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Executive Summary

The Residential Tenancy Branch (RTB) is a branch of the Province of British Columbia (the Province) that h
landlords and tenants resolve their tenancy problems. Historical data shows that nearly 15% of the
approximately 11,000 annual scheduled partatgry dispute resolution hearings are not fully attended. This
represents approximately 1,650 missed hearings per year that could have resolved housing disputes betwe:
tenants and landlords in British Columbia (B.C.). Regardless of whether both paerestae hearing, degally
bindingdecision may be issued. This can lead to serious implications for both the applicant and the responder
such as eviction, owing money, or property damage.

Because dispute resolution services represent a cost for theifre and can be stressful for applicants and
NBalLRyRSyias GKS w¢. Sy3ar3aSR GKS t Ne2SOG ¢SFHY 6a
to optimize hearing attendance. To address this challenge, we tested the use of Behavioural ({Bigtds
optimize hearing attendance.

We conducted an -8veek quasexperimental trial that sent modified, timely email reminders to tenants and
landlords regarding their upcoming dispute resolution hearing. Building on a review of relevant literature anc
our own exploratory surveys and focus groups, existing reminder emails were modified to increase the salien
of important information, emphasize the consequences of inaction, and provide clear and actionable steps t
prepare for the hearing. Applicants @mespondents that had an email address on file were sent either the
standard emails or the updated Bl informed emails.

To measure the impact of the Bl informed emails, we collected data on hearing attendance and applicatio
withdrawal rates for hearingscheduledrom March 27 to May 21, 2021. A total of 1,617 hearings were included
for analysis. The optimal outcome behaviour is that both the applicant and the respondent attend the
hearing. Hearing attendance outcomes were not significantly differentimsn the Bl and control conditions.
Across conditions, where cases had an email on file for both the applicant and respondent at the time of th
intervention, full attendance was 63%. This was significantly higher compared to cases where one or mo
partiekda Q SYI Af | RRNBA&aSa 46SNB AyAldAlLffe YAdaAyadr HKS
of this effect, including characteristics of the case.

In response to the findings, we offer several recommendations to support the RTB in optiim&zngg
attendance. A priority recommendation is to require applicants and respondents to provide an email addres
early in the dispute resolution process, with a strong focus on respondents since they are shown to be the les
likely to provide an emaiaddress. To improve customer service, the RTB should simplify existing emai
reminders using innovative methods such as Behavioural Insights, hoemred design, and best practices in
user experience. Additional recommendations based on key findings tinesmirial include exploring high
impact touchpoints like text messageminders anddentifying and addressing barriers to RTB services.

¢CKS w¢. LIXlFe&a +Fy AYLRNIFYOdO NRES Ay . & ®Qad NBydll

behaviouraly-informed approach and encourage further evidenlased analysis on barriers to hearing
attendance.
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More than onethird of households in British Columbia (B.C.) rely on rental housing, an increase of 14% over tt
last fiveyears (Canadian Rental Housing Index, n.d.).r@teeof growth in renters is outpacing that of new
homeowners Dingman 2018),contributing to low vacancy rates and decreased housing availability, making it
challenging for tenants to find housing. A strained rental housing market can lead to increased disputes betwec
landlords and tenants, and an increased demand for dispute resalsBovices.

The Residential Tenancy Branch (RTB) is a branch of the government that provides information and dispt
resolution services to landlords and tenants across B.C. The RTB receives approximately 19,000 applications
dispute resolution serves annually. These disputes can have lasting emotional, social, and financial impacts o
both tenants and landlords, as well as put pressure on Provincial budgets. To best serve B.C. tenants &
landlords, efficient and accessible processes to resolveetdesputes are necessary. Poorly designed services
may cause confusion, distress, and mistakes, which can lead to increased damages in properties, inappropri
or unwarranted evictions, and undue stress for parties involved in the dispute.

The dispute esolution process requires several actions from both the dispute applicant and the respondent
before they attend the actual dispute resolution hearing (see Appendix I). Hearings are scheduled by the R1
meaning applicants do not choose the date. A heanay be rescheduled if there is written consent from both
parties, however this can lead to prolonged wait times for applicants and respondér@sajority of hearings

are adjudicated byan arbitrator viateleconference. After the hearing, disputants gmevided with a written,
legally binding decision. This process is necessary to serve both parties in a fair and impartial manner; howev
GKS aidNBaafdAg ylI GdzNBT O2YLIX SEAGET FYR 61 AlG GAYS:
respondSY 0 AQ 2L NIdzyAdes OFLIOSGAfAGERT YR Y2UAQlIGA2Y

Despite multiple email reminder touchpoints with applicants and respondents throughout the process, as wel
as resources to support individuals throughout the process, historical ldas shown that one or both parties

fail to attend approximately 15% of hearings (RTB, 2021). Failure to attend leads to an inefficient use
Provincial and citizen resources as well as further exacerbating challenges associated with wait times. Hear
wait times range from 4.5 and 21 weeks, with emergency hearings waiting on average 30 days (RTB, 2021).
exceeds the target wait times of 2 to 12 wekks address disputes. Longer wait times may result in ongoing
and/or increased conflict between appants and respondents, increased stress, as well as decreased
Y2UAQF0A2y F2NI I yRft2NRa (2 O2yiAydzS NBydaiaAy3asz Ol

To reduce the number of hearings missed, a traditional policy approach miigpbse an economic model of
incentives and penalties; however, this is not only restricted by legislation but is also based on the assumptic
that humans are economically rational beings who calculate opportunities through extensivberesit
analysisIn contrast, @8ehavioural Insights (Bigrspective allowthe RTB to counteract cognitive, motivational,

or structural barriers that may lead people to not attend their hearing. For example, applicants or respondent
may not have paid close attention information about their hearing date, may have forgotten, or may have
chosen to ignore the hearing in fear of losing. If these behavioural barriers account for some instances of failu
to attend, then a Bl approach may help the RTB optimize hearingdstee.

By reducing behavioural barriers to attendance, a Bl intervention can help to ensure access to a fair ar
unbiased resolution for their tenancy dispute. By improving attendance, this may also help alleviate long hearir
wait times, increasing thefficient use of Provincial resources.

