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How might citizen
engagement impact energy

policy design:




“What if individual behaviour 1sn’t
enough?”



Take home points

1. Social Practices encompass behaviours and
technology

2. Engage citizens 1n policy design to truly
understand the problem

3. Identify new sites of intervention to enable
meaningful change



Fuel Poverty or Poverty?”
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Fuel Poverty

The problem

and its measurement
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SPT tactors of fuel poverty
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Quantifying SPT factors of Fuel Poverty

Social Practices of

Fuel Poverty
Level Domestic Ener Freed Sodial
1 Practices & oo Engagement
A N TR~
0.102 0.170 \ 0.551 0.177
i Social Cost of Cost of B Perceived o Community . Interest | Neighbours/ Paid
Lund¥ | age Gas | Electricy | "S "8 | difficulties | SN B I
Level 0.322 0.678 0.261 0.243 0.230 0.115 0.152 0.121 0.328 0.269 0.181 0.102
2] \
Cost of | Quality of | Travel for | Value of
- Food Food food food
0.164 0.273 0.209 0.354
Level Washing | Drying Difference Efficiency | Supplementary | Heating
3 clothes clothes wf guests improvements warmth control
0.786 0.214 0.3%90 0311 0.299

Level
4

/

AN

Tumble | otherforms
dryer of drying
0.220 0.780




Conclusions

* Fuel Poverty 1s a distinct 1ssue

* Ixisting policy fails to capture all the drivers

* Utilise a social practice perspective
* TFuel Poverty a complex 1ssue
— Householders trade-otl between priorities

e More detail from householders = new sites of
intervention =» Chance to reduce Fuel Poverty
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