


Good and poor practice
	
	Good practice
	Poor practice
	Evidence

	Agent oversight
	Having clear and consistent oversight arrangements enabling shortfalls to be identified:
· Clear governance structure to monitor delivery of good consumer outcomes, via intermediaries, and taking action to address shortfalls in a timely manner.
· Clear consumer outcomes that principal firms expect their intermediaries to deliver.
· Providing their agents with the information they needed to comply with the Duty.
· Regular monitoring of agents’ compliance with their obligations under the Duty.
· Regular summary Board MI on intermediary oversight, with RAG rated measures identifying any shortfalls, mitigating actions and action owners.
	Arrangements lacking clarity and consistency:
· Asserting that they were regularly and systematically assessing delivery of good consumer outcomes via intermediaries but being unable to demonstrate this.
· Having high level MI measuring delivery of good consumer outcomes but being unable to drill down to delivery of good outcomes via key intermediaries.
· Taking action against intermediaries falling short of their Consumer Duty related standards but being unable to demonstrate that the firm was appropriately remediating consumers.
· Being unable to demonstrate whether they had provided their intermediaries with the information they needed to ensure compliance with the Duty.
	

	Agent oversight next steps
	

	Fair value assessments
	· The best firms clearly set out whether they considered they were delivering fair value to their customers for each of their products and services and provided a clear supporting rationale.
· These firms considered the differing groups of customers who used a product or service and how the costs and benefits fell on those groups.
· Where they identified shortfalls in the delivery of fair value, they set out the remediating actions they were taking.
· They considered a range of relevant factors to form a view as to whether price was reasonable in relation to the benefits received.  
	· Some firms did not clearly conclude whether they considered they were delivering fair value and/or provided insufficient explanation for their conclusion.
· Some firms limited their value assessment to price comparisons and did not sufficiently consider non-financial benefits such as the level of consumer support provided.
	

	Fair value assessment next steps
	

	Consumer understanding
	· The best firms had clear arrangements in place to ensure their customers received the support they required to make informed decisions in relation to their products and services.
· Such firms' procedures tended to go beyond first and second line reviews of text and included some form of testing consumer understanding of their communications.
· Testing arrangements included testing consumer understanding both before and after communications were sent out. Examples included:
· Pre-testing communications directly with consumers or using standardised reading ease tests. These consider factors such as average length of sentences and average number of syllables per word.
· Post-testing communications after issuing them using online customer surveys.
· Some firms tested communications using A/B testing. This involves testing particular wording that is different in 2 otherwise similar versions of a communication to determine which is easier to understand.
· Firms demonstrating an effective approach to testing consumer understanding provided comprehensive MI that included a range of data from regular reviews to provide management with assurance that customer understanding was appropriately supported.
	· Other firms were unable to provide assurance that they were robustly assessing whether they were supporting their customers to make informed decisions in relation to their products and services.
· Such firms relied more heavily on existing first and second line review procedures and conducted limited or no pre-testing or post testing of communications.
· Some firms’ customer MI appeared to be limited to distant proxy measures of customer understanding such as email open rates or net promoter score measures.
	

	Consumer understanding next steps
	

	Consumer support
	· The best firms were able to demonstrate that they had considered the support needs of their customers, including those who were vulnerable.
· They provided support channels appropriate to the needs of their target consumers.
· They had clear internal service level agreements (SLAs) on delivering support and addressed any shortfalls in a timely manner.
· Their MI enabled likely issues with customer support to be identified using complaints and SLA data. Swift action was taken to investigate and fix issues.
	· Some firms were unable to demonstrate that they had sufficiently considered the needs of their customers, including those who may be vulnerable, and provide appropriate support channels to them.
· Did not clearly point consumers to key support channels.
· Were unable to demonstrate good consumer support outcomes on complaints handling, exacerbating poor delivery of consumer support overall.
	

	Consumer support next steps
	

	Governance
	· The best firms demonstrated that their boards regularly considered and challenged the extent to which they were delivering good consumer outcomes and were remediating shortfalls.
· This included remediating shortfalls in delivering good consumer outcomes via their agents and distributors.
· Such firms tended to have more detailed minutes providing evidence of the nature of the discussion, challenge by the Board and Consumer Duty Champion and the remediating action required.
· Concise MI packs were provided to the Board that allowed proper consideration of Duty matters.
	· Some firms were unable to clearly demonstrate that they had considered the Duty in their governance arrangements. We asked firms to provide their Consumer Duty governance structure to us. In some cases, the documents we received initially included no mention of the Duty and we had to ask firms to make sure they had considered the Duty in their governance arrangements.
· Some Board minutes provided no, or very limited, evidence of challenge regarding the firm’s implementation of the Duty.
· Some Board minutes noted the Board’s satisfaction with progress in embedding the Duty but failed to address key shortfalls, such as late delivery of key actions raised in other documents we received.
	

	Governance next steps
	

	Management information
	Set out MI in a way that assists the Board to identify good outcomes and shortfalls.
· Setting out the good outcomes they wish to deliver under each of the outcome lenses and linking the MI measures to them.
· Including traffic lighted red, amber and green statistical thresholds or similar on each measure to identify shortfalls requiring investigation.
· Clearly setting out remediating actions with action owners, target completion dates and progress updates.
· Assessing whether the remediating actions had been effective in raising standards.  
	· Some firms had made minimal changes to their pre-Consumer Duty Board MI. In some cases, this meant that it was insufficient to identify shortfalls in delivering poor Consumer Duty outcomes.
· Some firms did not clearly link their Board MI to Consumer Duty outcomes or include statistical thresholds or clear qualitative assessments on whether they were delivering good outcomes. This is likely to make it challenging for them to identify poor consumer outcomes.
	

	Management information next steps
	






