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Hello everyone. Everyone looks so relaxed. Nice to see you all. I see we have some of our mentors with us too.
We still have another minute or so we'll hang out.
But we're very excited to see presentations.
All right I think we'll go ahead and get started as folks continue to filter in.
Awesome, welcome everyone. We're really excited to have you all with us. We've got our current cohort. We've got some of our alumni mentors. It was nice to see old faces and new. We've got our advisers. We've got Jordana and Shakthi and I think some of the program staff will pop in at various points and some capstone project partners might pop in as well. Before we kick off, I'd like to take a moment to recognize that many if not all of us are participating from the traditional ancestral and in most cases, unceded territories of Indigenous peoples. As you all know, our program was developed on and is mainly delivered from the lands of the Musqueam Squamish and Tsleil Waututh.
And as you all know, we like to pair intention with action.
And I was thinking this was a good moment to reflect on the fact that as you all are developing your BI skills, you can think about how BI tools can help bridge the intention action gap when it comes to your own reconciliation journeys. That's something that I have tried to do in my journey. And one thing I learned from Stephanie Papic who is one of our Inuit collaborators is that reminders is something that really crosses cultures and that's in the Inuit culture. They use visual reminders in the form of tattoos. I have a visual reminder not in the form of a Fata too but in the form of a sticker on my desk that helps me remember and recognize Indigenous lands, ideas and cultures.
So some food for thought as you Donte embellish your BI skills.
For today, we are very excited to hear from three of our teams. In a seemingly strange order because I tried to put people with early time zones. Earlier in each day. So we're going to have team five wilderness protection, team four service uptake and team one hearing protection. Then we have a 15 minute break. And then we're going to come back into project feedback workshops where teams will each get a few minutes to think about what feedback they want and other folks can help provide feedback.
 So just so we're all on the same page about presentations, each team has 10 to 15 minutes.
They'll describe their challenge. Including the problem to be tackles.
Their target behaviour and population. The key barriers. The potential touch points. They will introduce their plans for BI solution and their plans for research design. They also have up to five minutes of Q&A. And then we have five minutes of transition time in between teams so we can get new screen shares set up. And also time to provide feedback via zoom whiteboard. So on the zoom whiteboard, there's three different areas.
You can put the link in the chat so people can start to open it. General comments. Areas for improvement. Food for thought. Ways to help better impact the solution and any helpful insights about the problem or context. Some of you might be familiar with a problem or context. Or might have experienced it from the population of interest side. If there's potential obstacles or challenges you foresee, or just any comments or resources that might help the team.
So just going to open it up on my screen now.
So we have a little box for each team.
So there's some pre‑loaded post it notes. You can create post it notes and also accidentally move things around as people are finding out.
So just navigate it as best you can. Not quite as good as google jam but it is in‑house whiteboard for zoom. Just make sure your comment ends up under the right team so it all make sense in the end. And this will be running live all throughout today.
And the teams will be able to access feedback later as well.
And you can zoom in and out with your mouse. So you have a separate mouse and you can move around so there's a little guide menu here on the left.
One last thing I want to note before we turn it over to our first team, is that it can be a little weird when you present on zoom. Because you don't have a room with people plotting from you. So I do highly encourage everyone to do the zoom applause after presentations.
At least it feel like a little feedback.
You can use the reactions and the chat and then when you want to ask a question and it's not just faculty asking. We encourage all of you to ask as well.
You can raise a hand or use the chat.
And with that, let's turn it over to our first team. So I'm going to stop my screen share.
And really excited to hear from the CPAWS team.
Great, I can see your deck. So over to you and Shakthi can go ahead and start the timer.
  Andrea: Okay. Happy Monday everyone. We're going to jump right in here and share what we've been working on for our capstone project. We are aiming to increase CPAWS supporter engagement on grassland conservation. First a brief introduction of our team. I am Andrea and I've had the pleasure of working with Alex and Kim with the support of Dave our faculty adviser and then Syju our alumni mentor. Today you're going to get a brief overview of why we picked this behaviour. Our BI solution and what we have designed. So let's kick things off with a little bit of a warm‑up.
I liked how Kirsten mentioned it's a little awkward to talk to the void so I'm going to ask for your engagement. Can you put your hand up if you enjoyed some time outside today. Even if it was five minutes? And put your hand up if you feel that nature is an important aspect of your life.
Thanks for the participation. Now keep your hand up if you have ever voiced your concerns for nature, the environment or any wildlife to a decision maker or an organization.
Okay, this is some good engagement. But I think I've seen a little bit of a difference. It's really clear even poll that we just conducted here of our class that people really care deeply about nature. Yet sometimes our voices are often missing when policy decisions are made that shape conservation outcomes.
So why is this important? When people's input is missing, it creates a gap in public policy creation. This matters because governments are making high stakes decisions on bio diversity, land use and climate. Personalized letters from public are one of the most influential forms of public advocacy. Increasing meaningful engagement strengthens democratic legitimacy and conservation outcomes. We're aiming to tackle the gap between public support for conservation and actual participation and decision making. CPAWS is well positioned to mobilize supporters.
But current engagement patterns show a clear gap with intention and action. What are we going to do to move this forward? In working with the team at CPAWS we narrowed the behaviour to supporters sending letters to their MPs. This goal is to increase the number of letters sent to MPs and Kim's going to be talking about this a little bit later. We chose this behaviour because it's both high impact for that organization.
