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Executive Summary 

The Online Energy lnformation and Analysis Program consists of an online energy audit where 
customers answer questions about their energy use and home characteristics on the AmerenUE 
website, and then are immediately provided with customized recommendations on ways to save 
energy. (A full description of this program is provided in Section 11.) 

Program accomplishments for the Online Energy Information and Analysis Program during the 
program period (2003-2006) include: 

Nearly 36,400 recommendations made 
Over 9.500 active Missouri users over the three year period 

Filling a unique informational niche for many, and 
Over 1,000 MWh of electricity savings and nearly 200.000 therms of natural gas 
savings to customers 

Details on these program accomplishments are provided in Section 111 

Customers use the online energy analysis primarily to save money on their electric hill or for 
related reasons such as learning how they can reduce their energy consumption and improve their 
home‘s energy efficiency (see Section VI Table D-3). Overall. most custoiners (89YoJ arc 
satisfied with the program with 51% stating they are “very satisfied” and an additional 37% 
stating they are “somewhat satisfied. In  addition, 46% of customers would strongly recommend 
this web-based analysis to others. 

In addition to overall satisfaction among participants, the results of our impact analysis indicate 
that the program does lead to cost-effective energy savings. (See Section IV.) The savings from 
this program, however. are lower than for any other program in AmerenUE’s portfolio, primarily 
because it is difficult to demonstrate savings since this is an information only program (Le., no 
measures are provided through the program). However, our findings indicate that the program is 
cost effective, and that there is a need for this program: 43% of AmerenUE non-participants 
expressed an interest in the online energy analysis. 

If AmerenUE and the Collaborative continue to fund this program. process recommendations for 
future programs include: 

’P Increase marketing efforts (such as einail announcements and information on bills) 
since most AmerenUE customers are not aware of the offering 

Work to overcome barriers of multi-state marketing (since the AmerenUE merger, 
marketing has been limited) 

Make sure that the online tool is prominently placed on the website 

Consider additional ways of encouraging customers to log in such as drawing 
customers into the energy analysis by placing information about what the tool offers 
on earlier web pages 

‘P 

‘P 

‘P 
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Provide more customized recommendations to users, or to make users feel as though 
the current recommendations are customized 

Develop documentation for web extract data and reconcile the web statistics with the 
web extract data 

Improve usefulness of web extract data by collecting time and date stamp 

Require Nexus to provide algorithms for future impact analyses 

Confirm compatibility o f  software with Microsoft Vista 

i 

i. 

i 

i 

> 

Details on each ofthese recommendations are provided in Section V. 

OPINION DYNAMIfS 
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1. Introduction and Methodology 

The Online Energy Information and Analysis Program consists of an online energy audit where 
customers answer questions about their energy use and home characteristics on the AmercnlJE 
website, and then are immediately provided with customized recommendations on ways to save 
energy. According to the program description. the Online Energy Information and Analysis 
Program "allows all residential customers with internet access to view their billing information 
and comparisons of their usage on a daily, weekly. monthly or annual basis. This tool analyzes 
what end uses make up  what percent of'their usage, and provides information on ways to save 
energy by end use through a searchable resource center. This tool also allows the user to analyze 
why their bill may have changed from one month to another. A home comparison also displays a 
comparison of the customer's home versus an average similar home via an Energy Guide label 
concept. AmerenUE is partnering with Nexus Energy Software to provide this functionality." 

This report provides a process and impact evaluation of the Online Energy Information and 
Analysis Program, led by Opinion Dynamics Corp. in partnership with GDS Associates. This 
evaluation is based on ( I )  a review of program databases 2004-2006', (2) a review of program 
materials including monthly web statistics, traffic analysis, web extract data. and the program 
contract (3) an in-depth interview with the program implementer. Le., Nexus. (4) telephone 
interviews with program participants. and ( 5 )  telephone interviews with non-participating 
customers. 

ODC conducted telephone interviews in April 2007 with 70 AmerenUE customers who have 
used the Online Energy Analysis tool. All of the customers interviewed viewed 
recommendations on AmerenUE's website. We targeted customers wsho viewed 
recommendations between November 2005 and December 2006 so that they had enough time to 
react to recommendations-but not so long ago that they would not recall completing the 
analysis. Our survey asked respondents whether they took action as a result of up to 10 
recommendations that were made to them. The survey then asked in detail about no more than 
five of the actions that they took at least in part due to the online energy analysis. 

ODC also interviewed 100 AmerenUE customers who had not used the online energy analysis 
tool. AmerenUE provided ODC with a list of zip codes that fall within its service territory. 
Using this list, ODC obtained a random sample of phone numbers that corresponded with those 
zip codes. We compared this list to the list of program participants and removed the program 
participant phone numbers. We conducted these non-participant interviews in April 2007. 

We do not provide all of the detailed tables in the body of the write-up for the purpose of 
keeping the write-up as succinct as possible. Key tables are provided in the body ofthe write-up, 
with additional detailed tables denoted by the letter " D  and provided in Section VI of this 
report. 

