsure how much energy they 
used and how to categorise themselves. (Wallis, 2010)

+ Most liked the 
indication of 
low/medium/high 
user as the price 
advertised became 
more relevant to 
the individual 
consumer (Ofgem, 
2012)

Comparator 
Rate

– Many switchers, including those formerly confident with unit 
rates, realise that variations in standing charges, dual fuel 
discounts and two-tier rates can obscure comparisons. (MORI, 
2011)

+ Most liked the 
indication of 
low/medium/high 
user as the price 
advertised became 
more relevant to 
the individual 
consumer (Ofgem, 
2012)

Other 
Considerations

• Participant responses reflected a need for both types of data 
[Comparator Rate and Reference Price] to be used together –
general data to compile a shortlist, then exact data to select a 
single company. The qualitative findings support this theory of a 
two-stage process. (MORI, 2011)

• Although participants generally preferred the unit of £ per 
month/year to pence per kWh, some more engaged active 
participants wanted the option of seeing both formats. (Ofgem, 
2012)
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Effectiveness of Comparison Models

Reviews of effectiveness from the literature - Relevance

Effectiveness General Comments Average H, M, L

Relevance

Reference Price

+ In practice, most switched for the first time on the basis of 
relatively vague claims about annual savings in pounds, 
rather than by studying unit rates or calculating total bills
(MORI, 2011)

– The key weakness was showing annualised cost data 
without the underlying unit price information and with no 
means of knowing precisely what that means for an 
individual household or business (Wallis, 2010)

– The approach may significantly compromise the accuracy of 
retail offer prices, which risks misleading customers (AER, 
2010)

– Some participants felt that an indicative monthly cost was 
misleading as it did not explain clearly that this is not what 
an individual consumer would pay since it depends on their 
own personal consumption (Ofgem, 2012)

– Most were confused as 
to what an “average 
user” would mean in 
reality. Many felt that it 
had little relevance to 
them as they did not 
know how they compare 
to "average‟ (Ofgem, 
2012)

– Differences in climate 
and demographic 
characteristics which 
create different demand 
profiles, would affect 
the accuracy of prices 
under each annual 
consumption band.

– Small/medium/large 
groups do not 
always fit everyone’s 
usage to their 
satisfaction (MORI, 
2011)

Comparator 
Rate

– Unit pricing method does not give customers a sense of 
their overall energy costs unless they have the willingness 
and ability to undertake calculations. This could act as a 
barrier to the effectiveness of the standardised unit pricing 
method (AER, 2010)

– Expressing discounts in p/kWh is difficult for consumers to 
engage with. It is difficult to explain what the standing 
charge is to consumers and why it costs what it does 
(Ofgem, 2015)

– Most were confused as 
to what an “average 
user” would mean in 
reality. Many felt that it 
had little relevance to 
them as they did not 
know how they compare 
to "average‟ (Ofgem, 
2012)

– Small/medium/large 
groups do not 
always fit everyone’s 
usage to their 
satisfaction (MORI, 
2011)

Other 
Considerations

• Participants’ most common response to the most 
meaningful way to see the savings was in a monthly format. 
This was closely followed by a quarterly format (Ofgem, 
2012)
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Discussion Guide

Focus Interviews
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Discussion Guide

Focus Interviews

Electricity Design 1

Electricity Design 2 Electricity Design 3
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Discussion Guide

Focus Interviews

Gas Design 1 Gas Design 2

Gas Design 3
Gas Design 4
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Discussion Guide

Focus Interviews

Mock Electricity Bill Mock Gas Bill
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Discussion Guide

Focus Interviews

Inspiration Design Elements - Electricity
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Discussion Guide

Focus Interviews

Inspiration Design Elements - Gas
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Participant ‘design your own’ exercise

Focus Interviews

Participant 1

• Government logos

• House graphic

• Usage per day

• Discount + base price

• Explanation of discount

• Bill and fee features

Participant 2

• Government logos

• House graphic

• Usage per day

• Discount + base price

• Bill and fee features

Participant 3

• Government logos

• Household demographics 

• Usage per day

• Discount + base price

• Bill and fee features

Participant 4

• Government logos

• Usage in detailed table

• Discount + base price

• Bill and fee features
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Participant ‘design your own’ exercise

Focus Interviews

Participant 5

• Usage per day

• Discount + base price

• Bill and fee features

Participant 6

• Government logos

• House vs apartment living

• Off peak vs peak usage 
comparison

• Further information on energy 
saving tips

Participant 8

• Usage per month

• Discount + base price

Participant 7

• Government logo

• Usage per day

• Discount + base price (including 
cost/day and comparator rate as 
extra information)

