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London Councils, 59 ½ Southwark Street, London, SE1 0AY 

Contact Officer: Derek Gadd 

Telephone: 0207 934 9505 Email: derek.gadd@londoncouncils.gov.uk  
 

Agenda item  

1  Declarations of interest*  

 

 

1-4 

2  Apologies for absence 

3  Minutes of the meeting held on 11 July 2017 

4  Capital Ambition – Director’s Report 
The report provides an update on the following: 

- Financial position 

- Work programme 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that Board members: 

a) Note the financial summary. 

b) Note the progress on grant funded projects. 

5-14 

5 Behavioural Insights Report on Trials 

This report provides a summary of the CAB funded trials led by the London 
Borough of Croydon on: 

• Recycling rates, and 
• Housing Benefit overpayments 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that Board members: 

a) Receive the presentation from the BI team.  
b) Note the results of the trials. 
c) Agree to dissemination of the results via the London Ventures team, 

through established professional networks. 

15-140 

mailto:derek.gadd@londoncouncils.gov.uk


6 London Ventures Progress Report 

This report provides an update on the key activities and progress in the 
London Ventures programme since July 2017. This report highlights 
activities that have taken place to support both the general and targeted 
ventures programme particularly in relation to advocating the programme to 
local authorities and other key promotional activities. 

Recommendation 

Board members are recommended to note the London Ventures progress 
report. 

141-146 

7 Any other business  

 
 
 
*Declarations of Interests 
 
If you are present at a meeting of London Councils’ or any of its associated joint committees or their 
sub-committees and you have a disclosable pecuniary interest* relating to any business that is or 
will be considered at the meeting you must not: 
 

• participate in any discussion of the business at the meeting, or if you become aware of your 
disclosable pecuniary interest during the meeting, participate further in any discussion of the 
business, or 

• participate in any vote taken on the matter at the meeting. 
 
These prohibitions apply to any form of participation, including speaking as a member of the public. 
 
It is a matter for each member to decide whether they should leave the room while an item that they 
have an interest in is being discussed.  In arriving at a decision as to whether to leave the room they 
may wish to have regard to their home authority’s code of conduct and/or the Seven (Nolan) 
Principles of Public Life. 
 
*as defined by the Relevant Authorities (Disclosable Pecuniary Interests) Regulations 2012 
 
 
 
The Capital Ambition Board will be invited by the Chair to agree to the removal of the press and 
public since the following items of business are closed to the public pursuant to Part 5 and Schedule 
12A of the Local Government Act 1972 (as amended): 
 
Paragraph 3 - Information relating to the financial or business affairs of any particular person 
(including the authority holding that information), it being considered that the public interest in 
maintaining the exemption outweighs the public interest in disclosing it. 
 
  



Exempt item   

E1 Minutes of Exempt Capital Ambition Board meeting 11 July 2017  1-4 

E2 Visbuzz pilot evaluation  5-62 

E3 General ventures portfolio review and targeted ventures next steps   63-72 

 
 
Close approx. 12:30 
 
 
 



Meeting of the Capital Ambition Board  
 
Tuesday 11 July 2017, 14:30 
 
London Councils, Room 5, 59½ Southwark Street, London SE1 0AL  
 
 
Members     Local Authority    
Edward Lord OBE JP    City of London (Chair) 
Cllr Stephen Alambritis   LB Merton 
Cllr Fiona Colley    LB Southwark 
Cllr Nicholas Paget Brown   RB Kensington & Chelsea 
 
London Councils     
Frank Smith     Director of Corporate Resources 
Guy Ware     Director: Finance, Performance and Procurement  
Clive Grimshaw    Strategic Lead, Health and Social Care  
Andy Pitcairn     Head of Budgetary Control and Procurement 
Thomas Man     Head of Capital Ambition 
Lisa Henry     Capital Ambition Programme Manager 
Lucy Foggin     Capital Ambition Project Officer 
Jade Appleton     Political Advisor - Conservative Group 
      
Advisers 
Paul Najsarek     Chief Executive, LB Ealing 
 
Board Secretariat 
David Dent     Principal Corporate Governance Officer 
 
EY 
Darra Singh     Partner, Local Public Services 
Victoria Evans     Senior Manager, Local Public Services  
Chess Dennis     Consultant, Local Public Services 
 
Behavioural Insights Team – for item 5 
Tim Pearse     Head of Local Government, BIT 
Michael Hallsworth    BIT 
 
Geoff Alltimes – for item 6   Independent Consultant 
 
 
1. Declarations of Interest 
 
1.2 There were no declarations of interest. 
 
2. Apologies for absence  
 
2.1 Apologies were received from Cllr Kevin Davis (RB Kingston upon Thames), Cllr David 

Simmonds (LB Hillingdon), James Rolfe (LB Enfield), John Comber (RB Greenwich) and 
Fiona Fletcher-Smith (GLA). 