OPINION DYNAMICS <. < >  R f'<> K A T  1 0  N 
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11. Program Description 

In 2004. AmerenUE contracted with Nexus Energy Software to offer the Bill Analyzer and 
Home Energy Analysis to its residential customers. The budget for this program was $800,000 
over the three year period. with a goal ofreaching 9.000 customers per year. Spending to-date 
has totaled $786,333 since 2002, with upfront and implementation costs of $263.367 and annual 
expenses equal to $142.916 in 2003, $200,367 in 2005, and $124.683 in 2006. 

The website can he accessed by clicking on “My I lome” on AmerenUE’s home page and then 
clicking on the ”Energy Savings Toolkit“. A user is then required to login by entering their 
tisername and password, and first time users must create a login by entering their name; email 
address, UserID, password and answer to a secret question. Until a user logs in they cannot see a 
description of what features are available within the application. The “Energy Savings Toolkit” 
includes the following five features: 

Home Energy Analvsis i s  an energy audit where customers answer questions about 
their energy use and home characteristics and are provided personalized ways to save 
energy. 
Appliance Savings Calci- provide information about how much energy can be 
saved by replacing major appliances with more energy efficient models. 
Bill Analyzer compares 3 customers’ current bill to their past bills and explains why 
they are different. 
Energy Smart Library gives low-cost tips that can help customers save money and 
energy. 
Energy Smart UniversiQ offers facts about energy sources, safety, and the 
environmental impact of energy use. 

As a customer completes more information the recommendations become more personalized to 
their home. There are three levels of questions that are used to generate a customer’s Home 
Energy Analysis: 

Level 1 - Basic Home Profile Questions: This section asks about property details ( i s . ,  square 
footage, household type); property features (ix., heating fuel, cooling type); utility details ( i t . ,  
ownership type, who pays the bills if rented); and equipment and amenities ( i s . :  do you have an 
oven and what is the fuel type). 

When a customer answers the basic home profile questions they receive a list with the top ways 
that they can save energy with a range of estimated annual savings in dollars, a graph showing 
how their costs compare to similar homes. seasonal tips and tools, and a chart showing how their 
home uses energy broken into eight categories (heating, cooling, hot water, other, lighting, food 
storage, pookpa, and other). 

Level 2 - Appliance Inventory: For 24 appliance types, customers are asked whether the 
appliance is present in their home, how many and the fuel type (ifapplicable). 

A customer who completes the appliance inventory section gets a picture of a house and when 
they click on an appliance a box pops up which tells them what the annual cost is to operate that 

OPfNION RYNAMICS 
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Category Number of Unique 
Recommendations 

13 Heating - 
Water Heating 11  

Food Storage 9 

PooliSpa 7 
7 .. . .. Cooling 

7 Laundry 
4 Lighting 

Waterbed 4 

3 Dishwasher 

-. 

.. 

- - 

appliance as well as the energy usage. They also see a chart which shows them what appliances 
fall into that category and what the cost and energy usage is of each of the appliances in that 
category. 

Level 3 - Detailed Questions on End-Use: Detailed questions about their home are broken into 
eight different end-use categories: weatherization, heating, cooling, hot water, kitchen, lighting, 
poolkpa, and other. 

A customer who answers those detailed questions gets recommendations by those eight end-use 
categories broken into one of three categories: no-cost:lonv-co.st ways to save that can be 
implemented immediately: ways to save which need investmenl, hut will pay off; and ways to 
save, which are not costjustified. 

There is also a detailed Home Energy Analysis Report that the customer can access after 
completing any of the three levels which is approximately 10 pages and includes a couple of 
graphs showing typical annual energy costs by end use for homes with similar appliances, an 
estimate of how much similar homes spend on energy on a monthly basis, and several detailed 
recommendations. 

Customers are given a range of savings in dollars when they complete any of those three levels 
nliicli arc based i in tlie rate the customer is cm from Anicrenl!E bi!ling data and tlie profile ofthc 
home based on their responses. 

In aggregate, the program recommends 72 unique actions. The 72 recommendations fall into 13 
different categories based on ODC's analysis (See Table 1 below). Many are associated with 
heating (13), water heating (1 I ) ,  and food storage (9). 

Windows and Doors 
Insulation 

Home Electronics 

TOTAL 72 

OPINION DYNAMICS 
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AtnerenUE handles most of the marketing efforts and promotions for the program. Until June 
2005, the tool was promoted on the front page of Ameren’s website. However, since 
AmerenUE’s merger with an Illinois-based utility, the tool is no longer promoted on the first 
page because Illinois custotners are not eligible to use the tool to its full extent. Use bas declined 
since the merger and the weaker promotion of the tool, according to indepth interviews with 
program administrators (See also Figure I ) .  The last time the application was actively promoted 
was August 2005. Other marketing efforts by AinerenIJE before the merger include: 

. .  ~~~.~~ , ~ ~~ .~ ~ 

March 2004: Postcard mailing. 
June 2004: Email announcement ~ graduate hat, 
Januar) 2005: Email announcement and billing insert, 
April ~ J u n c  2005: Mentioned in the AmerenUE lines, and 
July - August 2005: Cash distribution contest run (contest offered money off the 
customer’s bill for going to the application and filling out their profile on the home 
energ) center). 

Nexus provides the software and tracks customers‘ access to the website. Nexus sends web 
statistics to AmerenUE on the number of customers that accessed the Home Analyzer (including 
the Energy Analysis and Appliance Savings Calculators). Energy Saving Calculators, Energy 
Smart  Uni\:crcity and Energy Smart Library and what thcy looked at while logged i n .  