LhiddAYFE 61 AG GAYSE FNB o6FaSR 2y (KS dNESyOe 2F (KS RAaALMz
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Figure 1 British Columbia Residential Tenancy Branch Charactetistics

Who Applies for Dispute Resolution Hearings?
Descriptive Statistics of Hearing Participants (RTB, accessed 2021)

Applicant Type Urgency Type

600,000

Rental households in B.C.

1.5%, vacancyrate - Tenant Bl Regular  Emergency
Landlord Deferred
.................................................................................... Fee Payment
Dispute Application Submission
1 9 0 0 0 applications Method
L) submitted
annually 16%
1%
84%
Non-attendance I Fee Waived
. (income amount and
rate for. dISpUte o . population size)
resolution o Online
hearings Fee Paid
Paper (application cost of $100
for applicants)
Historical tenancy data Average hearing participant data from 2020 - 2021

2 For definitions of Urgency Type, see Appendix Il
2021-CBt07 Page6 of 46



B. Chosen Behaviour & Context

Non-attendance at a dispute resolution hearing can have considerable impacts on applicants and respondent
Based on historical data, in approximately 15% of hearings, one or both participants do not attend. The R
schedules approximately 1,500 hearings month, meaning that 225 hearings per month are affected by non
attendance.

Target behaviours
To optimize hearing attendance, the project team aimed to reduce barriers to improve attendance outcome:

(see Figure 2):

1. Attendance Encouraging applicants and respondents to attend their hearing to have the opportunity to
support their claim or refute the claim against them.

2. Appropriate withdrawals Encouraging applicants who no longer require their hearings to withdraw
their applicatons. Hearing slots can be used for another dispute if the application is withdrawn at least
HM RlF&@a 0ST2NB G(GKS KSIFENRARYy3I:Z GKSNBFT2NB Fy al LN
at least 21 days before the hearing. Timely withdrawatluoe wait times for hearings, increase time
savings for the RTB, and increase the efficient use of Provincial resources.

Because each dispute includes two parties, the applicant and the respohdéste are four potential
outcomes for hearings basechdhese behaviours (see Figure 2 and Table 1).

Figure 2 Decision Outcomes of the Dispute Resolution Application and Hearing Process

Hearing
Application
Submitted

mu]

Hearing
Application

4.5 to 21 weeks

Withnti_[awn

--ﬂ-

ommmmmmm e,

Both Applicant and Either Applicant or
Respondent Attend Respondent Attend

() L Q

3Applicants and respondents are defined as the individual that applies for speitai resolution hearing and the individual
responding to the complaint. Either the applicant or respondent role can be held by a tenant or a landlord.
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Table 1 Impact of Hearing Attendance Outcomes

Attendance Withdrawal Full Attendance Single NeShow Double NeShow
Outcome applicationwithdrawn both the applicant and either an applicant or a neither applicant nor
respondent attend respondent attends respondent attends
Description | A hearing is no longer The arbitrator can assess| Hearing continues \h The arbitrator will still
needed (i.e., dispute evidence and testimony ¢ the nonattending party | provide a written decision
resolved outside of the | both sides and make an | forfeiting their stating that no parties

formal dispute resolution | informed and balanced | opportunity to provide attended.
process), the applicant | decision to resolve the testimony or counter

can withdraw the dispute. evidence provided by the
application. attending party.

Impact If withdrawn before the | Ensures an efficient, Can lead to an unbalancqg The hearing slot can no
hearing, in some instancqg balanced, and impartial | representation of the longer beused for other
the hearing slot can be | service for citizens. issue and can impact hearings and burdens lon
reused for emergency parties. wait times.
hearings.

Preferred or | Preferred behaviour Preferred behaviour Non preferred behaviour | Non preferred behaviour

Non-Preferred| (where appropriate)

Going through the legislated, RTB dispute resolution process can bednseiming and onerous. Long wait
times and stress caused by the potential loss of shelter or personal property can lead to cognitive biases th
impact the capabilityppportunity, and motivation of individuals to attend their hearing.

Completing the process can be difficult according to our exploratory research. Feelings of being overwhelme
can lead to a sense of scarcity; the level and type of information requoetbinplete the process can be
challenging; and the long wait times can induce regret aversion throughout the process by decreasing tr
willingness to withdraw an application in fear that another problem may arise (see Figure 3). This is true fc
both landbrds and tenants who face financial, physical (property or housing), and emotional losses dependin
on the outcome of the dispute hearing. As an example, financial stressors such as an eviction have been sho
to impair the abilities of individuals as wels increase setlefeating choices (Shafir & Mullainathan, 2013).
Contextual and relational barriers were also shown to be a complicating factor throughout the dispute
resolution process. An individual may not attend due to such limitations as hearimg, lameess to or comfort

with technology (e.g., phone or computer), or language limitations. For this project, we focus on reducin
cognitive barriers to attendance.

The reasons for neattendance can be attributed in part to behavioural biases. Appl@htp address these
cognitive barriers may lead to improved hearing attendance. Due to the important consequences of the disput
hearing, it is unlikely that those who need their hearing do not attend out of disdain for the procéssvdfver,

a disputehas been resolved and the hearing is no longer necessary, it is possible that they felt they did not nee
to attend or withdraw the hearing application. Other reasons for applicants not withdrawing may include not
being aware of the option, or not knowirgw to withdraw.
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Figure 3 CommonCognitive BarriersAssociated witiNon-Attendance

INFORMATION OVERLOAD

What is it?
A phenomenon resulting from too much information or too many available choices.

Why does it happen?

Choosing andeviewing information requires cognitive effort, and information/decision fatigue can result from that demand
resources required for executive functions. A variety of factors can contribute to perceived choice overload, such adtre n
of options, tme constraints, and/or preference uncertainty (Chernev et al., 2015).

Why is it problematic?
Too much information can decrease motivation and reduce capabilities which lead people to go with the default option, or
defer making a decision altogethemdit has been associated with unhappiness (Schwartz, 2004).

How is it relevant?

The Residential Tenancy Branch is a gtrdminal that can have legal implications for applicants and respondents. This proce
the language used to convey informatioancbe overwhelming for both applicants and respondents.

TUNNELLING

What is it?

