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Trial report (last revised 25th June 2026)

This report presents findings from a field trial conducted with the Irish utility Energia,
designed by The Behaviouralist, to evaluate whether behaviourally informed email
communications can encourage existing customers with smart meters to sign up for a smart
time-of-use (TOU) tariff. The trial compared two email framings—a simple savings message
and a tariff eligibility message that additionally told customers they had been deemed
eligible to switch—and was designed to subsequently assess how TOU sign-up affects
household electricity consumption. We find that:

e Emphasising eligibility captured more attention. The tariff eligibility message
achieved a significantly higher open rate than the simple savings
message—59.67% versus 54.24% (p < 0.01)—indicating that telling customers they
are eligible makes the communication feel more relevant when it first appears in
their inbox.

e The advantage in attention did not translate into more sign-ups. Among
customers who opened the email, the rate of switching to a TOU tariff was
statistically indistinguishable between the two variants (7.88% for the simple savings
email and 7.11% for the eligibility email, p = 0.200). Highlighting eligibility helped get
the message noticed but, on its own, did not convert that attention into higher
take-up.

e The effect of TOU sign-up on consumption could not be estimated in this
iteration. Practical challenges that arose during implementation shaped the final
analytical sample in ways that prevented the planned consumption analysis from
being carried out reliably (see below).

The trial faced a number of practical challenges during implementation that affected how the
final analytical sample could be constructed. After the filtering steps needed to arrive at a
clean, internally consistent sample, the analysis covered 14,574 customers, with treatment
and control groups that differed in their tariff-cohort composition and a control group much
smaller than planned. Because tariff cohort is itself strongly associated with switching, these
features meant that the instrumental-variables and difference-in-differences analyses
planned to estimate the effect of TOU sign-up on consumption could not be applied reliably.
The implementation experience is documented in full in this report to inform the design and
data specification of future trials.

Overall, the findings show that relevance-based framing—here, emphasising eligibility—can
meaningfully increase initial engagement with TOU communications, but that converting that
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engagement into actual sign-up is likely to require lowering the effort involved in switching,
rather than message framing alone.

Encouraging residential customers to move onto smart time-of-use (TOU) tariffs is an
important lever for unlocking residential demand flexibility. TOU tariffs give households a
financial reason to shift electricity use away from peak periods, which can lower system
costs and support grid stability. In Ireland, where smart meters have been rolled out widely, a
key question is how to encourage customers who already have a smart meter, but who
remain on legacy or standard tariffs, to take up a TOU tariff.

This study, designed by The Behaviouralist and implemented together with the Irish utility
Energia, was set up to test whether behaviourally informed email communications can
encourage existing Energia customers with smart meters to sign up for a TOU tariff, and to
compare the effectiveness of two different email framings. The trial was also designed to
assess, as a second stage, how signing up for a TOU tariff subsequently affects household
electricity consumption.

Two email variants were developed and tested:

e EMAILO1 (simple savings message): an email highlighting that Energia offers a
smart tariff that can help the customer save, explaining how the smart TOU tariff
works, presenting additional benefits of switching (such as better control over energy
bills and no switching fee), and including a button to view the tariff offer on Energia's
website.

e EMAILO2 (tariff eligibility message): an email containing similar information, but
additionally emphasising that the customer had been deemed eligible to switch to the
smart TOU tariff.

The trial was designed to answer the following research questions:

RQ1 (Email effectiveness): Which email variant is more effective at encouraging customers
to open the communication and to subsequently sign up for a smart TOU tariff?

RQ2 (Impact of sign-up on consumption): What is the effect of signing up for a TOU tariff
on subsequent household electricity consumption, including consumption during peak
periods?

As set out below, the trial was able to provide clear evidence on RQ1. A number of practical
challenges that arose during implementation meant that the data available for analysis could
not support the additional analyses needed to answer RQ2, and this report therefore focuses
on the email-effectiveness findings while documenting the implementation experience in full
so that it can inform future trials.
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The trial was designed as a randomised controlled trial. The intended design was to
randomise 52,000 Energia customers on legacy tariffs and 23,000 customers on 24-hour
(S24) tariffs into three experimental groups.

All customers in the trial already had a smart meter installed and had not yet moved onto a
smart TOU tariff. Both groups were on flat-rate tariffs that charge a single unit price for
electricity at all times of day, with the following differences between the two flat rate tariffs:

e Legacy tariff: customers on an older, non-smart flat-rate product, carried over from
before Energia's current smart tariff range.

e 24-hour (S24) tariff: customers on Energia's "Smart 24-hour" tariff, a smart-meter
product that replicates the standard 24-hour flat rate, charging a single unit price
around the clock.

Because both are flat-rate, neither gives customers a financial reason to shift their electricity
use to cheaper periods. This is the key difference from the smart TOU tariff the trial sought to
promote, which charges different unit rates depending on the time of day, rewarding
customers who move consumption away from peak times.