OPINION DYNAhllCS 
< O R I ’ < O R A I  I O N  
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111. Program Accomplishments 

Program accomplishrncnts during the program period (2002-2006). described further below, 
include: 

0 

0 Nearly 36,400 recommendations made 
Over 9,500 active Missouri users over the three year period 

Filling a unique informational niche for many, and 
Over 1,000 MWh of electricity savings and nearly 200,000 therms o f  natural gas 
savings to customers 

Over 9,500 Active Missouri Users 
Table 2 below shows several different estimates of users based on both the Web Statistics 
reported by Nexus and the web extract data fi les reported by Nexus on a monthly basis. The 
table shows that there were 13,420 hits on the “Energy Savings Toolkit” during the three year 
prograin period. (Note that hits do not equate to unique Missouri customers.) 

Nearly 9,600 users were in the web extract tables, which include users who have entered some 
type of  information. If a customer came to the site but did not provide any data. they would be 
included in the total number ofhits but not in the web extract data (i.e.. they are active users). 

The table also shows that 8,033 users completed enough o f  their profile information that the 
system generated recommendations, however, only 2,Oi 1 of those users actually saw the top 
ways that they could save energy. According to Nexus, the user does not see all of the measures 
that the system generates (in “MeasurePlan” web extract tables). Only measures that provide the 
most savings (in “MeasuresResults“ web extract tables) are displayed. 

Based on the Web Statistics reported by Nexus, the total number of hits increased each year, 
however the number of customers who saw recommendations decreased slightly. I f  we look at 
the number o f  users who saw recommendations as a percentage of all “active users,’’ 21% of 
users who start to fill in some information make it through the process and view the 
recommendations. (Notably. we do not look at it as a percentage oftotal hits since total hits does 
not include unique users, and captures people who get to the page by mistake, or have no interest 
at all.) 



Evaluation of  AmerenUE‘s ~~ Online Energy Information and Analysis Program ICC Docket No. W@38 
t L K  2 . u ~  Hnacn 3 

Page 10 of 29 

Users who Saw Recommendations with 
the ‘Top Ways to Save” 
Recommendations Made 
Avg. # of Recommendations Made . .. 
Minimum Number o f  
Recommendations 
Mawimum Number o f  
Recommendations 
Standard Deviation 

Total Number of Hitsb 

2,574 2.776 8_033 

2004 200s 2006 Total 

756 637 618 2,011 

14,557 10,752 11,060 36,369 
19.3 16.9 17.9 18.1 

I I I I 

42 44 41 44 

11.6 ... 11.6 11.5 (see by year) 

~.. 

..._________ - . _ . . ~~ 

. . ~  ~~~~ ~ I Users who Saw, Recommendations‘ 637 618 2,Ol I . 

Generated Recommendations“ 

OPkNlON DYNAMICS 
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The rccominendations most often made are associated with water heating (8,75 I ) ;  heating 
(5,878), and food storage (4,516). These are the same threc categories for which there are the 
most unique recommendations. 

~- 

Table 4: Recommendations ... .~ by Catego 
Number of 

Number of Unique Recommendations Made 
Recommendations (zno~,2nns & 2006) 

5,878 Heating 
Food Storage 4,516 

3,897 
Ducts 2,836 

2,351 
Dishwasher 2,067 

.~~ 

_.__ -~ 
-. 

Category 
Heating 
Ducts 
Windows and Doors 
Heating 
Ducts 

Insulation 

Lighting I 4 
Windows and Doors ! 2 I 1.776 

Number of Times Percentage of 
Recommendation Customers who 

Made Received 
Recommendation (2004,2005 & 20116)~ Recommendations“ 
Lower your thermostat setting 1;495 74% 

