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The complaint

Mrs B complains that Project Solar UK Ltd (“Project Solar”) misled her with regards the 
financial benefits she could expect from a solar panel system they sold to her. 

What happened

In March 2017, Mrs B bought a solar panel system from Project Solar using a fixed sum loan 
agreement they arranged with a finance provider (who I’ll call “S”).  

Mrs B appointed a claims management company (“the CMC”) who sent Project Solar a letter 
of claim in February 2023 alleging that they had misrepresented the financial benefits Mrs B 
could expect to receive from the solar panel system. The CMC also alleged that Project 
Solar told Mrs B that the system would be self-funding and would pay for itself within 15 
years. The CMC also said that Project Solar used an exaggerated consumption rate to 
increase the quoted savings and the system was underperforming. 

Project Solar didn’t uphold the claim. Our investigator considered the matter and didn’t 
recommend that the complaint should be upheld. She felt that Project Solar hadn’t 
misrepresented the system to Mrs B or unfairly exaggerated the benefits or savings in 
relation to the sale of the system. And she said the system was performing as expected. 

Mrs B didn’t agree. She said, via the CMC, that the system was clearly underperforming and 
that it won’t pay for itself within its life cycle. 

The CMC asked for the complaint to be passed to an ombudsman. 

What I’ve decided – and why

I’ve considered all the available evidence and arguments to decide what’s fair and 
reasonable in the circumstances of this complaint.

There are several documents that have been provided by both the CMC and Project Solar. 
These include the credit agreement and solar quote, titled ‘Your Personal Solar Quotation’. 
I’ve considered these, along with the evidence provided by the CMC, to decide on balance 
what is most likely to have happened. 

The quote is a detailed document that sets out key information about the system, the 
expected performance, financial benefits and technical information. Project Solar has said 
that this formed a central part of the sales process, and their representative would have 
discussed this in detail with Mrs B, explaining any benefits of the system, prior to her 
agreeing to enter into the contract. 

Having thought carefully about the available evidence, I’m satisfied that on balance the 
quote did form a central part of the sales process and therefore accept that the salesperson 
went through it during the meeting. So, I’ve taken this into account, along with Mrs B’s 
version of events when considering if there have been any untrue statements of fact. 



The credit agreement sets out the amount being borrowed, the interest to be charged, total 
amount payable, the term of the loan and the contractual monthly repayments. The loan 
agreement clearly sets out the cash price of the goods. I’m satisfied that Mrs B was told that 
the cost of the system was £8,850. The quote sets this out clearly. This is also supported by 
the credit agreement which sets out that the cash price of the system was £8,850. The total 
amount of credit shown in the agreement is £8,750 (after Mrs B had paid a £100 deposit) 
and it goes on to show that the total amount payable would be £16,807.60. The credit 
agreement also sets out that the monthly payment due was £92.62. 

Having considered all the evidence, I’m satisfied that Mrs B was told there would be a 
monthly loan repayment due. The quote makes this clear, as set out in one of the tables I’ve 
referred to further on in my decision. 

Overall, I’m satisfied that the two documents, the quote, and the credit agreement, made it 
clear that although the cost of the system was £8,850, it would cost Mrs B more than this as 
she had decided to pay for it with an interest-bearing loan. 

Mrs B has said Project Solar told her the system would be self-funding and would pay for 
itself within the term of the loan. I’ve considered the quote that was provided by them as well 
as Mrs B’s recollections of her meeting with their representative to decide what is most likely 
to have been said. 

The system analysis page of the quote sets out the estimated income Mrs B could expect to 
receive by way of FIT payments from the system. This is split out into the expected FIT 
payments in the first year and the expected average income over 20 years. The FIT scheme 
only provides payments for a 20-year period.

I think the first of these tables is clear that Mrs B could expect to receive a total FIT income 
in year one of £107.71, which results in an average monthly income of £8.98. 

The quote goes on to look at the electricity savings Mrs B could expect from the system – as 
shown below. 



The expected year one electricity savings is £191.60 and, when taking into account the 
optional extras chosen by Mrs B the combined income and savings in year one is shown as 
£564.27 (which results in a monthly benefit of £47.02). This is shown in a table titled ‘Putting 
it all together’.

As outlined above, the loan agreement set out that there would be a monthly repayment due 
of £92.62 (which is £1,111.44 over a year). As a result, I’m not able to conclude that Project 
Solar told Mrs B that the monthly loan repayments would be covered by the FIT payments 
and savings on energy bills. 

There’s a section in the quote headed ‘Repayments’ with three table showing repayments 
over 60 months, 120 months and 180 months. I’ve focused on the table for 180 months as 
this is the length of the loan that Mrs B entered into with S. This table shows the loan as 
repayable in 180 monthly payments of £93.49 (which is only slightly more than the actual 
loan repayment Mrs B was paying as she had chosen to defer her first payment for three 
months). For each year of the 15-year loan it shows the expected grand total return from the 
system. It then averages that figure over 12 months, and subtracts the monthly loan 
repayment of £93.49, to give an average difference between the monthly return from the 
system and the monthly loan repayment in each year.