2.2 It was also noted that the following individuals are no longer advisers to CAB John Comber, 
Mike O’Donnell and Rob Leak. The Board stated their gratitude to the advisers for the 
assistance they have provided to CAB.  

 
3. Minutes of the meeting held on 14 February 2017  
 



3.1 The minutes of the non-exempt part of the meeting held on 14 February 2017 were agreed 
as an accurate record. 

 
4. Capital Ambition - Director’s Report 
 
4.1  The report was noted by CAB.  
 
5. Applying Behavioural Insights – Costed Proposals 
 
5.1  The Chair introduced Tim Pearse and Michael Halllsworth from the Behavioural Insights 

Team (BIT). Mr Pearse informed members that the Behavioural Insights proposals covered 
three areas:  

 
• Improving decision making in respect of children’s social care;  
• Improving communications around prevention and early help, including speeding up 

foster carer recruitment;  
• Increasing uptake of vaccinations – principally MMR, prompted by the recent 

measles outbreak which arose from low vaccination take up. 
 
5.2 In response to a question from Cllr Colley, Mr Pearse commented that the main issue 

around children’s social care assessments was the high incidence of referrals that resulted 
in a ‘No Further Action’ decision, which was quite common even after assessments had 
been made. The BIT would be looking to develop a more substantial assessment system. 

 
5.3 Cllr Paget Brown asked about the possibilities of using the ‘nudge’ concept for foster carer 

recruitment, and whether this approach had been successful in other boroughs? Mr Pearse 
agreed that one of the most effective way of recruiting foster carers was using ‘network 
nudge’ principle, i.e. through existing carers. In terms of successful uses of ‘nudge’, BIT 
were not aware of any research into the impact. Nevertheless there are examples from 
other sectors that demonstrated the benefits of this approach such as charitable giving. 
Victoria Evans from EY mentioned that the concept had been used successfully in the 
Hertfordshire/Buckinghamshire regions for foster carers’ recruitment. 

 
5.4 Paul Najsarek asked whether the results of the pilots would be shared widely to 

communicate learning, and also whether any cashable savings could contribute to the 
Capital Ambition programme? Mr Pearse confirmed that all of the findings would be made 
public for the purposes of learning and that presentations would also be made, but that it 
wasn’t intended to operate the behavioural insights work to provide a financial return to 
Capital Ambition. But as Ms Evans highlighted, from intelligence working with one of our 
Venture Partners, in house foster carers provides significant savings over using 
independent fostering agencies.  

 
5.5 Members noted the presentation from BIT and agreed to award £59,242 to the London 

Borough of Croydon and £140,199 to the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea for the 
three costed proposals.  

 
6. Health and Social Care Integration 
 
6.1. Although minuted in order, this item was moved to the end of the agenda with the 

agreement of the Chair to enable Clive Grimshaw and Geoff Alltimes to speak on the item.  
 
6.2. Mr Grimshaw explained the background around London health and care devolution to the 

Committee: in June 2015 CAB had agreed up to £250,000 to support the development of 
new working arrangements for health, and in February 2016 had agreed to allocate 
£100,000 of this to support work streams emerging from the Health and Care Devolution 
Agreement. CAB were now being asked to note the progress of the devolution pilots and, 



further to the February 2016 agreement, provide up to £150,000 to assist boroughs in the 
delivery of devolution commitments. 
 

6.3. Mr Najsarek recognised the importance of this work but also asked that the impact of the 
Better Care Fund be considered. 
 