. 
Seal leaks in your home’s air ducts 1,474 73% 

~~ 

Install exterior solar screens on your windows 1,427 71% 

Avoid heating unoccupied areas 1,381 60% 
Insulate your ducts 1,362 68% 
Control air leakage from windows and doors 1,343 67% 

~~~ 

- 

7 1,519 
‘Home Electronics I I 435 
i- 

Water Heating 
Water Heating 

llnstall heat traps on your water heater 
jlnsulate your hot water pipes 

Waterbed 
TOTAL 36.369 

1,09 1 54% 
1,091 54% 

__ 
.~ 

 heating 1,037 52% efticiencv model 

OPlNION DYNAMICS 
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~- ~ ~.~ ~~~~ . 

Qlla :  Do you think you could easily find this info if Amerenl!E's Online 

Number of Times Percentage of 
I Recommendation Customers who I hlade 1 Received ~ 

(2001,2005 & 2006) Recommendations" 

Pa r t i c ipan tq  

Don't know 
/Yes I 26% I 

10% 

Over One Thousand MWh of Electricity Savings to Customers and Nearly 200,000 
Therms of Natural Gas Savings 

Net realized savings were determined to be 407.554 kWh of electricity and 80.885 therms of 
natural gas in 2004, 297,099 kWh ofelectricity and 58.405 therms of gas in 2005: and 322,348 
kWh of electricity and 60,037 therms of natural gas in 2006. The henetit cost ratio of the Online 
Energy Information and Analysis Program was determined to he 2.3. based on total program 
costs of $746,333. This program, therefore, is cost-effective. A full description ofthe impact and 
cost-effectiveness analysis is presented below. 

OPINION DYNAMICS 
C - O R P O K A I  I ( >  h 
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IV. 

The impact evaluation of AmercnUE’s Online Energy Information and Analysis Program for 
years 2004 through 2006 was completed by reviewing for reasonableness the cost savings 
estimates for each of the recommendations that were made by Nexus through the website, 
estimating electric, peak demand, and natural gas savings per installation based on the cost 
savings, multiplying by the number of times the recommendation was made during a particular 
program year, and finally applying an installation factor based on the survey information 
collected from participants. The top fifteen recommendations in terms of savings were reviewed 
in detail, and by completing engineering calculations in order to determine if the savings 
estimated by the website algorithm were reasonable. (Notably, the top I5 in  terms of savings is 
different than the top I5 recommendations made. The top I 5  in terms of savings was determined 
using the unit savings inultiplied by the number oftimes the recommendation was made.) 

Review of Recommendations 

First; we examined the mean savings in dollars for each recommendation (provided by Nexus in 
the database) for reasonableness based on the description of the recommendation since the 
algorithm used by Nexus was not available for review,. In addition, we determined the top fifteen 
recommendations in terms of savings (that is: based on the number oftimes the recommendation 
was made and the mean savings per unit) and then reviewed the top 15 recornmendations i n  
terms ofsavings in detail. 

The top fifteen recommendations accounted for over 81% of savings estimated by the Nexus 
software. As part of our detailed review, we completed engineering calculations in order to 
determine if the savings estimated by the website algorithm could be reverse engineered using 
reasonable assumptions of equipment sizes: efficiencies, run times, and home square footages. 
The results of the review of the top fifteen recommendations are shown in Table 7 below. 

Impacts and Cost Effectiveness Analysis 

WE7 screens on your $44.46 $17, I48 $44.46 74 1 0.26 
~ i windows 

Avoid heating 
unoccupied areas $4 I .20 $15,477 $41 2 0  0 0 39 

~ 
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WH 

CL2 

WE4 

WH22 

$73.88 $14,121 $73.88 
Replace your central air 
conditioner C1.10 

$165.18 S1.3.451 
windows 
Replace your heating 

$25.01 $12.240 ~ $79.68 

$33.00 I $60.47 ~ $9.393 

$39.12 $7,775 $.39.12 

settini and consider 
using ceiling fans 
Install low-flow 
showerheads 
Insulate your ducts $i9.00 $6,713 $ 1  9.00 

$6,339 $56.28 
Replace your water 
heater $56.28 

i 

Improve your home's ~ 

~ $105.88 $12,059 1 $105.88 

L.... 

'WE5 i insulation 

I Total2006 1 I I I 1 

I- 

Website mean savings based on 1 Adjusted 
savings per number of times j savings per 
installation ~ recommended 1 installation 

~  turnoffy your ~ . ~ . 6 n  , 59.723 , si5.on "4" computer(s) overnight 
Raise lour thermostat 

Est. 
KWh 

l C L 8  
c 
I~~~~~ 

Est. K\Vh 

1,119 

428.47 -$I ,340 $23.00 348 

-$27.90 44.943 

Use your whole- 
house fan more 
Take shorter 
showers 

678 

0 

265 

227 

500 

228 

111 

328 

Page 14 of 29 
~ .... . . 

I ~ 

! 

1 Est. 
Est. KW ,Therms 

0.39 

0.24 215 

As shown in the table above, savings for most of the top fifteen recommendations mere not 
adjusted because engineering calculations resulted in savings estimates similar to those 
suggested by the website algorithm. Two recommendations had savings adjusted upward (WE1 
and HTl6) and two recommendations had savings adjusted downward (OA10 and CL2). We 
also adjusted two other measures outside of the top 15 based on our quick review of  all of 
Nexus's savings estimates provided in the program database. Other measures that had savings 
adjusted are shown in Table 8. 

1 Est. 1 
Est. KW Therms 

The recommendations shown in Table 8 were ad.justed because it was not clear why the 
associated savings would be negative. All other recommendations from the website were left 
unchanged. 

OPINlON DYNAMICS <' C) R P 0 R AT' I C )  N 
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Determination of Gross Savings 

Gross savings were determined by estimating electric, peak demand. and natural gas savings per 
installation based on the cost savings, multiplying by the number of times the recommendation 
was made during a particular program year: and tinally applying an installation factor based on 
the survey information collected from participants. Surveyed participants were asked if they 
took action on the recommendation for each rccommendation they received. The percentage of 
participants that took action was applied to the savings associated with each recommendation. In 
instances in which a recommendation was not received by any of the participants surveyed, the 
average installation percentage for the recommendation category was used. 

By recommendation category, the percentage of participants surveyed that acted based on the 
recommendations made is shown in Table 9. 

Table 9: Percentage of participants surveyed that acted based on the recommendations 
(average for each category) 

.ACTION TAKEN 
Did you take action after receiving the online energy analysis ... 

I 

~. 

Food Storage 
Lighting 
PooliSpa 

Windows and Doors 
Insulation 
Ducts 
Water Heating 
Laundry 
Dishwasher 
Home Electronics 

E a t e C o l l  
,Cooline I R", 24% 

1 
13 - 1556 46% ! 38% 0% i 
20 70% 25% i 5% 0% 

0% 
30 10% 60% 7% 23% 
42 5096 19% 17% 14% 

47 32% 15% 38% 15% 
57 28% 12% 49% 1 I I %  

I5 53% 13% 20% 13% 
6 50% i 0% 33% 17% 
10 50% 20% 20% 10% 

.. a 7  43% 14% 43% 

~.. - 

~~~ 

-. 