Scarcity (e.g., of basic necessitiegh as money, food or housing) creates a similar psychology for everyone struggling to m
gAUK fSaa GKIy ¢KIFi GKS@ ySSRo ¢KS (SyRSyOe Aa G2 aidy)
(Mullainathan & Sharif, 2013).

Why does it happen? _ _ 5 5 _
t S2LX S KI @S FAYAGS aYS yinade updot atfeRtipr, Edgniich fandsdifntioNvhick dal2 ke meé
depleted.

Why is it problematic? . e ’ 5
WSRdzOSR o0FYRGARIUIK AYLI ANE SE S abiiyth s, which ¥an NRuft iR pradorasyinaiibi over &
important tasks.

How is it relevant?
The loss of housing can create significant stress on both the tenant and landlord. The dispute resolution process isitime b
which can lead tancreases in stress levels and therefore push individuals to focus more on the immediate situations at ha
With finite mental bandwidth, they may lose the ability to plan appropriately for their hearing.
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REGRET AVERSION

What is it?

¢tKS (GSYyRSyOe F2NJ LIS2L)X S (2 FSIN GKIFI{d GKSANI RSOA&A2YE oéh
is the tendency to prefer things to stay the same by doing nothing or by sticking with a decision madagtyei8amuelson &
Zeckhauser, 1988).

Why does it happen?

Those who are regredverse may fear the consequences of both errors of omission (e.g., not submitting an application for
support) and commission (e.g., concern over unintended implicatdapplying for dispute resolution support) (Seiler et al.,
2008). People tend to feel greater regret for bad outcomes that result from new actions taken than for bad consequences
resulting from inaction (Kahneman & Tversky, 1982).

Why is it problematic?
The fear that hindsight will reveal negative aspects of their decision can make people less likely to act, and feawef negati
outcomes from either errors of omission or commission can lead people to make choices that are not in their best interest]

How is it relevant?

The loss of housing whether it be personal or incayeaerating is an emotional process. Applicants may feel regret about thg
decision to apply and could feel concern about the consequences of this action if they were to |bsautimg.

OSTRICH EFFECT

What is it?

The ostrich effect is a cognitive bias that causes people to avoid information that they perceive as potentially unpdsasant.
example, someone may avoid looking at their bank account because thegmacerned about the amount of money owing on
their credit card or how late their payment is (Karlsson, Loewenstein & Seppi, 2009).

Why does it happen?
People have a tendency to avoid information that could have an unpleasant emotional impact eveavbitiEnce can lead to ¢
greater emotional cost later on.

Why is it problematic?
Information and action avoidance can lead to detrimental outcomes in a variety of situations. This avoidance can often mg
things worse, incurring impacts thatdividuals might not have had to address if willing to face things head on.

How is it relevant?

The RTB dispute resolution process is both complex as well as inherently unpleasant with its roots based in conflints/Apyl
respondents may choose #void actions that provide them with key information about their hearing or they may avoid the he
if they feel it could lead to an unpleasant result.

Automated email reminders were chosen as the touchpoint for the ugrtion as they were an existing,
recurring, automatic touchpoint between the RTB and applicants and respondents. The email reminders al
allowed for measurement of the intervention impact as administrative data was already being collected by the
RTB.
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Historical RTB data shows that landlords and tenants make up a near equal proportion of individuals applyil
F2NJ RA&LIzGS NBaztdziazy o61y26y Fa aiKS ightyidiffaredt y
challenges that may impact their behaviour, both were targeted as the best possible outcome is for both partie
to attend the hearing. As only the applicant can withdraw an application, withdrawals were encouraged througt
email remindersa applicants of the hearings. An important ethical consideration of the target behaviour is the
LR GSYUALrt dzyAyiSYyRSR 02y aSljdsSyo0S 2F SyO2dzNy IAy 3
further discussion).

To understand the barriers to attendance and identify potential solutions, we conducted secondary anc
gualitative research. Our secondary research consisted of a literature review of previous studies focused ¢
encouraging attendance through reminders. iflentify barriers specific to dispute hearing participants and
learn their perspectives on potential solutions, we conducted a public survey targeted towards individuals whi
have been through the dispute resolution process. Two focus groups were alsoctemad the outset of the
project, one with frontline RTB staff, and one with tenant and landlord advocates and representatives. Due tc
privacy regulations, we were unable to target our research towards hearing participants who had not attendet
their heaing. This limited the ability of the project team to probe the barriers to attendance. As such,
development of the BI solution relied on the results of the literature review, surveys and focus groups with
stakeholders who had completed the process, frone IRTB staff and advocates, as well as an analysis of the
dispute resolution process and challenges participants face throughout (see Appendix I). Our research reveal
the following:

The dispute resolution process requires specific actions to be coedplsithin legislated timeframes. For
example, evidence must be exchanged between parties within certain deadlines and served in specifie
manners like registered mail. This can be daunting and confusing for applicants and respondents particulal
when uncer financial and/or housingelated stress. Our exploratory research also showed that the dispute
NE&az2tdziazy LINROSaa OFy o6S GFEEAYy3 2y 2yS§Qa O023yAl
that the various requirements of the dispute & dzi A 2y LINRP OS&aas> (0KS G§SOKYyAO!
of Dispute Resolution Proceeding package, and the diffiafltfinding useful information contributed to
challenges in understanding the dispute resolution process. In a survey of landimddenants who had
recently completed the dispute resolution process (n=267), the most common rating of the process wa
"difficult” (36% of tenants and 50% of landlords), compared to "easy" or "neither easy nor difficult".

The exploratory research alshowed evidence of the dispute resolution process impacting both the automatic
FYR NBFtSOGADS o0SKI@PGA2dzZNE 2F AYRAGARIzZf &z Ffaz |
responses suggest that for many participants the key challengeardifficult nature of the process and the
multiple steps required.

Frontline staff noted multiple instances of individuals being confused by the hearing process itself, includin
being unaware of the requirement to dial into the hearing. Advocatesrapdesentatives also noted physical
challenges, such as lack of access to computers, and social challenges, such as language barriers. One adv
noted that due to the length of time it takes to obtain a hearing, even if the dispute has been resolveyl, ma
landlords will keep their hearing so that, if something else goes wrong, they will nottbasugbmita new
application for a hearing.
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Our survey asked landlords and tenants about their motivation to attend a hearing based on different types c
consguences. As seen in Figure 4, tenants and landlords were much more motivated by individue
consequences compared to societal consequences. The survey had 267 completed survey responses, howe
there was a higher number of landlord responses (n=224), titady due to the fact that a landlord support
organization actively promoted the survey (see Appendix 1V).

