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SAVE	Objectives

• Test	efficacy	of	demand	response	via:
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Interventions
Domestic	Monitoring Feeder

Monitoring
1. LED	lighting	trials
-Lighting	is	responsible	for	19%
of	evening	peak	demand

2.	Data informed	
engagement	
-other	trials	suggest	reductions	
of	around	6%

3. Data	informed	
engagement	+	prices	
signals
-other	trials	suggest	reductions	
of	around	6%

4.	Community Energy	
Coaching
-Two	communities,	one	affluent	
one	deprived
-Other	benefits	i.e.	PSR	
customers
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Statistically	
robust

Generalisable

Controlled



SAVE	Design	Criteria
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• =>	Random	sample
• =>	Large	enough	sample

Statistically	robust:

• =>	Representative	sample

Generalisable:

• =>	Randomly	allocated	trial	&	control	groups

Controlled



Large	‘enough’?
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Trial	Group	 Size	Required

Designed	
effect	size

Required	trial	group	size

Source:	UoS analysis	of	Irish	CER	Domestic	Demand	Response	pre-trial	consumption	data
Mean	kWh	16:00	– 20:00	(“Evening	peak”)
p =	0.05,	P	=	0.8

=>	Each trial	group	>	1000



SAVE:	Study	Design

Trial	
Period	3

Trial	
Period	2

Trial	
Period	1

Trial	
GroupsSurvey

Representative	
Random	Sample

N	>	4000

Group	1:
Control

Group	2:	
(LEDs)

Group	3:
(Engagement)

Group	4:
(Engagement	+	£)
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Recruitment	process

•Hampshire,	Isle	of	Wight,	Southampton,	Portsmouth

Select	study	area

• Stratify	census	areas	by	deprivation	quintile
•Randomly	select	n	census	areas	within	deprivation	quintiles
•Randomly	select	50	address	per	census	area	from	PAF

Select	Addresses

• Letter	sent	by	research	agency

Contact

• Field	visit:	research	agency	staff

Survey	&	install	kit

20

4,318	households

32,000	letters



What	was	done

• Install	Meter	Clamp
◦ 15	minute	Wh
◦ 10	second	W

• 20	minute	household	survey
◦ Deferred	to	telephone/web
◦ Repeated	annually

• Control	Group
◦ Nothing	else

• Trial	Groups
◦ Interventions
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Navetas Loop AWS	S3 UoS



Survey	outcomes

Age Occupancy

22

Source:	UoS analysis	of	SAVE	vs	Understanding	Society	Wave	4 sample	for	South	East	England	
(weighted	for	non-response)



Survey	outcomes

Income Eco	attitudes
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Source:	UoS analysis	of	SAVE	vs	Understanding	Society	Wave	4 sample	for	South	East	England	
(weighted	for	non-response)



Outcomes	by	trial	group

Eco	attitudes Log	mean	Wh

24

Source:	UoS analysis	of	SAVE	data



Illustrative	results:	daily	profiles
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Household	Response	Person:	Employment	status

Error	bars:	95%	CI	(assuming	normality)

Sunday	
Peak?



Illustrative	results:	daily	profiles
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Dwelling:	Main	heat	source

Error	bars:	95%	CI	(assuming	normality)

N	=	120
N	=	18

N	=	155

N	=	2581



Trial	1	4-8:	Preliminary	results

27

SRDC 4 Evidence Report  SSET206 SAVE  

  Solent Achieving Value from Efficiency 
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The price levels in TP1 were determined based upon analysis put together in the SAVE business case 

(Appendix N of full submission) and ensuring any level was deemed market competitive (this is 

important to consider for aggregator models of domestic DSR). Given the ‘event day’ structure of the 

trials present clear similarities to National Grid’s triads; commercial analysis was performed between 

average household demand and £/kW payment levels for triads, the outcome of which suggested a 

£10 incentive would require at least a 7% load-reduction from each household to be cost-competitive. 

Accounting behavioural economics in this equation it was determined that consumer responsiveness 

would benefit from a more relatable, less precise figure of load-reduction and hence this was rounded 

to 10% for £10. 

 

Below is an example of the email message group 2 received two days before the event day. Group 3 

received a similar email but with a note about the incentive.  

 

Figure 18: Event day messaging 

 

5.2 Trial Outcomes 

5.2.1 LED Trial 

As described earlier, mailers directed the LED trial participants to http://saveled.co.uk, which was set 

up by RS Components.  This website allowed participants to purchase discounted LEDs from a 

• Series	of	weekly	coms
◦ Jan	– Feb	2017	

• 16:00	– 18:00	period
◦ Control	Group

• Nothing
◦ Group	2

• Messages
◦ Group	3

• Messages	+
• £	Incentive

• Specific	Day
◦ 15th March	2017

• 16:00	– 18:00	period
◦ Control	Group

• Nothing
◦ Group	2

• Messages
◦ Group	3

• Messages	+
• £	Incentive



Trial	1	4-8	Event:	Preliminary	results  

 
 

   
 

Figure	5:	Temporal	profiles	of	consumption	around	the	event	day	(with	95%	CI)	

	

The	set	of	charts	below	in	Figure	6	show	the	overall	mean	for	the	16:00	-	20:00	periods	of	each	day	
compared	to	the	4	hours	before/after	and	as	above,	the	95%	confidence	intervals	give	an	indication	
of	the	statistical	significance	of	any	numerical	difference.	
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Figure	6:	Mean	15	minute	Wh	per	period	during	pre/event/post-event	day	

	

The	charts	suggest	that:	

• On	the	day	preceding	the	event	day:	Group	3	appeared	to	use	more	than	the	other	groups	
during	the	evening	peak	period	which	would	be	the	case	if	consumption	had	been	shifted	to	
this	day	from	the	event	day;	

• On	the	day	of	the	event:	Groups	2	and	3	used	slightly	less	than	the	Control	group	during	the	
targeted	peak	period	but	only	Group	3	used	more	in	the	period	just	prior	to	the	peak	period.	
Both	Groups	2	and	3	appeared	to	use	slightly	more	than	the	Control	in	the	period	just	after	
the	peak;	

• On	the	day	after	the	event:	Group	3	again	used	slightly	more	than	the	other	two	groups	
during	the	peak	period	which	would	be	the	case	if	consumption	has	been	shifted	to	this	
period	from	the	day	before.	

However,	the	extent	to	which	the	95%	confidence	intervals	overlap	suggest	that	few	of	these	effects	
will	prove	to	be	statistically	significant.	We	test	this	in	the	next	section	using	a	standard	regression	
modelling	approach.	
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Trial	1	4-8	Event:	Preliminary	results
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Day	before

Day	of

Day	after



Trial	1	4-8	Event:	Preliminary	results

Pre	4-8pm

• Group	3	(£	incentive):	+	5%	(95%	CI	:	-3%	to	+15%)
• Especially	where	opened	pre-event	email	(extra	+2%)

4-8	pm

• Group	2:	-3%	(-11%	to	+5%)
• Group	3	(£	incentive):		-1%	(-9%	to	+7%)
• Especially	where	opened	pre-event	email	(extra	-2%)
• Possibly	correlates	with	’going/staying’	out	of	home

After	8	pm

• Group	2:	+4%	(-4%	to	+12%)
• Group	3:	+6%	(-2%	to	+15%)
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