_______ 

._ .- .. 
- Waterbed I 0 - ._ ______________ 

OPINION DYNAMICS 
('0 K P O  R A I  I O N  

7- 
2004 
2005 
2006 

Gross .Annual Electric Coincident Peak Demand Cross Annual Cas 
Savings (KWh) Reduction (KW) Savings (Therms) 

146,248 699,391 173 
520,492 130 109,242 

~ 559,777 -~~ 142 152,392 

~~~ 

Total 1,779.660 145 407,882 



If it had not been recommended in the online energy analysis how likely i s  it 
that you would have taken action ... 

or Probably would Definitely 
might not not would not 

29% 14% - 14% 
I 14% 11% 056 

ODC Category 

Cooling ’ 
Heating 

Food Storase 2 0”6 50% 50% 0% j 

Lighting 14 50% 36% 7% 7% 
w0 0% 33% 0% PoollSpa 3 67% 
0% Windows and Doors 3 33% 

ilnsulation 21 43% 33% 5% 14% 546 
~ Ducts 15 5104 20% 13% ~ 7% ~ 1% 

Water Heating I4 14% 144/, : 14”o 

Laundry 7 43 % 29% 0% 0% 29% 
Dishwasher 2 0% 50% 0% 0% 50% 
Home Electronics 5 1  0% 40% 40% 20% 0% 
Waterbed 0 

- 36% 
.- 

... 39% .- 36 -. 

._ 
056 I 

-, - 

~.. __ 
1 33% 0% 33% ~. - 

, ~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~~~ ~ ~. ~~~~~ 

_ IJ9J .. ~ 

43ub ~.. 

-~ __ 
.- .. __ .. .. 

In developing a free rider percentage for each category, it was necessary to make a determination 
by response category of  how likely the action would have been, and then adjust the percentage of 
respondents accordingly. it was assumed that 100% of those in  the “Definitely Would Have” 
category, 70% of those in the “Probably Would Have” category, and 30% of those in the “Might 
or Might Not” category would have taken the action they did in the absence of the program. 
This total free-ridership percentage was then applied to the gross savings. Finally, participants 
were asked if they learned anything from the online energq analysis that caused them to take 
actions or purchase equipment that was even more efficient than what was recommended. 34% 
said that they did. It is not known how much more efficient the purchased materials were, but it 
was assumed that, on average, the purchased materials in these cases were 10% more efficient 
than was recommended. in order to represent this spillover effect, 34% of the savings (after 
factoring free-ridership) mere increased b) 10% and back to the unaffected portion of the 
savings. 

OPINION DYNAMICS 
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. ~~ ~~~. . ~~ 

$28 1,062 

~- 
I 

__ 8.0 $1,770,836 

Reduction (KW) 

2005 . .~ 58,405 
2006 322.348 

261 

\'en dissatisfied 1% I 

Detailed spreadsheets on the savings and life cycle costs analyses were provided to AmerenUE 
along with this report. 

V. Process Findings and Recommendations 

Customers chose to use the online energy analysis primarily to save money on their electric bill 
or for related reasons such as learning how they can reduce their energy consumption and/or to 
improve their home's energy efficiency (see Section VI Table D-3). Overall, most customers 
(89%) are satisfied with the program with 51% stating they are very satisfied and an additional 
37% stating they are somewhat satisfied. In addition. 46% of customers stated that they would 
strongly recommend this web-based analysis to others. 

Table 14: Overall Satisfaction 
Q4a: Overall, how satisfied were yon with the Online Energy 
'Analysis? (n=70) 

Somewhat satisfied 37% 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 4?4 

Participants 

1 Somewhat dissatisfied I 6% 1 
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r 
Q03: How much has the online energv analysis and the 
energy saving information on the website changed your 
level of satisfaction with AmerenUE? 
ibluch more satisfied 
:Slightly more satistied 
;No change in satisfaction 

Much less satisfied 

Don’t know 

- 

Slightly less satisfied 

- 

P Increase marketing efforts (such as email announcements and information on bills) 
since most customers are not aware of the offering, and work to overcome barriers of 
multi-state marketing 

While there appears to be interest, most AmerenUE customers are not aware that AmerenUE 
offers an online energy analysis. (Only 5% of non-participants that we spoke with were 
aw‘are that AmerenUE’s website includes an Energy Saving Toolkit.) As such. there is a 
need to increase awareness o f  this program through marketing efforts. Notably, however, the 
recent merger with Illinois has affected the overall marketing of this program. 

Participants 
(n=70) 

17% 
3 1% 

46% 1 
1 Yo j 
1 Yo 

3% 1 
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Table 16: Awareness ..~ Among the 

or Energy Analysis for residential customers. Before this call, 

95% 

Figure 1 below shows the number of users who received recommendalions during the 
program period. Not surprisingly. the most active months correspond to when marketing 
events occurred. It seems that the most effective way to increase program activity would 
be to incrcase marketing efforts. AmerenUE should consider additional email 
announcements or information on customer bills to raise awareness of this program. 

Figure 1: Program Activity by Month 
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Note: Ideally this graph would show the total number of hits from Table 2 but we did not receive customer-level 
data which could validate those numbers. 

> Make sure that the online tool is prominently placed on the website 

The majority of customers who use the online energy analysis come across it \\bile looking 
for other things on the AmerenUE website; about three-quarters (73%) of program 
participants with whom we spoke heard about the online energy audit program from the 
AmerenUE website. 
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QSa: Was there any information provided by the Online Energy 
Analysis, in particular, that yon liked or thought was useful? 

Until June 2005, the tool was promoted on the front page of the website. However: since 
AmerenUE’s merger with an Illinois-based utility, the tool is no longer promoted on the first 
page because Illinois customers are not eligible to use the tool to its full extent. 

Without a “shout out’’ on the front page, the application is hard to get to on the website. The 
site can be accessed by clicking on ”My Home“ on the home page and then ”Energy Savings 
Toolkit”. A user is then required to login by entering their username and password or crcatc 
a login by entering their name, email address, UserlD, password and answcr to a sccrct 
question. 