• Bill and fee features
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Questionnaire

Online Testing
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Best design to compare the cost of plans and help you decide which energy plan is 
best for you

Summary of results for groups of particular interest

81%

8%
12%

Design A Design B Design C

Over 60s

66%

20%

14%

Design A Design B Design C

Concession

64%

18% 18%

Design A Design B Design C

Pool

75%

3%

22%

Design A Design B Design C

Solar
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Reasons for selecting Design A 

Summary of results for groups of particular interest

33%

29%

10%

5%

24%

Easy Most info Layout General Relatable

Over 60s

41%

35%

5%

11%
8%

Easy Most info Layout General Relatable

Concession

43%

14%

29%

0%

14%

Easy Most info Layout General Base & Disc
prominent

Pool

17%

42%

21%

17%

4%

Easy Most info Layout Relatable blank

Solar
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Where should information be displayed?

Summary of results for groups of particular interest

50%

35%

38%

27%

46%

38%

77%

Energy plan information sheets

Retailer’s websites

Anywhere that an energy offer is being
advertised

Letters/flyers I receive in the mail
advertising an energy offer

Emails I receive advertising energy offers

Comparison websites

My energy bills

Over 60s

41%

38%

38%

30%

27%

45%

70%

Energy plan information sheets

Retailer’s websites

Anywhere that an energy offer is being
advertised

Letters/flyers I receive in the mail
advertising an energy offer

Emails I receive advertising energy offers

Comparison websites

My energy bills

Concession

36%

36%

45%

18%

27%

45%

64%

Energy plan information sheets

Retailer’s websites

Anywhere that an energy offer is being
advertised

Letters/flyers I receive in the mail
advertising an energy offer

Emails I receive advertising energy offers

Comparison websites

My energy bills

Pool

41%

34%

44%

25%

44%

38%

69%

Energy plan information sheets

Retailer’s websites

Anywhere that an energy offer is being
advertised

Letters/flyers I receive in the mail
advertising an energy offer

Emails I receive advertising energy offers

Comparison websites

My energy bills

Solar
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Most useful time period for estimated bill cost

Summary of results for groups of particular interest

12%

4%

12%

62%

12%

0%

$/day $/week $/month $/quarter $/3months $/year

Over 60s

23%

7%

18%

45%

5%

2%

$/day $/week $/month $/quarter $/3months $/year

Concession

18% 18%

27%

36%

0% 0%

$/day $/week $/month $/quarter $/3months $/year

Pool

19%

6%

16%

47%

9%

3%

$/day $/week $/month $/quarter $/3months $/year

Solar
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53%

75%

63%

50%

22%

59%

31%

47%

75%

Exit fee details

Conditions for receiving discounts

If there is choice of payment methods (e.g. direct debit
or internet, phone, post office)

If there is choice of how often I receive bills (e.g.
monthly or quarterly)

If posted paper bills are available

If there are fees for paying by credit card

If there are fees for moving in

The tariffs/rates for the energy plan

If households with 'Solar' panels are eligible for this
plan

Solar

Additional information required

Summary of results for groups of particular interest

69%

85%

77%

62%

35%

50%

15%

62%

50%

Exit fee details

Conditions for receiving discounts

If there is choice of payment methods (e.g. direct debit
or internet, phone, post office)

If there is choice of how often I receive bills (e.g.
monthly or quarterly)

If posted paper bills are available

If there are fees for paying by credit card

If there are fees for moving in

The tariffs/rates for the energy plan

If households with solar panels are eligible for this plan

Over 60s

63%

69%

65%

56%

28%

39%

28%

52%

26%

Exit fee details

Conditions for receiving discounts

If there is choice of payment methods (e.g. direct debit
or internet, phone, post office)

If there is choice of how often I receive bills (e.g.
monthly or quarterly)

If posted paper bills are available

If there are fees for paying by credit card

If there are fees for moving in

The tariffs/rates for the energy plan

If households with solar panels are eligible for this plan

Concession

55%

91%

45%

36%

18%

55%

27%

45%

36%

Exit fee details

Conditions for receiving discounts

If there is choice of payment methods (e.g. direct debit
or internet, phone, post office)

If there is choice of how often I receive bills (e.g.
monthly or quarterly)

If posted paper bills are available

If there are fees for paying by credit card

If there are fees for moving in

The tariffs/rates for the energy plan

If households with solar panels are eligible for this plan

Pool
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