I think the quote clearly sets out the income Mrs B could expect to receive from the system, 
by way of FIT payments, as well as her expected contractual monthly loan repayments. And 
the table clearly sets out that the overall income she could expect to receive by way of FIT 
income and any additional savings, would not be immediately enough to cover the monthly 
loan repayments. This supports my finding above that Mrs B wasn’t told the FIT payments 
would cover the loan repayments. And, as I’ve found that the quote did form a central part of 
the sales process which the salesperson went through at the meeting, I don’t think I can 
reasonably find that Project Solar told Mrs B that the monthly loan repayments would be 
covered by the FIT income and additional savings. 

I’ll now consider whether Project Solar told Mrs B that the system would be self-funding from 
the outset. In doing so I’ll again weigh all the available evidence to decide what is most likely 
to have happened. Bearing in mind my finding on the central role the quote played in the 
sales meeting, I’ve considered the table above which sets out the estimated average 
monthly income from the system, and the effect on that income of subtracting the monthly 
loan repayment. I’m satisfied that the table is clear and easy to understand and on balance 
I’m also satisfied that the salesperson referred to the table at the meeting. 

As a result, I consider the salesperson did not make a representation that the system would 
be self-funding from the outset. Rather, I find that the salesperson went through the quote at 
the meeting which sets out that there would be a difference between the expected income 
and the monthly loan repayments. 

That said, I do accept that Project Solar told Mrs B that the system would be self-funding 
over a certain duration of time. The ‘system performance and returns’ page of the quote has 
a table detailing the performance over 25 years. This shows that by year 18 the overall 
benefits that Mrs B could expect to receive would have exceeded the total amount payable 
under the loan agreement.



As I’ve set out above, I’m satisfied that Project Solar told Mrs B that the system would pay 
for itself by year 18, and then would provide her with a profit. If that were an untrue 
statement of fact, and I’m satisfied that this was what induced Mrs B to enter into the 
contract, and she subsequently suffered a loss, that would amount to a misrepresentation. 
So, I’ve gone on to consider the performance of the system in the context of the 
representations Project Solar made.

The MCS certificate and quote sets out that the system is expected to produce 1640.75 kWh 
a year. I have looked at Mrs B’s FIT statements and can see what the solar panels are 
generating on average annually. Based on the FIT data provided, it seems the system is 
generating slightly less than Project Solar predicted at the time of sale, but only on average 
by 58.13kWh each year between March 2017 and June 2022 (which spans the time for 
which Mrs B’s energy provider provided a FIT statement). I’m not satisfied though that this 
difference can be attributed to a misrepresentation made by Project Solar; it could be for 
example that the system has a fault that can be fixed. 



Mrs B may wish to take up Project Solar’s offer to have the system inspected to investigate 
this matter. But any fault with the system would be something that Mrs B would need to take 
up with S, if she wanted our service to then consider this. We wouldn’t be able to consider 
that against Project Solar. I’ve only considered whether Project Solar made any 
misrepresentations when it estimated the financial returns Mrs B was likely to receive from 
the system.

I have also looked at the assumptions used by Project Solar, including the self-consumption 
rate, expected annual increase in utility prices (EPR) and expected annual RPI inflation 
increase. I am satisfied that their method for calculating these are fair and reasonable. So, I 
do not think the figures quoted on the contract were misrepresentations, but reasonable 
estimates. 

To calculate the savings from the solar panels, Project Solar used a self-consumption rate of 
75%. Self-consumption rate is the proportion of electricity generated by the solar panels that 
Project Solar assumed that Mrs B could use herself, rather than exporting it to the grid. My 
understanding is that Project Solar tailored the self-consumption rate based on what it knew 
about the customer and how they used electricity. The CMC has argued that Project Solar 
should’ve used the “industry standard” self-consumption rate of 37% when calculating the 
savings, especially in light of Mrs B’s specific circumstances. But I don’t think it was 
unreasonable for Project Solar to tailor the self-consumption rate based on the information 
available to it. And I have not seen sufficient evidence to persuade me that the self-
consumption rate used by Project Solar was unreasonable in this instance. 

Overall, and for the reasons I’ve set out above, I don’t find that Project Solar misrepresented 
the financial benefits as Mrs B has claimed and I find that they presented the information to 
Mrs B in a way that was clear, fair and not misleading. 

My final decision

I don’t uphold this complaint. 

Under the rules of the Financial Ombudsman Service, I’m required to ask Mrs B to accept or 
reject my decision before 21 June 2024.

 
Daniel Picken
Ombudsman