AmerenUE should more actively promote and more prominently place the offering on 
AmerenUE’s website (and consider offering the tool to its Illinois customers as well which 
would allo\v this to happen). Notably, however, only 8% of all non-participants have visited 
the AmerenUE website, so the “more prominent placement on the website“ must be done in 
tandem with a general promotion ofthe offering (see above). 

i Draw customers into the energy analysis by placing information about what the tool 
offers on earlier web pages, and consider additional research to better understand the 
value of this offering 

l h e  front page and the first few pages of questions do not appear to di-aw people further into 
the application as thcre were over 4.900 hits in  2006 but only 3,OXO started 10 f i l l  out any 
information (63%), and even fewer who got to the point of receiving recommendations. 
There is a significant difference between the total number of users who the system generated 
recommendations for (8,033) and the number of users who saw recommendations (2,Ol I). In 
all, only 21% of those who started filling in some information saw recommendations 
AmerenUE may want to conduct interviews with participants who dropped out along the way 
to explore the reasons these people are not using the analysis to its full extent. 

Until a user logs in they cannot see a description of what features are available within the 
application. AmerenUE should consider promoting aspects that customers like such as 
energy saving tips, information on the top ways to save. and information about my bill 
upfront (as customers are logging in). AmerenUE may also wish to conduct further research 
with customers to test different marketing strategies on the front page. 

Participants 
(n=70) 

Energy saving tips 
Information on the top ways to save in my home 
Information about my bill 

Comparison of bills to other customers 
Energy calculators 

Pie chart of usage 

21% 
16% 
14% 
9% 
6% 
3 Yo 

10% 
Graphs and charts 
Other 

IN0 
-. Don’t recallidon’t know 

.. 

-. 
11% . .  
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IQWS: If you were visiting AmerenUE’s website, how likely would 
lyou be to provide your name, email address and AmerenliE 
account number if you were prompted to log-in to the website? 
jVery likely 

Very unlikely 

> Consider ways to provide more customized recommendations, or to make users feel as 
though the current recommendations are  customized 

While most participants were satisfied to some extent, there is still room for increasing 
satisfaction with the tool. Most participants felt that it was easy to answer the questions that 
were asked at the beginning of the online analysis, and that the series of questions was of 
reasonable length. However, fewer customers felt that the survey asked the right questions to 
provide information customized for their home (see Section VI Table D-5). 

Participants who were not fully satisfied stated that the recommendations were not specific 
enough, provided information that was not relevant to them, or provided information they 
already knew. Only 29% of participants stated that they strongly agreed that information 
provided to them was new, only 39% strongly believe the dollar savings that the energy 
report claimed customers would experience if they adopted the recommendations and only 
4 I % strongly agreed that the recommendations were relevant to their homes. (See Section VI 
Table D-5.) 

Only 37% of participants feel that the survey asks the right questions to result in customized 
information. Additional questions about what customers have already done, i.e., energy 
efficient actions taken, would provide better results for customers. Since almost everyone 
feels that the amount of time it took them to complete the survey was reasonable, it may be 
feasible to add questions to yield better recommendations. 

AmerenUE should consider refining the questions so that they lead to even more customized 
recommendations. AmerenUE could find that customer confidence in the savings estimates 
will increase with more customized reports. Alternatively, there may be simple ways of 

Non-Participants j 
(n=63) 

17Y.o 
21% 

21% 
27% 
1 4% 
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AmerenCl LCO's, AmerenCl PS', and Ameren I P's 
Response to 

Energy Law & Policy Center (ELPC) Data Requests 
ICC Docket No. 07-0539 

Approval of Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Plan 

ELPC 2.01 Regarding Ameren's Exhibit 2.0 Page 9 of 45, (Lines 186-204) Witness 
Voytas indicated that Ameren will offer numerous residential and 
business services and programs. Please provide a detailed description 
of similar or related existing services Ameren is currently offering its 
Illinois customers, and program results and analysis. 

Response: The Ameren Illinois Utilities are not currently offering Illinois residential 
and business customers similar or related energy efficiency and demand 
response programs which witness Voytas described in his testimony. 
Therefore, program descriptions, results and analysis do not exist. 

Prepared By: Gregory W. Lovett 
Title: Managing Spv, Product & Svcs 

Date: December 12, 2007 
Phone: (314) 554-6415 
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referring back to information the customer provided and/or to the customer billing data to 
make customers feel more like the information is specific to their home. 

> Develop documentation for web extract data and reconcile the web statistics with the 
web extract data 

Nexus was unable to provide the evaluation team us with a User Guide or any docuinentation 
to help the ODC Team understand the web extract data. While we were able to get somc 
understanding of the data through telephone calls and etnails it would be very helpful for 
those using the data to have some documentation that defines the variables and tables. 

Specifically, it is not clear what users and recommendations are captured in the 
“MeasurePlan” table and “MeasuresResults” table. According to an email from Nexus: 

“The “MeasiirePlan ” iables .show all the mea~sures that were generafed by the home profile. 
The “~~eaensuvesResults” tables show the results the user .sees in ihe “Top Ways To Save ” 
when they compleie the home profile. The user does no1 see all ihe measures in the 
“MeasurePlan” rable. Only irieas~ires that fall in the top category are displayed. ” 

Questions that remained unanswered included: 