Our exploratory research results indicated that the barriers to attendance could be redugetgbtoving the
knowledge, motivation, and opportutyi of dispute hearing attendees.

Figure 4 Relative Importance of Different Motivations to Attend Hearings. Error Bars Represent Standard
Error.
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Proposed consequences of not attending a scheduled hearing

The notion of reducing neattendance to scheduled appointments by way of reminders is not a new one. Many
studies and trials have sought to increase attendance at appointments, especially in the medical fiel
(Hallsworth et al., 2015) and more recentlyatiending legal court proceedings (Fishbane et al., 2020). Few
studies were found that focus on application withdrawals or appointment cancellations. For that reason, we
focused on research that targeted nattendance but also included studies that ex@d the efficacy of
GNBYAYRSNEé¢ 3ISYSNIffted ¢KSNB NB addzRAS&a FTNRY | f
Australia, France, the Netherland&&ngaporeand the USA (Afif et al., 2019). Broadening the secondary research
scope to inalde studies related to general reminders helped identify specific nudges that could apply to
appointment reminders.
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A review of the literature showed that a multitude of nudges informed by Bl have been usedsrio test the
impact of reminders on the completion of important tasks.

Checklists and planning were identifies prominent Bl tools from the
preliminary research. A welinown study published in The New England Journal of Medicine showed that
checklists improved surgical safety (Haynes et al., 2009). The study showed that checklists can have a benef
gualitative impact by increasing communication, trust and job satisfaction, but this analysis was specific to th
FASER 2F &dzNHSNEBE® Ly (GKS LRROFaid ab2 {{GdzLJAR v dzS3
Dubner state that checklists can be a cdusachanism, howevausing a checklist does require motivation on
the part of the userwhich is why checklists are not always useful for changing behaviour. As well, the efficac
of checklists is lost if the task or desired outcome is either too simpiecocomplex. Research has also shown
that making a plan means people are more likely to achieve their intended action (Behavioural Insights Teat
2013). This is particularly true if a plan breaks down complex challenges into manageable actions. lglentifyi
the barriers an individual may face and then supporting them to plan how they will overcome them has showi
to be supportive in emotionally stressful processes such as weight loss, medical procedures and financ
scenarios (Behavioural Insights Team, 30This tool may be effective for reducing barriers to the dispute
resolution process, supporting landlords and tenants to attend their hearing.

In a recent study undertaken by Fishbane et al. (2020), field studies were implemented
to inaease attendance at court hearings in New York City. The authors redesigned a summons form and te
messages to make information more salient, to provide support for planning and to reinforce or inform of the
consequences of not attending. The authors fduhat combining nudges that provided support for plan
making while also enforcing the consequences led to the highest reduction tattemdance to court hearings.

It is worth noting that there are few direct consequences for not attending a hearingeaRTB. There are no
financial penalties imposed by the RTB, however not attending a hearing could result in a party losing tr
hearing and putting the tenancy at risk.

Active choice, sometimes known as forceaicle, requires
users to choose between two options rather than opting out by default. Enhanced active choice means that th
consequences for the nepreferred choice are highlighted.

Keller et al. (2011) found that making an active choice can be preferred over defaults because it can impel peoj
to contemplate their choice and create a greater sense of responsibility to follow through on the desired
behaviour. A randomized controllgdal conducted in Ontario used enhanced active choice to test whether
more people would sign up for a tax filing service to get their refunds and benibiiise was a significant
increase in the response rate for the active email versus the control gilmutpthe study did not provide the
rationale for using this nudge over another (Behavioural Insights Team, 2020). Implementing forced choice wi
dispute hearing attendees (e.g., attending a hearing or withdrawing the application) may influence applicant
to pause and think about whether they still require a hearing and, if so, they may be more likely to follow througt
with attendance.

Social norms are the informal rules that govern behaviour in society. Simply highlighting

group behavioucan promote conformity and influence behaviour. Larkin et al. (2019) showed that using socia
norms of a peer group or community is more effective than using global norms for encouraging tax payments
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Hallsworth et al. (2015) conducted two randomizecdirolled trials that tested the impact of rephrasing
appointment reminders on noattendance rates in United Kingdom medical offices. In this study, there was no
significant difference between the social norms message compared to the control group in dénmus+
attendance, but it did significantly increase the level of patient cancellations. This is particularly relevant to thi
project as one ethical concern is the risk of influencing applicants who would benefit from attending their
hearing to withdrawtheir application. Both Larkin et al. (2019) and Hallsworth et al. (2015) highlight the concern
for backfiring or boomerang effects when using social norms. Social norms can backfire if there is a stro
incidence of norpreferred behaviour. In a Behavialrinsights Team (2016) study on rattendance of
hospital outpatient appointments, the social norms message had the second highest percentage rate of nor
attendance. In both trials undertaken by the Behavioural Insights Team, the specific cost messac
6@2y aSljdsSSyO0S¢é0 KIR (GKS Yz2ald AYLI OGo

The precommitment nudge requires a person to commit to future action. Similar to
the active choice nudge, this increases the motivation to follow through with the action. Although we did not
find any stidies that use a preommitment nudge to reduce neattendance, there is evidence that pre
commitment is successful in influencing people to make a preferred decision, such as attending a gym |
purchasing a membership or agreeing to a financial penadtyeértain goal is not met (Swaluw et al., 2018).

Based on the results of our secondary and exploratory research, salience, planning and checklists, a
consequences were identified as appropriate Bl tools to apply to the RTB reminder emails to imgaang h
attendance and appropriate withdrawals. While secondary research did show the potential value of active
choice and preeommitments, these were not incorporated into the solution due to technical and administrative
limitations within the RTB.