And operationally, realistic. CPAWS already has the infrastructure to measure it and support is already intent to act making this a classic BI opportunity. There's approximately 100,000 CPAWS supporters subscribed to the national e‑mail list and 100,000 people aligned with conservation values who are reachable through e‑mail and a platform that CPAWS uses called engaging networks. We learnt through our exploratory research people are generally struggling with cognitive load. Low perceived efficacy and feelings of psychological distance and trust. Alex is going to share more about that and what we've learned in our solution now.
  Alexandra: Thanks. Hi everyone. So for our exploratory research we viewed academic literature. Some existing CPAWS data and we undertook interviews with CPAWS staff, supporters and government officials to get a real 360 perspective of the problem.
And our goal is to identify and understand the barriers of motivations and to see if there were any potential solutions that had been tested out there already.
So as Andrea briefly acknowledged there was some common themes. And barriers and challenges that came up during our literature review.
One of them was around the perceived efficacy of letter writing. A bit of a sense that writing letters might not get the change that we want. And at the other side of that we heard from the government officials that those pre‑filled form letters which we'll talk more about in a second aren't as effective as personal letters.
We also heard that negative emotions are very motivating. But also can tip people over into sort of despair and anxiety. That cognitive load is a real problem for many of our supporters. They've got a long on. The world is burning and we're all sort of struggling to keep up.
Our inboxes are full. We don't know as much about the issue as the person at CPAWS who is working on the campaign perhaps. There are a few limiting factors for us that reduce our engagement. So to address these various barriers and motivators while proposing two BI solutions it would be tested together. So as mentioned, one of the big barriers is cognitive load and perceived lack of knowledge among supporters. That makes it hard to write letters. CPAWS already had‑‑ it's usually behavioural interventions here by providing pre‑filled form letters. You can see in the picture below the graph. However as I mentioned earlier, it is confirmed through our interviews that these pre‑filled form letters aren't as effective unless we can get a huge number of them. We're talking tens of thousands in some cases.
So instead of using the pre‑filled form letter we're proposing a B.I. solution where people with very simple prompt questions and very small text boxes. So we are lowering the expectation that you have to write an essay.
You have to know all of the details and we are just asking people some very friendly personal questions to sort of get at their own experiences and their own values. The next solution is to try and increase motivation by making it social. And we can do these two together as Kim will explain in a second. CPAWS communications tend to be technical and scientific. So we need to create more of an emotional and social connection to the issue. We're proposing two framing statements that would go in the e‑mail and on the action page. So again all of this is using CPAWS existing platforms. Existing processes. Very feasible it's not adding too much to anyone's workload. The statements were proposing to test are social statement which would demonstrate the impact and the value of letter writing campaign.
A successful campaign from our Alberta chapter. And would have the side benefit of creating community and setting some social norms of CPAWS supporters.
And the second statement we're looking to test is an identifiable victim statement with the goal of humanizing problem and reducing psychological distance by talking you through the problem from through the eyes of our conservation coordinator Sam Morris.
And I will hand over to Kim to explain how.
  Kim: Thanks so much Alex. And thank you all for your attention today.
I will be talking about our planned proposed research design. So what did we learn from our exploratory research? On the left this is what we're doing now. CPAWS is doing their best and they are sending out communications.
But we're running into different barriers and perhaps motivators.
Like lack of trust, lack of community. Competing interests in time or motions both negative and positive.
And then we have questionable and variable results across different regions in Canada.
What can we do now with this information? We can take the same barriers and motivators.
Brainstorm different ways in BI solutions to create targeted messaging.
And actually experience and see what will be successful for CPAWS moving forward. More specifically a two by two‑‑ independent variables are kind of as Alex mentioned the framing.
Also cognitive load reduction so template versus‑‑ on the right you can see a little diagram.
That shows the four different groups that will be randomized too. Each group will get one of the different framing variables.
Our dependant variables are twofold.
As well as numbers sent. Personalized means any modification from the template given to the participant.
So our population and sample size as mentioned are over a hundred thousand supporters subscribed to CPAWS national list personally and playing around with some of the numbers we are deciding on 4,000. 2,000 of which will come from the CPAWS Saskatchewan supporter list and then 2,000 of which will come from the national supporter's list. And this will all be split equally between the four groups.
What could we get away with in terms of participants.
If we have one person who‑‑ the condition as to serve who fill out the prompts. On the right column we have a statistically significant difference. That's on the pessimistic side. We're hoping more than eight people send letters out of the 4,000 we sent to.
Just to clear around and welcome any feedback for you guys. How do we operationize this experiment as well as we already mentioned engaging networks is the platform that CPAWS currently uses.
And there's something called the split test tool. Which can automatically randomize different subscriber e‑mails to the four different groups that we now lead up to. Each participant will receive a specific e‑mail to that group that has a link to a specific action page.
That I'll show new just a few moments. In terms of data collection again using engagements networks platform and collecting data that CPAWS has historically collected. The number of e‑mail click through rates.
