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smartspaces

Energy savings league tables
This week

Hugh Aston Building

updated 4 days ago

Campus Centre

updated 4 days ago

Queens Building

updated 4 days ago
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Examples of local designs: content and style
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,.Smartspace‘ SMARTSPACES theory of change

Elaboration _
A Likelihood Mode> < Theory of Planned Behaviour A

Receptiveness Belief T1 Baseline survey:
INVOLVEMENT ._ * How ready they are to
S A
(Motivation to process) 7 SR v/ change behawour..
NORM * What are the barriers?
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Message
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' PERCEIVED T2 survey:
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SOURCE - Their evaluation of services
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Overall methodology

T1 baseline survey

Preparation BEFORE services are

launched

Services
launch

Mid-term
IEETS

Analysis

Institutional effects
(mid-term
interviews)

~ smartspaces
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EXxposure to
campaign
messages

[

Social effects
(mid-term
interviews)
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External constraints

or incentives
(mid-term interviews)

xogenous

actors that may in

susceptibility to campaign exposure
(mid-term interviews)

Source: Adapted from Hornik and Yanovitzky (2003)
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Smartspaces Selected cities

How services communicated with staff
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smartspaces Selected cities

Did attitudes and intentions changed?

Mean
Variable City N difference | Z score Sig.
(T2-T1)

Attitude Bristol 29 0.204 -2.080 0.019
Leicester 27 -0.037 -0.259 0.402
Venlo 13 0.250 -1.222 0.124
Subjective norm @il 29 -0.071 -0.577 0.387
Leicester 27 -0.185 -1.147 0.181
Venlo 13 -0.077 -0.632 0.383
Perceived control W=jgEiie] 29 -0.143 -0.809 0.223
Leicester 27 -0.111 -0.720 0.253
Venlo 13 0.654 -2.399 0.010
Intention to Bristol 29 -0.052 -0.186 0.430
reduice encroy " g, 27 -0.252 1555  0.062

Venlo 13 0.185 -0.490 0.327




'.smartspaces L essons learned
Energy feedback

« Effectiveness of the services:

» Large benefits for facilities’ managers to improve energy performance of
buildings

« Limited observed impact on staff’s levels of awareness, attitudes and
intentions to reduce energy use

 User engagement:
 Energy feedback on its own may have limited impact

« Integration of visualised metered data with advice and training (energy
coaches, energy campaigns)

*  Worth exploring enhanced gamified incentivation models (e.g. competitive
approaches)
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smartspaces 111 ‘0| Net L€ssons learned
% o Evaluation design

« Mid-term interviews were a valuable instrument to:
« ldentify difference on how services were implemented
« Offer explanation of survey’s results
« Identify external factors affecting energy use

« As aresult of lack of strong quantitative findings,
behavioural change attribution to energy savings was not
possible

« Would it be advisable to conduct randomised control trial in this
type of programmes?

 What incentives can help to reduce participants’ attrition?
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Thank you for your attention!

Leticia Ozawa-Meida
Caroline Wilson

Carl Holland

Paul Fleming
Graeme Stuart
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