~~~ 

LVhy is the number or  uscrs in the ‘~l\/lt.asureRcsuIts” tablc (618 in 2006) so much 
lotver than the number of users in the “MeasurePlan“ table (2,683 in 2006)? 
When we completed a home profile (see Appendix B), only four recommendations 
were generated in the “Top Ways To Save” section and 19 recommendations were 
shown in the “Home Energy Analysis Report”. Based on the average number of 
recommendations per user of 18 using the “MeasureResults” data (see Table 3), it 
seems much more likely that the recommendations in the “MeasureResults“ tables are 
actually those in the ”Home Energy Analysis Report”. 

ODC was also not able to reconcile the web statistics compiled by Nexus with the web 
extract data. For example, the web extract data shows 618 users in 2006 in the 
“MeasuresResults” table which are the results the user sees in the “Top Ways To Save” when 
they complete the home profile, however, the Web Statistics show 828 users viewing at least 
one measure. We do not understand why the number of users viewing at least one measure 
would be higher than the number of users who see results in the “Top Ways To Save.” 

> Improve usefulness of web extract data, collect time and date stamp 

When we completed a profile in the application we could see four recommendations in the 
“What are my top ways to save?’ section of “My Home Energy Center”: (1) insulate water 
heater tank, (2) use compact fluorescent bulbs in recessed fixtures, (3) use compact 
fluorescent bulbs in high-use lamps, and (4) lower the thermostat setting. We received 19 
detailed recommendations (each a few paragraphs long) in the “Home Energy Analysis 
Report” (see Online-Reportxpdn. Ideally, w~e would like the web extract data to capture by 
user which recommendations the user saw in the “What are my top ways to save?’ section. 
which of those recommendations were clicked on and viewed in detail, and which 
recommendations were viewed in the “Home Energy Analysis Report.“ 
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We would also like to be able to use the web extract data to determine the total number of 
user sessions and total number of recommendations made during a single user session. We 
do not know the total number of user sessions in a month because one user could have 
accessed the application multiple times in one month. Nexus also indicates that the 
recommendations shown for a single user in December may not actually reflect 
recommendations made during that month. 

k Require Nexus to provide algorithms for impact analysis 

Nexus was unwilling to share the algorithm behind their savings estimates because it is 
proprietary information. While this is understandable, the existing algorithm could help to 
refine and/or confirm energy savings estimates. 

3 Confirm compatibility of software with Microsoft Vista 

Based on a very limited group, we found that it takes a long time to get into the “My Home” 
section of AmerenUE’s website, the “Energy Savings Toolkit” and each link within the 
application when using a computer with the new Microsoft Vista operating system. 
AmerenUE may wish to have its IT staff look into this possible issue. 
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VI. Detailed Tables 

Participant Tables 

7- 

I leaks in your home's air ducts 

all exterior solar screens on your windows 

ain your water heater regular 

Water Heating 
Laundry 

Dishwasher 
Dishwasher 
Lighting 
Water Heating 
Water Heating 
Heating 
Water Heating 

Install efficient faucet aerators on your sinks 942 47% 

Air dry your dishes 90 1 45% 
Wash full loads of dishes when possible 872 43% 

Match the clothes washer load setting to load size 920 46% 

Use compact fluorescent bulbs in high-use lamps 814 40% 
785 39% Install low-flow showerheads - 

Lower the temperature ofyour water .- ~ heater 713 35% 
Install an add-on Heat Pump 665 33% 

634 32% - Take shorter showers 
Water Heating !Replace your water heater 
Cooling 
Lighting 

Laundry 

Laundry 

Replace your central air conditioner 

Turn off your lights when you're not using them 
Replace your clothes washer with a higher efficiency 
model 
Replace your dryer with a higher efficiency model 

Food Storage Turn off your refrigerator's - moisture control heater 

OPINION DYNAMICS r o R P o  K A r i <> N 
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617 31% 
582 29% 

577 29% ~ 

577 29% 
564 28% 
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Section VI Table D-2: First Heard About Pro ram 
Participants 

73% 

QI:  How did you first hear about 
the Online Energy Audit? (n=70) 
hmeren or utilily website 
!Utility bill insert 
: Friend/rclative 

~ ..... 

h a i l  sent to me 1% 

QSc: How difficult was the initial sign in or log on process? 