So how often they click the link at the bottom. The action rate or sun rate so how many letters they actually send. The letter of content so we can see if they modify the letter. And then possibly demographic information like ZIP code and maybe age depending on our communications team and what they think is feasible and also something that they would like to collect. And these are here because these are deepened variables. So here is just an example mock‑ups of the e‑mails that someone might receive. So we keep in mind that the e‑mails between the groups that received social proof and identifiable victim, we're trying to make them the same length. As hear in red social proof statement that Alex showed. And then near red is the identifiable victim that Alex showed as well. And & then at the bottom when it says click to send your letter, each of the participants will send a specific link to their specific group to this page. So this page will show again. The social proof. Or the identifiable victim. Versus a pre‑fold letter at the bottom or the prompts. So some considerations for our project. This is true randomization and that is automated with the engaging networks platform. Utilize existing structures. So there are no additional costs to our partners. And it also aligns well with their goals.
This is something has been working for a very long time. Easily saleable. We gave a thoughtfully‑crafted number of 4,000 participants. But we can easily do the same with 6,000 or 8,000 et cetera.
And future utility. We talked at length with our partners they think would be helpful for them moving forward.
Without a BI consulting team.
And they said these kinds of communications are what they really value. In terms of practical considerations that might be challenging, there are time constraints so the communications team is made up of three or four people and in particular, there's one single member on the team who is going to be doing most of the heavy lifting in terms of putting out the e‑mails on engaging networks. Again we rely on automation. Really want to make sure we are collecting in line. We describe the data particularly early on in the experiment. So with that said, many thanks to our team and faculty adviser and the CPAWS team and we welcome any questions. Thanks for your time.
  Kirsten: Wonderful job team. That is very nice and we didn't run overtime at all. So we don't get the buzzer sound. Great job. I see we already have our firsthand for questions.
So JZ? 
  JZ: Great job. This is super interesting and important. I guess I will start with two questions. The first is naming of the identifiable victim effect. I don't think it's that identifiable victim. I think it's more like an expert kind of messenger effect. So if you show your slide 13 of that BI intervention. 
  Alexandra: We started off talking about identifiable victim and when we first did the cut of when I first put the slide up I put slash passenger effect. Because it's‑‑. 
  JZ: Not like I lost the land because of this. Not victim at all. It's more like I'm a scientist. I care about this.
So I think just maybe think about the naming. And number two somebody who has been working with policy makers for a long time. I feel like there are a couple of things we could do. Because we're going to e‑mail themselves already which is a great touch point. I wonder if you should place a specific ask instead of just say I support this.
And then you can ask the response from the minister's office.
I think that would be another dependant variable. In addition to e‑mails sent. In some place that's more impactful instead of how many Emails were sent. I hadn't read e‑mail in detail. But the assistant will have to read your e‑mail. That is for sure.
That is their obligation. But maybe putting in some actual actions. Like please respond to me. Or please like‑‑ I'm happy to chat for ten minutes. Or something like that.
For the minister's office.
  Alexandra: Thank you. I think that's a great point. When we normally put out actions we have a specific ask.
We were challenged because it's a burning issue and they tend to pop up. Sort of not quite out of the blue. But the timing is very hard. So trying to find an issue that we could do a communication about where we were planning far enough ahead. To fit the timeline of the project was a bit of a‑‑ we went through a bit of a process to sort of articulate what our focus of the e‑mail could be. That would meet the timelines of this project. But yeah, I will definitely give that some thought in the bulk of the letter.
  Isaac: Hey, great presentation. I was wondering specifically about your independent variables.
Why did you pick social proof and identifiable victim effect as opposed to some others of behavioural insights concept that we learned about. Was there something that stood out in the literature in a similar context? That made your team pick that is who I'm a bit more elaboration on that.
  Alexandra: I can give my opinion but then‑‑ the social proof definitely for me comes from the perceived efficacy of letter writing. I stumbled across that sentence on another CPAWS website when we were doing research for this. I think that's quite an important one. And the identifiable victim effect which is more the messenger effect. Acknowledging JZ's comments, I think was just one that really sort of speaks to often what we aim for but don't do very well in our communications. Which is trying to personalize, humanize or animalize‑‑ like cute and furry things. That's kind of part of the process anyway. But it's not something that's done necessarily in a thoughtful way.
But I'm going to stop answering all the questions and let Kim and Andrea jump in as well.
  Andrea: Yeah I think those are the ones that stuck out the most. And then doing exploratory research in interviews they came out even further.
And in the lit review as well. So I think that's why we picked those two to focus on.
  Kim: And I think also in the discussion, so the reason we're particularly focusing on CPAWS Saskatchewan as well. Because Alex you can correct me if I'm wrong but it felt like a chapter that needed a lot of support.
And wanted support in discussions with Stu from CPAWS Saskatchewan he also spoked about people who aren't hearing their concerns.
And soy think‑‑ in discussions with them, it was kind of what emerged naturally. But we definitely did give considerations to the other as well.
Thanks for your question Isaac. 
  Kirsten: Awesome.
. And Jordana one last question. 
  Jordana: Yes, thanks. I think you're all kind of matching. So very excellent team cohesion.
  Kim: It is intentional! 
  Andrea: Thanks for recognizing that.
  Jordana: I just put you all on the grid and it's excellent. I think this is actually connected to JZ's question but I wanted to just understand the logic a little bit more of the two different letter designs.
So you gave two motivations for the filled out letter and the short prompt letter. The first is to reduce cognitive mode I think. Load. And the second was to maybe be more effective.