¢KS LINRP2SO0 (SI Yhre¥ &iRiihgFeingilRemindeS to\addresd e barriers identified in our
exploratory research and encourage hearing attendance and the appropriate withdrawal of applidagens
Figure 5) Theseexistingemails provide important reminders and recommend actions for dispute hearing
participants;however,they lack salience and readability (see Figi)re

Figure 5 Timing, Recipient, and Purpose of RTB Hearing Reminder Emails

21 Day Evidence Reminder 14 Day Evidence Reminder
Who: Applicants Who: Respondents
What: Provides a reminder of the deadline to submit What: Provides a reminder of the deadline to submit
evidence for the hearing evidence for the hearing

3 Day Hearing Reminder

Who: Applicants & Respondents
What: Provides a reminder of the hearing
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Compared to the dsting email (see Figure 6lye modified email reminderésee Figure Ayvere designed with
the intention that they would:

1. Betimely
Evidence has shown that reactions to reminders and prompts can vary depending on when they ar
communicated. Reminders are often most effective when they are sent immediately before an action ha
to be taken, at a moment of change, or when an issue mapp®f mind (Bryan, 2011).

The RTB email schedule was already aligméid this concept; evidence submission emails are sent 7 days
before the deadline (21 days before the hearing for applicants and 14 days before the hearing fo
respondents) and the hearing reminder email is sent 3 days before the hearing. This isaéyrticukly as

it represents a moment of change within the process and brings the hearing to the top ofthiscichedule

was appropriate based on the literature and therefore the timing of emails was not changed for the
intervention.

2. Be salient attractive, and easy to use

Toaddress information overload and tunnelling and therefore increase the capability and opportunity of
hearing parties to attend, the intervention sought to simplify the process and make key information more
salient.Evidencehas also shown that making actions simpler can often have a strong effect on behaviour:
(Bryan, 2011; Fishbane, et al, 2020). The content of the emails was edited to identify them as reminder
remove unnecessary information, and highlight the action respl through the use of bold, bright
hyperlinked buttons. The emails were edited to make better use of white space as well as emphasize visL
cues to support the participants in their decision process. Emails were also tested across multiple platforn
(eg., different email clients on different devices) to ensure optimal display.

Simplifying the text in the emails meant that some details were no longer included. This information wa:
instead moved to specially created web pages that were accessiblaligatdinks in the emails. The web
pages were designed taking into account Bl and user design (UX). Individuals who clicked the salient link:
the emails were directed to RTB web pages that provided easy to find information on evidence submissic
and application withdrawals. Visual cues were incorporatedboth the emails and the accompanying web
pages to simplify the decision processes (see Appendix V and VI).

3. Make completing the hearing process easy through checklists to help participaras pl
As noted by the exploratory research, the dispute resolution process can be complicated and emotiona
This can lead to information overload and tunnellifgis can cause individuals to lose motivation as a result
of being overwhelmed. To address tharrier, the modified 21 and 14 day emails incorporated planning
language in a checklist form that allows participants to break down the remaining steps of the dispute
resolution process into easily manageable pieces.

4. Emphasize the consequences$inaction
The RTB dispute resolution process is a gurdminal process that can lead to legally enforceable actions.
By not attending a hearing, a decision may still be made which can impact both applicants and responden
The threat of a loss can léandividuals to avoid critical information or make decisions that may help them
avoid regret. The modified emails used evidence from the exploratory process to showcase the
consequences of inaction and thereby increase motivation to attend.
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5. Be scalable if proven successful
The intervention was designed in collaboration with the RTB to understand its cost and the opportunity tc
scale if successful. Due to the size and scope of RTB systems, it was important to design an intervention t
could be realistically scaled up. The use of email reminders was a feasible intervention as they provide :
existing, lowcost touchpoint that has minimal impact on RTB operations.

Additional modifications were made using behaviourally informed designctease the likelihood of an email
being opened and for a better user experience. This includes:

Updating the email subject line using clear language. By clearly indicating that the email is al
important reminder, we hoped to increase the likelihood thiae email would be opened.

Updating the email préext that an individual would see in their inbox to include the number of
days until the hearing, key action items, and consequences.

It is important to point out the limitationgmposed on the RTB through policy or legislation. The RTB is unable
to impose financial penalties or refuse service to parties who fail to appear at their scheduled dispute resolutio
hearing. The RTB also cannot offer rebates or incentives to influemtesg® appear at the hearing.

The complexity of the dispute management system used to schedule and manage administrative data provide
limits and constraints of the feasibility and types of nudges that could be used. As such, we selected nudg
basedon their evidence and feasibility (see Appendix Ill). For example, adding an email reminder prior to th
withdrawal deadline may have encouraged appropriate withdrawalsbased on the project timeline, it was

not feasible to add a new email to the sequenThe addition of personalized hearing or participant information

to the emails was also limited to certain, already included data fields. As a result, it was not possible to incluc
FRRAGAZ2YFE LISNE2YIfAT SR Ay T2 NdHe phoree yiuinbed ateddi@h dode fobJr N.
the hearing. In addition, while exploratory and secondary research support the use of a reminder text (SMS
this was not feasible for the RTB data system to implement. Addressing these constraints has been asluded
a recommendation for the RTB.
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Figure 6 OriginalEmail ReminderSent to Applicants 21DaysPrior to the Hearing

2021-CBt07

Residential Tenancies

Automatic dispute notification - do not reply

Evidence Deadline Reminder

File number  {file_number}

Dispute access code:  {recipient_access_code}

Date filed:  {initial_submission_date}

Rental address:  {rental_unit_address}

Hearing date:  {hearing_start_date}

Hearing time:  {hearing_start_time}

This is a reminder that the deadline for applicants submitting evidence for File Number {file_number} is not less than 14 days prior
to the hearing. Evidence must be received by each respondent and the Residential Tenancy Branch before the deadline.

Evidence submitted after the deadline is considered late and may not be considered at the dispute resolution proceeding. Visit the
Residential Tenancy Branch website for more information on how to prepare and upload your evidence.

Deadlines for submitting evidence are critical

For methods of serving evidence to the respondent(s) including calculating timelines based on the method of service, you can
review the Applicant Instructions document provided with the Notice of Dispute Resolution Proceeding.

Serving evidence to each respondent

You must serve identical copies of evidence to each respondent as soon as possible. Copies of all evidence must be received by
each respondent not less than 14 days before the proceeding. How you serve your evidence may affect the date the evidence is
considered received. You cannot serve evidence to the respondent electronically. Evidence that is served via email may not be
considered at your dispute resolution proceeding.