The intended design was to randomise these customers into three experimental groups:

Trial group Planned  Description

sample
Control group 58,000 No trial-specific communications
Treatment 8,500 Email highlighting that Energia has a smart tariff that can help the
group 1: simple customer save, explaining how the smart TOU tariff works,
savings presenting additional benefits of switching, such as better control
message over energy bills and no switching fee, and including a button to
(EMAILO1) view the tariff offer on Energia’s website
Treatment 8,500 Email containing similar information, but additionally emphasising
group 2: tariff that the customer had been deemed eligible to switch to the Smart
eligibility TOU tariff
message
(EMAILO02)

For the pre-trial power calculations, we assumed a TOU take-up rate of between 0.5% and
2%.
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As is common in large-scale field trials run on live operational systems, a number of practical
challenges arose during implementation that affected how the final analytical sample could
be constructed. To arrive at a clean and internally consistent sample for analysis, The
Behaviouralist applied a sequence of filtering steps. These steps, and their effect on the
sample, are described below in the interest of full transparency and to inform the design of
future trials.

1.

Group definitions in the delivered data. In the data received, the treatment and
control groups were not fully mutually exclusive: there were 4,106 customer IDs that
appeared in both the treatment and the control group, all of them in the legacy cohort.
Because these customers could not be cleanly classified as belonging to either the
treatment or the control group, they were excluded from the analytical sample.

Email delivery within the treatment group. Only a subset of customers in the
treatment group had an email variant assigned and sent to them; the remainder were
not sent a trial email. We understand that additional eligibility steps were applied
during implementation to determine which households in the treatment group would
receive an email. To keep the analysis consistent with the intended experimental
design, the treatment group was restricted to customers with an email delivery code.

o In the 24-hour tariff cohort, 13,947 households appeared in the treatment file,
of which 8,094 had a delivery code corresponding to one of the two
experimental emails. The remaining households had no delivery code and
could not be assigned to a treatment arm.

o Inthe legacy cohort, 17,617 households appeared in the treatment file, of
which 5,622 had a delivery code corresponding to one of the two experimental
emails. The remaining households had a no delivery code and could not be
included in the email-variant analysis.

Constructing a comparable control group. To keep the control group comparable
to the final treatment group, the same eligibility filters applied to the treatment group
were also applied to the control group. Applying these filters reduced the original
control group from 29,237 households to around 1,000 customers.

After all filtering steps, the final analytical sample comprised 14,574 customers (relative to
the proposed sample of 75,000). The two treatment arms remained well balanced, both in
size and—as shown in Section 3.1—in composition. The final control group, however, was
considerably smaller than planned and much smaller than the treatment group.

Trial group Planned sample Actual sample Actual as % of
planned

Control group 58,000 932 1.61%

Treatment group 1: simple savings 8,500 6,824 80.28%

message (EMAILO1)
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Treatment group 2: tariff eligibility 8,500 6,818 80.21%

message (EMAILO02)

Total 75,000 14,574 19.43%

The trial was designed to evaluate two sets of outcomes. The first set concerns engagement
with the email communications and sign-up to a TOU tariff: whether the email was opened,
and whether the customer subsequently switched to a TOU tariff. The second set concerns
the effect of TOU sign-up on subsequent electricity consumption, particularly during peak
periods.

For the consumption analysis, the intended approach was an instrumental-variables (1V)
strategy, using random assignment to receive a trial email as an instrument for actual TOU
sign-up, complemented by a multi-period difference-in-differences (DiD) approach using the
Callaway and Sant'Anna (2021) estimator as a robustness check." As discussed in Section
3.3, the composition of the final analytical sample meant that the assumptions underpinning
these methods could not be satisfied, so the consumption analysis (RQ2) could not be
carried out as planned. The credible findings from the trial therefore come from the
comparison of the two email variants (RQ1), which we set out first.

A key feature of the final analytical sample is that its composition differs across the
experimental groups, in a way that matters for interpretation. Each treatment arm has a
broadly similar mix of legacy and 24-hour customers (around 41% legacy), whereas the final
control group is made up disproportionately of legacy customers (around 84%).

Trial group Customers on Customers on Total customers
legacy tariff 24-hour tariff

Control group 786 146 932
(84.33%) (15.67%)

Treatment group 1: simple savings 2,777 4,047 6,824

message (EMAILO1) (40.69%) (59.31%)

Treatment group 2: tariff eligibility 2,771 4,047 6,818

message (EMAIL02) (40.64%) (59.36%)

Total 6,334 8,240 14,574
(43.46%) (56.54%)
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This composition difference matters because the tariff cohort is itself strongly associated with
switching to a TOU tariff. Legacy customers switch at much higher rates than 24-hour
customers: in the full analytical sample, 14.04% of legacy customers switched, compared
with only 0.10% of 24-hour customers. The same pattern is visible within each experimental
group.