Something to the effect of pre‑filled you need tens of thousands to be more effective. I'm curious if you think both of those are reasons why the short prompt might be effective. The cognitive load one is‑‑ I'm curious if I'm understanding that right? And if you had maybe stakeholder conversations about why the short prompt might be effective. If that came up in any of your kind of pre-interviews.
  Andrea: Yeah, I can jump in. We've had a lot of stakeholder involvement. And the biggest thing I thought going through sit they don't really know what works for engagement. They've never done a test like this before. They just have tried like furry fuzzy animal and hoping people respond to that and/or something around a social proof. Or taking action on a specific issue because it's in the news right now. That's why we wanted to do 2 by 2 factorial design. And what we did through our interviews in some of the lit review is that that people don't have enough time to sit down and write a letter while they are confused on what they should say. Do they have all the facts right? So we wanted to make that as easy for people as possible. To write a customized letter not just a form letter.
By give them a choice. What will your supporters actually want to do? Will they lean more towards a form letter? But some do want to voice their own opinion so let's give them that option as well.
But do it really simply and short.
  Kirsten:  Thanks team. Nicely handled questions and we are out of time so we will move on. Thank you so much. So we have about three minutes until the next team. So we have time for folks to work a little bit on the whiteboard and adding questions and feedback.
And congratulations et cetera there. So I will reshare my screen. Hopefully it's not too nauseating as Jacqueline pointed out arrows whizzing around.
So I will do that and put on some music and we will be back in three minutes for the next presentation.
All right it's 5:30 Pacific and we'll stay on schedule. The ICBC team. Go ahead and get your screen share started. And then on the whiteboard folks can move over to the middle or purple box to leave comments for the next team.
  Nathalia: Good evening. First thank you for the opportunity to present our work with ICBC to make self‑checking easy and attractive. We are very excited to share with you all. My name is Nathalia McCullagh and my teammates are Kristen Chen and‑‑ Anderson. And crystal Chan. Our faculty adviser is JZ and‑‑. Among other services. Before we begin I would like to acknowledge we are joining from many different traditional ancestral and unceded territories across Canada. I'm calling in today from the land of the Squamish and the Tsleil Waututh nations. And my teammates are calling from Montreal, the land of the Kanien‑‑ nation and Vancouver home of the Musqueam and Squamish nation. Before we begin, I would like to set us up with the same understanding of what we mean when we say kiosk during our presentation.
That equals kiosk as seen in the simulation. If you've taken a flight before you might recognize it from self‑check in at the airport. Now I will start with our introduction. In 2025, ICBC rolled out a new method for customers with point to self‑checking at all locations.
However self‑checking is lower than expected.
Instead of reduce service thereby reducing efficiency and capacity. Two main barriers are exploratory research with ICBC staff.
Or customers go to the staff because it appears to be easiest and most convenient option.
Customers go to staff check in because they are uncertain what to do and lack clear direction.
To give you a visual of what it looks like for customers when they enter the office. We have a floor plan of one of the ICBC offices on the slide.
Just know each office layout is very different. You can see the entrance location on the bottom right corner of this image.
And Mr. Green will demonstrate the path as he walks in the first information is this sign.
Directing him to general checking to the left or roll test to the right. If you turn left extension will guide him to line‑up for the staff check in desk.
To show the image. From our observation, customers typically only notice the kiosk when there is a line‑up.
Or after they have turn aid way from the desk area. That this is facing the other side of the front desk.
Our target behaviour is customer with appointments to use self‑checking kiosk upon arrival at the ICBC office. In increasing self‑checking kiosk usage. Staff can now shift to service delivery.
And kiosk are already operating in 18 locations. No new skills required. Also controls the physical environment and the signage.
 Our population of interest is ICBC customers with appointment. Including road test as this doesn't allow to use self checking. Checkpoint is ICBC office environment.
 And now I will pass onto crystal who will talk about our plan.
  Crystal: What we want to do is breakdown the multistep process you saw.
And turn it into one default action. Use the kiosk. So harness making this behaviour easy. While move the kiosk. So that staff check in is no longer the obvious first thing that catches your eye. The kiosk is. Changing defaults. Making it convenient. But we are not going to stop there. We'll also make kiosks attractive.
So signs that speak to your personal situation and highlight incentives.
Frame it so it helps get as soon as possible so you can still speak to someone and get the service you are looking for from ICBC.
So imagine to make it easy, you open the door to the office.
Stressing about license renewal and what do you see that staff counter. It shows you have to turn left.
And backwards to get to the kiosks.
So our solution moves so it it's visible when you walk in. Close to the front door. And closer than the staff check in. So‑‑ in other words we are reducing steps to get to the kiosk figuratively and literally.
And improve flow to the space.
And we learned about these ways to improve from how others place kiosks in the airports. And mention also grocery stores use them. McDonald's even, right? And they increase extrinsic motivation by how you place things. The last thing is this also taps into social. So we're going to look around now and see both. Everyone does this one first thing when they enter. But another thing our research taught us.
Is that some customers aren't clear as to use the kiosk. We have some pretty attractive science. Sometimes too good. Attractive but they don't match for the behaviour we want‑‑ so here's an example or two of how might we treat messaging. Right now in front of the staff check in there's two signs. One points you to self‑check in. You can see it there. And the second points to staff check ins saying waits here. Please wait here. So we would want incentive to say something like don't wait.