Serving evidence to the Residential Tenancy Branch

You can submit evidence to the Residential Tenancy Branch by uploading it to the Dispute Access Site using your Dispute Access
Code listed at the top of this notification. Anyone can upload evidence on your behalf as long as they have your Dispute Access
Code. You can also submit evidence in person by bringing your evidence, file number and Dispute Access Code to any Service
BC Office or to the Residential Tenancy Branch office in Burnaby located at: #400 - 5021 Kingsway.

This is an automatically generated email. Please do not reply to this message. If you have received this email in error, please
contact the Residential Tenancy Branch using the contact information at the bottom of this email.

British Columbia Residential Tenancy Branch

- Evidence cannot be sent by email
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Figure 7 Behaviourallynformed Email ReminderSent to Applicants 21DaysPrior to the Hearing

Residential Tenancies

Automatic dispute notification - do not reply

Hearing date:  {hearing_start_date}

Hearing time:  {hearing_start_time}

Rental address:  {rental_unit_address}

File number:  {file_number}

Dispute access code:  {recipient_access_code}

Helpful Reminder - Your hearing is 21 days away
Your dispute resolution hearing for File Number {file_number} is in 21 days. Plan your next steps and prepare for key timelines.

Prepare Now =9

Clear your schedule - If you miss your hearing you could lose your case. Put your hearing date and time in your calendar
as a reminder.

Provide all evidence in time - Late evidence might not be considered. Serve your evidence to the respondent(s) and to
the Residential Tenancy Branch no less than 14 days before your hearing.

Be ready to dial in to the hearing - If you call in late, there will be less time for you to make your case. Check your notice
package provided by the Residential Tenancy Branch for details.

You could lose your case if you do not attend

If you no longer need your hearing, withdraw your application.

Withdraw Now =9

Withdraw Now

This is an automatically generated email. Please do not reply to this message.

British Columbia Residential Tenancy Branch

- Evidence cannot be sent by ema

(T
W
3
[i=]
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To evaluate the impact of the updated, behaviourally informed email reminders (Bl email reminders) on disput
hearing attendance, aB-week quasiexperimental trial was conducted with applicants and respondents of
participatory dispute reolution hearings. Dispute hearings filed under either the Residential Tenancy Act or the
Manufactured Home Park Tenancy Act were included unless they werpartinipatoryhearingsor no email
addresses were on filéll cases received emails 21 daysplecants only), 14 days (respondents only), and 3
days (applicants and respondents) before their hearing date, but the content of the emails differed between the
interventionand the control conditions, as described above.

As part of the trial, emails @&e sent March @o May 18 2021,and data was collected for corresponding
hearings scheduled from March 27 to May 21, 2021. The RTB has 95 hearing appointments available per da
days per week. For 8 weeks of data collection, with one statutory holafajing in each condition, and an
estimated 19% of hearings not meeting the inclusion criteria (based on preliminary evaluation of RTB hearing:
the sample size was expected to be approximately 2,154 hearings. Considering applicant and responde
behaviou is being monitored for each hearing, this equals a total of at least 4,308 participants. RTB historic:
data indicates that an average of 15% of hearings have less than full attendance; this translates to a targ
population of approximately 323 hearings 646 participants.

The trial is considered quaskperimental due to the method of randomizatiddearings were grouped by week
into alternating conditions. The method of randomization was chosen due to the limitations of the dispute
management systerwithin the time limit of this trial; it was not possible to develop and test a software product
to randomize participants by hearing based on the project timeline. The inclusion of a control conditior
improves the trial design rigour, increasing the imi&lr validity of the results. The trial is considered blind as
participants were not aware of the condition they were in.

This design is appropriate to evaluate the Bl solution because the targawioein of improved attendance is
easily observed and already being tracked by the Dispute Management System. The trial design is a
appropriate as ethical implications are easily managed to ensure the best outcome for participants. All dat
received wasle-identified by the RTB and stored on secure Provincial servers. The RTB had already conduct
an impact assessment on privacy and had the appropriate consent procedures in place to allow for dat
collection that was required for this trial. For more iN I G A2y 2y SUOKAOFf O2yé
/| 2YAaARSNI A2y ac o

The trial design was feasible based on the current email systems in place, available data, and the capacity of
RTB to implement the changes given the project timeline.

The key independent variable is the interventiomddion. As described above, hearings were assigned to the
Bl email condition or the control email condition based on the week of their dispute hearing date. Applicant:
and respondents from the same hearing were in the same condition.

The key dependentariables were: withdrawn (whether the case was withdrawn or not), level of attendance
(full = both applicant AND respondent attended, partial = applicant OR respondent attended, or none = neithe
applicant nor respondent attended), and numbarpartiesattended (82). Other variables collected included
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the number of daybeforethe hearing the application was withdrawn, whether the applicant was a landlord or
a tenant, whether the application fee was waived, hearing wait times, dispute urgency, and wtlieéher
application was submitted online or by mail.

The RTB held this data in two separate datasets (email condition data and attendance data). We combined t
datasets using an anonymous dispute hearing ID code that was included in both datasets.

Trafficto the web pages linked in the Bl Email condition was also monitored using web page analytics softwal
already employed by the RTB. While only 2 web page designs were required, 4 individual web pages we
created to allow for data collection on the uselioks in the different emails:

Applicant Prepare Now web page1-day email
Applicant Withdraw web page 21-day email
Respondent Prepare Now web pag#&4-day email
Applicant Withdraw web page 3-day email

Metrics included unique visits, average ses duration, page views and page views per session.

One potential drawback of the research design was that because hearings were randomized by week, a relev:
event (e.g, holidays, new COVII®O orders) could disproportionately impt one condition and influence the

trial results. Another limitation was attendance data availability. Arbitrators must manually indicate which
parties attended or did not attend the hearing. Before the trial launched, attendance data entry compliance wa:
approximately 65%. Fortunately, targeted communication improved attendance data entry rates which
increased to an average of 86% throughout the tiimlportantly, arbitrators were blind to the email condition
trials were in.