Other 1 7% I 

Participants 

! 1 %  _I .. ~ -~ __ iDon‘t know ~. . . 

Reduce energy consumption 

I I %  
.&.-- 

1 %  -~ . ~ 

Very easy 81% 

Q 6  I’m going to read you a 
series of statements about 
AmerenUE’s online energy 
analysis. For each 
statement please tell me 
whether you ... 
Strongly disagree 
Somewhat disagree 
Neither disagree nor agree 
Somewhat agree 
Strongly agree 

!Don’t know 
~ ..________ 

. ~ . ~ .  

Somewhat difficult t Verv difficult 

Q6a: The Q6b: The /Q6c: I t  asked the Q6d: I would 
questions about amount oftime itiright questions to recommend the 
my home and , took to complete 1 provide online energy 

appliances were ‘the online energy information analysis to others 
easy to answer analysis was customized for 

reasonable my home 
4% 6% 

I %  6% 6% 1 Yo 
I Yo 3% I %a 

34% 33”o 49% 43% 
59% 37% 46% 5994 

3% I% 3 $6 4% 

.. 

~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
- 

_______________ 
_ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ _  ~~~ 

__ ~. -~ 

IDon’t know _ 3% 
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Adjusted heating temperature 

Section VI Table D-6: Reading the Recommendatioi 
Participants 

13% 

(n=70) 

30% 
25% 

Section VI Table D-7: Satisfaction with Information Received 

provided by the online 
energy analysis. For each house 
!statement please tell me home 

Turned off lights 
Adjusted cooling temperature 

Other 
Purchased energ). efficient appliances 

1 usage ' I  I -- 
4790 29% 46% 41% - 63% 

23% 
21% 
16% 
20% 

Q8f: The 
amount of 
money it 

said I could 
save was 

believable 

39% 
33% 
7% 

I I %  
3'10 

7% 

~~ 

QPSl: Did you learn anything from the online energy 
analysis that caused you to take actions or purchase 
equipment that was even more efficient than what was 
recommended to you? 
No 

Participants 
(n=70) 

6W/" 

/Don't know 6% 

I 31% I None 
Section VI TableD-9: More Efficient Actions 
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Section VI Table D-10: ~ Website Visits 
QO4: How many times hdve you visited the 
AmerenUE.com website during the past 12 months? 
'7his was my first visit (once) 
2-5 times 

Participants T -~ 

-. 

_ ~ _  
46% 

~~~~ .~~. ~~~~~~ 

QW3: Did you have any problems signing up for this sewire o r  
logginginto it? 

/Don't know I 4% I 

Non-Participants 
(n=l) 

General Population (i.e., Non-Participant) Tables 

QWO Do you use a computer at home, work or school? Non-Participants 

___i 

37% 

Section VI Table D-12: 
Nou-Participants 

- 

you ever visited AmerenUE's webpage? 

. ~~ ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ ~~ . ~ ~~~~ 
~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~ ~ ~ ~ 

l3?0 ..-.A 

Non-Participants 

* The only reason given by a respondent for why they haven't used the toolkit even though 
they are aware of it is: ''I get S I J  much offof the national news regarding energv that f 
didn'tfind it necessary. " 

Section VI Table D-14: Usefulness of Information 

the Energy Saving Toolkit on the AmerenUE website? 
Very useful 
Somewhat useful 
Neither useful nor useless 
Somewhat useless i 

lverv useless I ! 
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Section VI Table D-16: Interest in 
~~ . .... 

offers an online energy analysis on their 
website. How interested would you he in using the web-based 
ene rw analvsis tool? 

(n=61) 

Participants Non-Participants 
Demographics (n=70) (n=lOO) 
Household Type 

Single family 81% 83% 

.. 

~Somewliat uninterested* ~ . ~ .  50% 

.. ‘Very uninterested* 
5% 

9% 4% .. - !Duplex or 2 family 
4partment 2-4 units I 46 io6 
Apartment ,>4 units 
Mobile home 
Other 
Number of People 
I 
2 
3 

6?4 5% 
1 % I %  
1 Yo 

16% 27%* 
36% 45% 
16% 10% 

10% 4% 

6 3 % 1% 
7 or more 1 Yo 

1% Refused 
Low Income 

- 

Won Low Income 80% 70% 
Low Income 7% 16% 
Don’t hnowlrefused I ? %  I 4% 
_ _ _ _ ~ ~  
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~ -~ . 

Participants ~ Non-Participants 
~~ Demographics 1 (n=70) ~ 

Year Built 
(n-100) 1 

Built in 2006 _ I 

2004-2005 7% ~ 

1980-1959 13% j 

I Y o  

200 1-2003 1 0yo I 7% 
1990-2000 17% ~ 15% 

5 % 

~~ .~ 

~~~ 

~~~ . _  
1970-1979 17% ! 

]Asian I 1% i I 
 other , 1 % I 

I 2% I Don’t knowirefused 3% 