Don't have an appointment? Use the kiosk. Versus‑‑ don't have an appointment? Need help? Then wait for staff. And this draws attention to what's relevant for you. And prevents defaults to just going to staff because they are uncertain. And the other thing is that need help framing solves an ethical gap we found in ICBC signage. There's currently no inclusive sign that explicitly welcomes those who need extra assistant or have a general question. Or don't have an appointment. So that gap is about one more example. So the sign on the kiosk currently says appointments self‑check in. But self‑implies the customer has to do all the work themselves. Express gives you an incentive. So now you imagine you walk in and this time kiosk is right there. And the sign on the kiosk says express appointment. Speaks to you.
And we think BI is really well suited here to address small frictions and attention gaps.
It's also feasible because we are using existing set‑up. Kiosks are already there.
 The design of the science. This allows us to test out the technology uptake of the kiosks and messaging in a physical environment. Lastly our solutions also timely because it intervenes right with what every client has to walk in to navigate to their appointment. But we did wonder‑‑ what if you see a kiosk but it doesn't seem salient? Why should I use it? Or what if you would use it there's a line. Basically how might these solutions work together? 
  Erin: Thank you crystal. So I'm going to walk everybody through our research design. So‑‑ we are also doing a two by two factorial design.
Which allows us to test two separate interventions as well as how they perform together.
So for our purposes we took our 18ICBC locations and we randomly assigned them two four condition groups.
But also balanced them by key criteria. One is the current operational practice of redirecting customers to use the kiosks.
Someone we wanted to maximize what there is to gain. Which is most effective. Can we balance this with one behaviour only or is there combined?  Piece there's a lot of existing variation.
So what works well in one might also work in another.
Because of the differences in how locations are today. Some interventions might be more or less effective. In one location over another. The better we are able to balance out any strong results either way. And then lastly this design lets us do different types of analysis. So while our primary analysis will be looking at the change in the treatment groups versus the control group, we're also able to do a historical analysis of each location.
So these are the three hypotheses we are testing. Each one corresponds to our conditions. So the first one is related to our layout change and making things easier. Is this going to increase kiosk check in? The second relates to our signage.
And what happens when we put those together and that would predict what is used the most compared to control. However of course we don't necessarily know that is the case sometimes we can be surprised.
Which is what we will test. So all the customers who visit ICBC locations during the trial. We plan to run it over a period of four weeks. And you can see that with the large volume of transactions ICBC has, we end up with really large sample sizes.
And also very lucky not to rub it in but ICBC tracks a ton of information. The date and time of the appointment it takes place in and they all have a unique ID as well. So really blessed in terms of data. These are some strengths strong attributes. So the strengths are‑‑ we're able to test this in a real world setting. Where these intervention would actually be used.
We have a large group that responds to the internal base and the randomized control trial design we're using.
Some constraints have to be within a treatment group. For instance some locations the kiosk might be moving 40 feet in other cases it might move five.
But it has to be the same. The second is we have to limit with ICBC operations how they triage customers currently. And we also don't want to disrupt any service delivery. There is going to be variations. A large number of signs maybe in another office. We will have to think about that. The other piece is because we are doing this province wide, ask there's only three of us, we are going to have to rely on staff to execute those interventions for us.
And the last thing is we have to contend with the fact it's not a perfect randomization. There are probably unobservable differences between customers that visit one ICBC location or another. But that's not really something we are able to predict or track or account for. So it's just something we have to keep in mind.
That brings us right on time.
  Kirsten: Some folks with hands up meant to clap. Some doing both. I see first question to Dave. 
  Dave: Great job team. And I just wanted to add another benefit in addition to being good for ICBC, if your interventions work, is I think it would be nicer for the people visiting it too. Like these days most, I don't know but I would guess most people want to use the kiosk. I do.
And if I walk up like Oh God what do I do where is it that's not as nice of an experience for me and it's nice if I walk in and it's very clear.
So can you tell me more about exploratory research? 
  Erin: Yeah sure. Main activity  in terms of primary research were staff interviews. And direct observation.
And so what we learned from those were in terms of the direct observation, one thing we noticed was that people were generally confused about what to do.
 So there's sometimes people would go to line up at the kiosk and then go to the staff check in. Also in some places, there's kind of one line to both the staff and kiosk check‑ins. So then it kind of becomes to get to the kiosk you kind of feel like you're cutting in line which is a social norm problem, right? And then through the interviews, I think some of the things that we learned were one that for some customers, they just really need help. And so they go to the counter. Because‑‑ like right, they are not sure what they should be doing. So they want to go to a person that can tell them. And the other piece too that came up with that was‑‑ there are certain customers too that kind of view it as‑‑ I am coming here to be served. Which is why we're sort of trying to position the kiosk differently in our signage.
  Crystal: I'll add for the lit review it was interesting how kiosks were perceived. I spoke a bit about how for example how other sectors like restaurant industry. How do they approach things? If our results have interest it would apply to other industries as well.
But the perception of some customers see kiosks as not as efficient. I don't have to talk to someone as a good thing and some like Oh‑‑ that's what you're there for, to help me.
  I want to add one thing. In our research interviews staff told us that some people they serve when they told them there was an option. They were like Oh why don't we tell them that. And they left and used the kiosk and went to down line so the nice old lady could use it. You're right some people literally if they knew about it, would want it.
  Rodney: How did you determine self‑check in was a barrier and express something more appealing? 