The folbwing results are based on the analysis data from 8 weeks of hearings (n=1,617), 4 weeks of hearin
that received the control email reminders (n=746) and 4 weeks of hearings that received the Behaviour:
Insights informed email (Bl Email) (n=8Ahile t was not guaranteed that there would be an equal number

of hearings each day, contributing factors such as days reserved for the professional development of arbitrato
resulted in a larger than expected discrepancy between conditions with fewer heamitigscontrol condition.
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Figure8. Summary of Dispute Resolution Hearing Characteristics

Summary of Dispute Resolution Hearings

Descriptive Statistics of Hearing Participants over six weeks (RTB, 2021)

Urgency Type

Hearing recipients between March 27, 2021 and May 21, 2021

Applicant Type Fee Payment

W Regular Emergency

Deferred

% Application Submission
Method
17%

. Tenant Fee Waived
(income amount and
Landlord population size)
83%
_ , Fee Paid
Dispute resolution (application cost of $100 )
y hearings for applicants) Online Paper

Samplecharacteristics
Descriptive statistics were conducted to examine the general charactendttispute hearings included in
this trial. Across both conditions:

More tenants (60%) applied for dispute resolution services than landlords (40%) (n=1,617).

More applications were completed online (83%) than by paper (17%) (n=1,617).

Thirty percent of gplications had the application fee waived, with fees for the majority of the
applications being paid (70%) (n=1,614

The majority of hearings were regular urgency (64%), with 8% emergency, and 28% deferred (longe
wait time) (n=1,58%).

There were ncsignificant differences between the Bl Email and control conditions for these variables.

Hearingoutcomes
We included two measures of attendance outcomes, the number of parties in attendance at a hearing and tht

hearing attendance outcome.

“The reported sample size varies because sdispute hearings were missing sample characteristic data.
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The possible outcomes for the number of attending parties were:

2 (representatives from the applicant and respondent sides attended)
1 (a representative from either the applicant or the respondent side did not attend)
0 (no representatives from either thegpplicant or the respondent side attended)

The possible hearing attendance outcomes were:

full attendance (the applicant and respondent attended)

single no show (either the applicant or the respondent attended)

double no show (neither the applicanbr respondent attended)

withdrawn (the applicant withdrew the hearing application before the hearing date)

O¢ O¢ O«

To evaluate the impact of the intervention on the average number t#naling parties at dispute resolution
hearings, an independenttest was conducted. The average number of parties attending hearings was not
significantly different between the Bl Email group (mean = 1SB§,0.73) compared to the control group (mean
=1.40,SD= 0.70)1(1493) =1.13,p = .26.

Follow up ttests were conducted for each attendance outcome (see Figure 9).

A greater percentage of hearings were withdrawn in the Bl Email condition (9%) compared to the contrc
condition (6%), but this dérence was only marginally significat(1615) = 1.75 = .08.

The percentage of hearings that were fully attendeals not significantly different between the Bl Email
condition (46%) compared to the control condition (49¢d615) =1.1,p = .27.

There was no significant difference in the percentage of single no show hearings between the Bl Emal
condition (31%) aah the control condition (33%)(1615) =.66,p = .51.

There was no significant difference in the percentage of double no show hearings between the Bl Emz
(14%) and control (12%) condition&l615) = 1.19 = .24.

5 Chi square tests were also performed and showed the same pattern of results.
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Figure9. Hearing Attendance Outcoes Whose Participants Were Sent Standard Reminder Emails (control,
n=746) Compared to Bl Informed Emails (Bl Email, n=871). Error Bars Represent Standard Error.

60%

ml Control
50%

=

0% @ Bl Email
0

=

30%
20%
10% .
0% -
Withdrawn | Full attendance Single No Show Double No Show |

HH

HH

Percentage of Hearings

Not Withdrawn

Hearing Attendance Outcomes

In somecasesparticipants of a hearing were not sent all email reminders. This is because not all dispute hearin
applications had all email addresses on file at the beginning of the interventiontwiftgercent of hearings

did not have emails on file for both p&t. The proportion of hearings with all emails on file was not significantly
different between conditions, Bl Email = 0.48(0.50), Control = 0.48(@(86).5)=-.30,p = 0.77.Considering
reminders can have an impact on behaviour (Hallsworth et al., R0 were interested in exploring whether
having emails on file for both parties (applicants and respondents) of a dispute hearing had an impact on hearil
attendance.

We conducted an ANOVA timderstand if having all emails on file impacted hearing attendance outcomes and
whether these impacts were different between intervention conditions.

There was no main effect for the intervention conditié{d, 1491) = 1.2% = .26, and no interactig K1, 1491)
=2.71p= .10, but there was a significant main effect of all emails onHile,1491) = 65.03 < .001. Hearings
with emails on file for both parties had better attendance outcomes (mean = £bB&, 0.75) compared to
hearings that didchot have emails on file for both parties (mean = 1.3b= 0.62).

There were no significant differences between applicant type, application type, or payment type for hearing:
with all emails on file compared to hearings without all emails on file.
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Hgure 10. Average Number of Attending Parties for Control and Bl Email Hearings withESonaiks Missing
(Control n = 344, Bl Email n = 396) Compared to Hearings with All Emails on File (Control n = 355, Bl Emai
400). Errors Bars Represent Standard Error.
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Case Characteristic file Applicant role creation method  payment method
1 All emails on file -
2 Applicant role 0.6* -
3 Application creation 05 g i

method
4 Application payment 0.1+ e 1 ke )

method ' ' '

*p<.05, **p<.001

In analyzing hearing outcomes and attendance outcomes over time, we observed a series of days th
experienced an exceptional decrease in full attendance and increase in double no show outcomes (see Fig
11). These days had approximately double the numdfedouble no show hearings compared to the average
double no show rate for a hearing day. Upon investigation, we found that these outliers occurred over a nor
statutory holiday, which could feasibly result in parties withdrawing and/or not attending theheduled
hearings. As hearings were randomized by week, and the affected hearing dates were in the same week, t
abnormally high volume of double no show hearings disproportionately affected the Bl Email condition. Due t
the large sample size, remogrthe nonstatutory holiday hearings from analysis did not impact attendance
outcomes across all weeks. Because of this, hearings that were scheduled on teatubory holiday dates
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were included in final analyses. The impacts of-statutory holidayson attendance outcomes are discussed
below.