Trial group Legacy customers  24-hour customers Total customers
switching (%) switching (%) switching (%)

Control group 12.85% 0.00% 10.84%

Treatment group 1: simple savings 14.33% 0.07% 5.88%

message (EMAILO1)

Treatment group 2: tariff eligibility 14.07% 0.12% 5.79%
message (EMAIL02)

Total 14.04% 0.10% 6.15%

Because the control group contains a much higher share of legacy customers, its overall
(pooled) switching rate is mechanically pushed upwards. As a result, a simple pooled
comparison of switching rates between treatment and control is difficult to interpret:
treatment—control status is confounded with tariff-cohort composition, and tariff cohort is
strongly predictive of switching. A higher pooled switching rate in the control group does not,
therefore, indicate that the emails reduced switching. Ideally, treatment—control comparisons
would control for the customer's tariff cohort, but the small number of 24-hour customers in
the control group (146, with no observed switches) limits the precision of cohort-specific
estimates.

The most credible comparison the data support is between the two treatment arms. The two
email versions are very closely matched in sample size and in their mix of legacy and
24-hour customers, so a comparison between them is not affected by the composition issue
described above. We therefore focus on the email comparison.

Email opens. EMAILO2 (the tariff eligibility message) generated a higher open rate than
EMAILO1 (the simple savings message). The open rate was 54.24% for EMAILO1 and
59.67% for EMAILO2, a difference of 5.43 percentage points. This difference is statistically
significant based on a chi-square test (p < 0.01).

This indicates that EMAILO2 was more effective at generating initial engagement. The higher
open rate may reflect email elements visible before the email is opened, such as the subject
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line and preview text. One plausible explanation is that highlighting tariff eligibility made the
email feel more relevant and personalised to recipients when they first saw it in their inbox,
relative to the simple savings message.

Subsequent sign-up. Among customers who opened the email, however, EMAIL02 did not
lead to a higher rate of switching to a TOU tariff. The predicted probability of switching
among openers was 7.88% for EMAILO1 and 7.11% for EMAIL02, an estimated difference of
-0.77 percentage points that is not statistically significant (p = 0.200).

Taken together, EMAILO2 improved initial attention, as measured by open rates, but there is
no evidence that it increased subsequent sign-up relative to EMAILO1. These results are
summarised in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Email open rate and subsequent sign-up rate by email variant

A. Email opens B. TOU tariff sign-ups after opening the email
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Notes: EMAILO1 is the reference category. Any stars next to EMAIL02 indicate significant differences relative to EMAILO1
with: *p <0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Panel A shows the share of recipients who opened the email; Panel B shows the
predicted probability of signing up to a TOU tariff among those who opened the email.

The composition of the final analytical sample also limited our ability to estimate the effect of
TOU sign-up on subsequent consumption. The intended IV approach relies on random
assignment to receive a trial email being a strong instrument for TOU sign-up. In the final
analytical sample, two conditions needed for this approach were not met. First, because the
treatment and control groups differ markedly in their tariff-cohort composition, treatment
assignment in the analytical sample does not behave as a fully random instrument. Second,
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when comparing the treatment and control groups overall, receiving a trial email is not
associated with a higher likelihood of signing up to a TOU tariff—the observed sign-up rate is
in fact lower in the treatment group than in the control group—so the instrument does not
exhibit the expected positive first-stage relationship with sign-up. Without a strong first stage,
the standard IV estimates cannot be identified reliably.

The same sample features also prevent the DiD robustness check. A multi-period DiD
estimate of changes in consumption around sign-up would require a comparison group
whose consumption trends provide a credible counterfactual for the treatment group. Given
the way the analytical sample was constructed, the large imbalance in size between
treatment and control, and the strong differences in tariff-cohort composition, this
parallel-trends assumption is difficult to defend in the current sample.

For these reasons, the trial could not deliver reliable estimates of the effect of TOU sign-up
on consumption (RQ2).

This trial set out to test whether behaviourally informed email communications could
encourage Energia customers with smart meters to sign up for a smart TOU tariff, to
compare two email framings, and to assess how subsequent TOU sign-up affects electricity
consumption.

On the comparison of email framings, the trial provides a clear and credible finding. The tariff
eligibility message achieved a significantly higher open rate than the simple savings
message—59.67% versus 54.24%—indicating that emphasising a customer's eligibility is an
effective way to capture initial attention. However, this advantage in attention did not carry
through to behaviour: among customers who opened the email, the two variants produced
statistically indistinguishable rates of switching to a TOU tariff. In practical terms, highlighting
eligibility helps get the message noticed, but on its own it does not appear to be enough to
convert that attention into higher sign-up. This is consistent with a broader pattern seen
across flexibility trials, in which closing the gap between interest and action typically requires
reducing the effort involved in switching, rather than message framing alone.

A number of practical challenges that arose during implementation meant that the final
analytical sample could not support the additional analyses needed to answer the trial's other
research question, on the effect of TOU sign-up on subsequent consumption. In particular,
differences in the tariff-cohort composition of the treatment and control groups, together with
the reduced size of the control group, meant that the instrumental-variables and
difference-in-differences approaches we had planned could not be applied reliably.

Overall, the results suggest that highlighting eligibility is a low-cost way to make
communications more relevant and improve open rates, and is worth incorporating into
outreach. But framing alone does not appear to overcome the barriers that stop interested
customers from actually switching. Consistent with the broader evidence, TOU uptake is
likely to require reducing the effort involved in switching (e.g., through simpler, clearer
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eligibility and enrolment journeys) alongside communications that emphasise relevance and
savings.
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