  Erin: The idea of the self‑check in for me it came from my past experience doing communications. Where we had sort of learned that. That the word self is kind of triggering for some people. And also what we heard from the staff interviews around the idea of service. And being served by the staff. So I think that's where we kind of decided that the self in the signage was maybe not the right messaging for the kiosks.
  Kirsten: Great and we have time for one last question and I'm going to use moderator's privilege and ask my question. Just curious but have you talked to ICBC yet about kiosk placement? And do they have any constraints on their end? Because I know sometimes there's specific things about where something has to be.
Just curious about that conversation. 
  Erin: We have shared a draft of this plan with them and walked them through it.
So for the purposes of the trial, there are going to be some limitations that we'll have to work on around where kiosks can actually be moved. For the purposes of the trial, they are looking at ways that they can temporarily move the kiosks. Because a lot of‑‑ there are certain technical constraints and safety things about like they can't have cords that people can trip over. So for the purpose of the trial they would temporarily adjust them depending on what was possible using extension cords. But if this is successful, they would invest in properly re‑locating the kiosks. Which would be more expensive. But yeah surprisingly when we asked them if we could move a kiosk and then maybe move it back four weeks later, they were not that upset with it.
Upset with it. So that was positive. 
  Kirsten: That is great. That is the kind of feedback you want from partners is that they are willing to do these things. Awesome. Well thank you very much team four. We have about three minutes for whiteboarding. So I will put music back on and we'll be back in three minutes.
All right we are ready for our third team. So this will be the team all the way to the right in the pinkish square. And I can see your slide deck so you are good to go. 
  Melanie: Hello. Team air force ear force is looking forward to going through our problem with you. Just a reminder it's Conrad, Jacqueline, Kyra and myself Melanie.
Our problem is occupational noise.
And specifically that's excessive noise. Exposure of 85 decibels or over for an eight hour shift. Why? Because it has a potential to cause hearing loss.
A common occupational disease in Canada and around the world and it impacts people's quality of life, psycho social as well as physical.
So what is noise source? What are the levels?
Right now speaking to at about 60 decibels. But kit go up as high as 120 to 140 if you hear an aircraft taking off. Or as low as maybe city traffic. 80 to 85 or power tools. We chose to select nightclub or bar music at 95 to 100.
Remember back to those days actually when you went to the concerts pubs or nightclubs?
Some of us still may go there. Trying to have those conversations and you really can't hear each other.
Pretend to get close to hear each other speak. Or coming home after a night at the club. Or having ringing in your ears and buzzing sound.
20 to 30 hours a week. That is considered an inherent part of nightclub because we go to listen to the music. We wanted to go and hear that live music. Hearing checks as part of critical part of our problem. Occupational noise exposure. Back in 2012 work safe BC‑‑ hear safe did a study. Looked at the study of hearing loss claims over the number of annual hearing checks. So hearing tests are a good thing for us to look at. Our target behaviour.
Looking at the employers. The loop. The behaviour and the number of tests and annual hearing tests they need complete. An industry pub nightclub or lounges some of them are called. Looking at the hearing tests that have been completed over the last ten years. You can see by the graph there's been a significant decline. Albeit‑‑ due to the fact many places were closed. Even since Covid. In 2024 or 2025 there have been no tests. You may wonder why not look at another part of a hearing conservation program? Looking at reducing that noise. We considered that. But we actually know that we can measure the employers booking those tests.
We can actually go to work safe BC. You can eat‑‑ any one of go on that website and see how many hearing tests have been completed.
Those are a great opportunity for audio metric specialist to have a conversation with an employee and talk to them about hearing loss and explain what it is.
A great opportunity to have that conversation.
It's a journey of really easy three steps.
You book the test as an employer. You contact somebody who can do that test known as an IAB.
They schedule their staff to go in and the staff gets results. That industrial audio metric business sets up that test. Can be a mobile unit. Kit send them to an office. And then they submit that to work safe. Where they get those test results and they know the number of people who have been tested.
And as I stead worker then has that great opportunity to have that one to one.
Get some learning and understanding about hearing and how you can prevent hearing loss.
And then you can take those actions themselves.
Reduce exposure.
I'm going to hand it to Kyra for her to talk about our research. 
  Kyra: So it's this step right here. Employee booking the hearing test for their staff where we are zeroing in. Through our research connecting with employers in this industry. With some audio metric businesses who do the testing. The work safe BC audiologist. A few clear barriers emerged. And some of those barriers relate to realities in the industry. Things like operational pressures. The cost of tests and some work force characteristics. Things that just can't really change. But other barriers were more behavioural in nature which is good news for us. And that's where I'm going to focus. Back a step. So a big one that we heard from employers is that there's an underestimation of noise risk.
Many employers think loud environments are part of the job. And of course the impact of hearing loss is far away. It's a future problem and not something that's felt or recognized when it's happening. Another behavioural barrier is some low awareness of what employers are supposed to do about it. So even if folks do know that noise is a risk, many employers are unsure about the actual requirements or even that hearing tests are a thing. We heard from these employers that there's a lot going on. There's competing priorities and they have limited time. So we know whatever is asked of them needs to feel simple and really straight forward. Related to that is cognitive overload. They are stretched thin and have limited attention. They shared with us one message is probably not going to be enough to break through onto their radar. And the last one is mixed perceptions of work safe BC. So it's an organization that's in a tricky position of‑‑ providing education and prevention. But also regulation and compliance‑related activities. And we know that that can impact the way that messages from WorkSafe BC are received. So as for our solution, what we did was we looked at those behavioural factors and we tried to match each of them with one or two simple behavioural insights to address it.