Figure 1. Trends in Hearing Application Outcomes and Attendance over Time
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Intervention Timeline

The results of this trial found that the BI solution did not influence hearing attendance, but hearing attendance
varies based on case characteristics. The strongest driver of hearing attendance behaviour, regardless
condition, appears to be whether tie are email addresses on file for both the applicant and respondent at the
time of the intervention. When this condition is met, the average number of parties attending a hearing is
greater, the rate of full attendance is high@&ecause the characteri€i 2 ¥ G f f SYIFAf a
disentangled from other hearing characteristics (applicant role, application creation method, application
payment method) it is not possible to determine whether attendance is improved by sending more emails o

whether having emails on file reflects other key differences between cases.

The Bl solution also did not influence the rate of withdrawals. A greater percentage of hearing applications wet
withdrawn in the Bl Email condition compared to the control condition, but this difference was only marginally
significant.

Ou results demonstrate that noattendance rates are higher than RTB initially thought. Historical data from
the RTB estimates neattendancé to affect approximately 15% of cases; however, trial results show that for
the control condition, norattendanceis an issue in 45% of cases, with 32% of hearings resulting in a single nc
show and 13% of hearings resulting in a double no show. Historical data was based on a retired ca
management system that may not have captured complete data. Before this trilinigeparticipation data

6 Inclusive of single and double stows.
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entered into the dispute management system by arbitrators had a completion rate of 65%. With systen
improvements and enhanced data management, arbitrator data entry during this trial increased to 86%. B
capturing more data, it iskely that our results more accurately represent the issue of-attendance.

For hearings between March 27 and May 21, more tenants (60%) than landlords (40%) applied for dispu
resolution services. This is different from historical trends, where déesppplicants were a 50% split of tenants
and landlords. This could be a result of the unique circumstances of €®\MHaluding job loss and the
introduction of provisions including a moratorium on rent increases and evictions. These unique circumstance
may limit the application of our results beyond the CO¥®pandemic.

There are a number of other possible drivers of attendance. For example, RTB may want to explore the impe
of the day of the week (e.gpayday, common move out days) on hearing attance outcomesOur results
found that a nonstatutory holiday may have influenced attendance outcomes. While addressing these types o
barriers is recommended, this may be challenging since the RTB does not collect disaggregated data
participant charateristics such as race, gender, ethnicity, religion or other intersectional information due to
concerns of real or perceived bias through the arbitration process.

Time of day may also influence attendance behaviours, but this is confounded by the he#onity fevel
because the RTB schedules more urgent hearings in the mornings and less urgent hearings in the afternoc
Wait times could influence attendance behaviour, however overall wait times and wait times of withdrawn
hearings for this trial were ricsignificantly different between conditions.

Per privacy legislation, the RTB is unable to track which emails are opened. We assumed that emails would m
a standardyovernmentopen rate 0f29% with an average cligkrough rate of4%(Mailchimp, 202). For more
information on the web page analytics, see Appendix W& recommend that RTB conduct further analyses to
determine if including salient links are an effective nudge in reminder emails.

We offerthree recommendations to the RTB based on our results. We also present recommendations stemmir
from our exploratory research including a survey and focus groups. These recommendations do not include t
assessment of capital or operational expenditures.

Although the Bl Emails did not have a significant impact on attendance outcomes, we recommend that the
RTB apply a Bl lens to improve reminder emails.

We recommend that the RTB:

Strongly encourage or require applicants and respondents to provide an email address early in the
dispute resolution process, with strong focus on respondents since they are shown to be the least
likely to provide an email address.

Simplify email remindersl'o improve customer service, we recommend a review of all RTB email
reminder templates using humarentered designs and best practices. Current email reminders include
large blocks of text with quasegal language.
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The survey results showed that inclng integrated calendar reminders into the email templates would be
KSt LJFdzE @ hiGKSNI O2yaARSNIGA2ya AyOfdzZRS | RRAy3 NB
includng the dispute resolution hearing dith codes so parties have quick accessthis information.

The use of email reminders was a feasible intervention as they provide an existiagpdotouchpoint with
minimal impact on RTB operations. However, there are other touchgdimat the RTB should explore.
Secondary research shows success using text messages as reminders (Fishbane et al., 2020; Hallsworth €
2015). Other Ministries and branches in the Province have successfully implemented text message services us
opensource software.

RTB should continue to consider how vulnerable populatlons access their services. Vulnerable populations w
NBIljdZA NE we¢. Qa ASNBAOSa YI KIS tAYAGSR | 0O0Saa i
email reminders. Access to publicly dable services like computers and internet at libraries was reduced by

the pandemic. This could impede the ability for citizens to access email reminders. The RTB may consi
broadening access by sending reminders via text message which may be easkr to u

We recommend that the RTB:

Explore the viability of using other high impact touchpoints like SMS text messaging services to remin
applicants and respondents of important actions and deadlines. The RTB should reach out to othe
government organizatiosithat are using text messages as a service to understand challenges, successe
limitations, privacy and ethical concerns, support model, and cost profiles.

If viable, consider testing various behaviorally informed nudges to determine which text message h
the greatest impact.

The survey and focus group responses show that there are sevéralNA SNBR (2 | O0SaaAy:
barriers cannot be addressed through email reminders. The RTB assists landlords and tenants from varic
sociceconomic statuses, cognitive levels, and cultural backgrounds and should ensure equitable access
services. Based on our findings related to the 1stetutory holiday, we recommend that the RTB explore
whether allowing applicants to select their hearing date would impact hearing attendance outcomes.

Language was another barrier that surfaced froméfploratory research. Focus group responses showed that
oral and written communication offered only in English poses a barrier for a segment of the population
however, without the collection of personal information, it is challenging to quantify this ipa® a dzOK 2
communication is written using qualgigal language that may be challenging to understand for some people.

The RTB does not collect disaggregated data regarding applicant or respondent race, gender, ethnicity, religi
or other intersectonal information. Despite efforts by the Province to reduce bias across services and supports
the collection of this information could introduce concern over bias in hearing outcomes. As such, it i
recommended that the RTB review policies and proceduiisa GBA+ lens to minimize any barriers that may
exist.
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