So to the first one we're going to use availability bias by using industry‑specific risk data or examples to make that long‑term hearing risk feel more relevant. We also are hoping to play with the identifiable victim effect. We know that often folks are motivated the action. More by the plight of an individual than they are of a whole population or group. To the next point, we're going to make links to the WorkSafe BC hearing program requirements and supports really clear and easy to find. Make them more salient.
To help with the competing priorities and their limited time we'll provide a check list for booking hearing tests to lighten the cognitive load and make the action clear and straight forward. And related to that we're going to offer a reminder. So that folks can receive this information again in a few month's time. Lastly to address the mixed perception of work safe BC piece we're going to make sure to frame this message to be about worker well being and health and safety. Not about compliance.
And we're hoping to play with the messenger effect by partnering with an industrial‑‑ trusted industry association in this area who we've heard from employers is a trusted voice. And we explored a couple of different touch points and potential message delivery options. But what we've landed on for our project is an e‑mail campaign. What we're proposing is three different versions of an e‑mail to go out. And I will touch on each of them in the next slides here. So the first group will follow a messaging style that's used often by work safe BC that really focuses on risk and resources. And from our BI lens you'll see we're using that availability bias by presenting those industry‑specific risk statistics. Salience bringing clear attention to the hearing program requirements and our positive frame at the top is all about worker safety and well being. The second e‑mail to a second group would have those same components. But we're calling this our super charged BI e‑mail. We're going to layer on some additional BI tools. So from there you'll see we have personalization, we're hoping to include a snippet of a short video of a bartender who is experienced early hearing loss. Repurposing some video footage that work safe BC already has. We've included a link for folks to sign up for a reminder prompt and we have a simple check list there for the steps to book hearing tests. The third group our third e‑mail is our super charged e‑mail again. But we've layered on that messenger effect. We're hoping to co‑brand it and send it on behalf of both work safe BC and the alliance of beverage licensees. These are only mock‑ups but it gives you a sense of what we've got in mind. And I'll pass it over to Conrad.
  Conrad: Okay. Thanks Kyra. So going to talk a little about the fundamentals of our research. And data collection and analysis and what's going to be entailed with our conditions. So as you saw, there's three different e‑mails we have. We're also going to have a control group. Which we can use as our baseline for comparison. So we have about 700 employers in this industry in the province. And then there's some that we won't have contact information for. Which leaves us with about 160 reachable employers per condition.
This strikes a nice balance and a decent sample size and we do want to break it up into these different components so we can see what works.
For instance we might see co‑branding does make a difference to just having BI elements in number two.
Next we will talk about fundamental elements.
Those conditions I showed earlier. That's assigning a independent variable to each group. The dependant variable is on each industry. In terms of measurement work safe BC already receives hearing test results as we showed earlier.
In terms of how we measure this, it's going to be the percentage of employers who complete any worker hearing tests. So‑‑ basically we're kind of making it binary for each employer. Did they complete at least one hearing test at all? Or did they complete none? Anyone not doing a test in the industry for the last 20 years. All 24 or 25. So anyone that we can get to set up at least a hearing test for their workers so we can fill out a significant change in their behaviour. There's some other pieces here too. Each employer or ferry whether it makes sense to test all of the workers or some.
So we didn't just the number of tests.
We wanted to see how many employers scheduled one or none at all. We did some secondary dependant variables as well. So open rates are e‑mails. Click through and I'll get more on that in a moment and talk next about our data collection and analysis. So the fact that work safe BC gets hearing test results is great for us.
This is already happening.
It's required to happen and has been going on for years and we've been able to see the results already. Clarity on the data structure and what's included and makes it really nice for us.
In terms of secondary. Open rate click through these are not going to be hard for us to track and we're already working with an expert on this on work safe BC side to help us with the e‑mail campaign data collection.
The actual analysis once we have data. We have a link in variable identified that we can use to connect hearing test results to the employer's work safe BC profile. Which gets ahead of a couple potential data issues as we've learned in class. And then the secondary metrics I mentioned from the e‑mails.
And website metrics. We're cognizant of the fact that there are some steps between us setting up these e‑mails and then hearing tests getting scheduled. Completed. Results sent back to work safe BC. So unfortunately we recognize that there's a chance that even if we motivate a bunch of hearing tests to be scheduled it's possible all or most would fall after our data collection ends.
So we want other impacts as well. Our main ethical‑‑ we're going to identify whichever e‑mail is most impactful. And send it to our control group.
After the project ends. So those employers and workers can benefit. And that is all for us. So thanks for listening to our presentation. And we're open to questions. Feedback and thoughts.
  Kirsten: Great job. JZ has the first question. 
  JZ: I wonder what is the benefit of the hearing test to the employer. You want to say the obvious one is hearing bartender is a great bartender as opposed to a deaf one, I wonder if a shortened e‑mail by saying here, if you want to save costs or better offer will serve your customer. Get your employer or employees tested on hearing. Something like that? 
  Conrad: There's two I'll mention off the top of my head. One is that it can reduce the premium sorry that they have to pay to work safe BC. If there's more claims for hearing damage than that affects the premiums for the industry.
And for specific employers depending on what gets adjudicated in the claims in terms of the source of the hearing loss for instance. Another thing is in our research we really found that employers care about their employees. It was pretty encouraging. And they genuinely just want what's best for their workers on sort of an ethical social‑‑ I understand that might come off poly‑‑ but we were pretty convinced from our research. I don't know if anything else has anything to add on that at all.
  
  Jacqueline: It is a legal requirement. And that said work safe knows compliance messaging is something they don't like in their communications. It doesn't land well. Employers identify and see themselves in more of the heroic promising thing of I care about my workers versus it's a legal requirement to do it. So we did have conversations struggling with that. Because it would be nice to just say it's a legal requirement. But we also know that it's not an effective one to use and it is also against work safe's branding so they won't allow that type of comms to go out.
  Kirsten: And I think we have a question from Nat? 
  Nat: Hi, thank you. So JZ touched upon the return on investment. That was one of the questions that I had. And Jacqueline you mentioned about the law. The regulatory or mandatory need to conduct these hearing tests. I would be curious also to know how much it costs to do a test. And if it's not something that could be used to convince employer that is good if you break it down by the number of days.
Like $365 so a dollar a day to keep your people healthy or something like that.
So they sign up. Yeah‑‑ thank you. That's it. 
  Kirsten: Thank you for the question. It's a little hard because they range all over. Depending on the hearing test provider it could be $20. Usually $45 is around the price and it can go up to 60 and then some that are more remote areas have said that they are reporting that they are charging about a hundred dollars. So it's a little bit over and it will depend too on how many people are actually getting booked in appointments. So if you are booking like 50 workers, they'll give you a little bit of a break. So sometimes it's a bit hard breaking it down on costs. There's also again‑‑ one of the nice things about working with work safe which I also work there is we have a lot of research in our background. And we know that again employers don't like that image of cost savings when they do it. Again it goes against the heroic vision of themselves that I care about my workers. If you start talking about costs it can go against to them where they are like‑‑ I always think of Mr. Monopoly guy he runs around the board. They feel like that if you start throwing costs around. So that's why we were looking at the title and the messaging is that positive framing is really important. Tying it back into you care about your workers, this is a way to show that you care and help them.
  Kirsten: Excellent. Question from Rodney? And I think this is the last question we have time for. So Dave you can pop yours into the whiteboard.
  Rodney: Just a real quick question. What did you mean by reachable in the research design section? 
  Jacqueline: Technically when an employer registers. Most employers do give us an e‑mail. That that have being said when we did pull the information for the approximate 700 employers, there was a few that had blank e‑mails. So we don't actually have a reachable‑‑ there's no e‑mail to send to.
So it literally means there is an e‑mail that we can send to. 
  Kirsten: Wonderful. Thanks team. So we have a few minutes of whiteboard time and then we'll have our break. So for now I will put on music and the whiteboard and then at 6:20 we'll flip over to the break.
All right welcome back. Thanks. I love the comments in the chat about apples and trees and dance music. Excellent. Okay so welcome back.
Great job to the three presenting teams. Now we are going to do the feedback workshop. So we are going to go into breakout rooms and we're going to mix the teams up so each room has a mix of people so you'll get feedback from all three rooms. So the goal of the feedback workshop is to help teams find proposals.
Can other people hear me? Alex can't. Okay, Alex I think it's a you problem.
Maybe Shakthi if you message Alex and help her figure it out. So the goal is to help teams for proposals and prepare for launch. And then so teams might have specific questions where they are looking for feedback because of partner constraints or lots of ideas or needing to hone them down. There might be things on the whiteboard that are good to discuss. There might just be questions and comments from people in the breakout rooms. So we'll divide into three rooms for 20 minutes.
That means about six to seven minutes per project per room. The breakout sessions aren't recorded.
 So teams would want to make their own notes because we won't be able to record within breakout rooms.
And you might want to have the whiteboard open in your room. So Shakti I think you can go ahead and send us into breakout rooms.
Okay welcome back. I'll just reset up my screens because zoom resets them every single time you go in and out of a breakout room.
So I just have a few wrap up slides. So we'll be back on Wednesday. We'll do essentially the same thing. But we'll have just two teams presenting. So we'll have our welcome. Then hearing from the capital region housing Corp group and the UBC group. Then we'll do a break and we'll repeat the workshop activity we did. And then we're also going to have a seminar that's going to orient us to where we are in the certificate program right now. Go over some next steps for projects et cetera. If teams don't already have it booked, they should try to meet with their advisers within the next week or two. So obviously you have a lot of feedback tonight. Some of that feedback is going to be directly actionable. Some is kind of FYI good to know.
But not something you can action. And so your advisers will help you wade through all the feedback and figure out what to prioritize. Because as we'll talk about on Wednesday, when you are wrapping up the innovation phase part two, you're going to have a status update that's updated proposal where you integrate some of the feedback received.
 So they'll help you work through what to action and what not to action.
So that is it for tonight. Again, huge congrats to the three teams who presented tonight. The bar has been set high. And we're excited to see Wednesday's teams meet that bar. Thanks everyone and see you on Wednesday.
Pam Heggie, CSR(A) RPR.
Accurate Realtime Reporting Inc. 
Uncertified (draft) Verbatim


Page 3
Accurate Realtime Reporting Inc. - (604) 685-6050