6.4. Cllr Paget Brown asked about the position with Sustainability and Transformation 
Partnerships (STPs). Mr Grimshaw explained that where a budget is being integrated 
locally NHS England will expect the money to stack up. The project team that there are a 
wide range of delivery models and options being developed and delivered and the CAB 
funded project will reflect and recognise existing approaches.  
 

6.5. CAB agreed to the provision of up to £150,000. The Chair requested that the Capital 
Ambition contribution be recognised in any final publications/reports.  

 
7. London Ventures  
 
7.1 Thomas Man, Head of Capital Ambition, introduced the report. He outlined the key 

decisions set out in the report which were: 
 

• Approving the year 2 London Ventures business plan 
• Approving the seed funding criteria 
• Approving the dragon’s den outcomes 
• Approving a minor revision to a commercial deal 

 
7.2 Darra Singh from EY explained the proposal that year 2 of the business plan sets out the 

next year of the London Ventures programme. The key difference compared to the original 
business plans was an extension of the current homelessness, temporary accommodation 
and housing targeted venture into year 2 in order to maximise the opportunity to deliver a 
successful targeted venture. This would delay the start of the second targeted venture 
programme until no later than March 2018; however there will still be a continuation of the 
general ventures work stream. 

 
7.3 In terms of the general ventures, there were 16 partners in the programme. All partners are 

subject to bi-annual reviews to assess the partner’s performance and where appropriate 
make recommendations as to whether or not to retain them within the programme. It was 
acknowledged that more could be done regarding marketing and communications, and the 
plan contained proposals for this. 

  
7.4 Mr Najsarek asked whether homelessness projects in the programme would take up more 

of the overall programme. EY confirmed that a lot of work had been done to develop a 
portfolio that provided maximum impact, but the overall funding would not be affected. The 
plan was originally to run three cycles of the programme – that the programme was only 
now being run twice could impact on programme capacity at a later date. 

 
7.5 In response to a question from the Chair, CAB confirmed their collective commitment to 

housing and homelessness projects within the programme. 
 
7.6 Mr Singh mentioned that although two cycles of the Ventures programme would be run a 

range of partners, investors and local authorities are keen to be involved. The Director of 
Corporate Services confirmed that he was happy the three year financial targeting 
remained unaffected by this. 

 
7.7 CAB received a report on the Dragon’s Den event to review the homelessness, temporary 

accommodation and housing ideas on 19th June. From the long list of over 100 ideas, the 
participants in the event agreed a short list of seven concepts to be taken forward. As part 
of the Dragon’s Den process there would be a report to provide a summary of the 



outcomes. CAB were supportive of all the ideas and noted the potential scale of some of 
the opportunities, including the modular housing concept which has received support from 
the GLA. 

 
7.8 CAB were informed that to support the development of the new projects £94,000 of seed 

funding had been set aside from the contract to support the development of new ventures. 
The team also recognised that further funding would be helpful in developing the 
programme and they have approached a range of external funders/organisations about  
supporting the programme. 

 
7.10 Members approved: 
 

• The decisions in relation to the year 2 London Ventures business plan 
• The seed funding criteria 
• The decisions in relation to the Dragon’s Den report 
• The amended wording for the Oxygen Finance commercial deal 

 
8 Any Other Business 
 
8.1  None. 
 
 
Members resolved to exclude the press and public from the meeting for the exempt part of 
the meeting. 
 
The meeting finished at 16.00 



 

 
 

Capital Ambition Board 

Capital Ambition Director’s Report Item no: 4 
 

Report by: Guy Ware Job title: Director Finance, Performance and 
Procurement 

Date: 18 October 2017 

Contact Officer: Lisa Henry 

Telephone: 0207 934 9547 Email: lisa.henry@londoncouncils.gov.uk 

 
 

Summary This report provides an update on the following: 

• Financial position 

• Work programme 

 

Recommendations 
 

It is recommended that Board members: 

a) Note the financial summary. 

b) Note the progress on grant funded projects. 

 

 

 

 
Appendices: 
A: Current Financial Statement 
B: Project Status 
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DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 
 
Financial Position 
 
1. The current financial position is set out in Appendix A. The uncommitted balance to 

31 March 2020 is £80k at 30 September 2017. 

2. This balance takes into account forecast programme office costs; project 

commitments; and £25k of London Ventures income.  

3. The London Ventures programme is designed to derive income, to be reinvested in 

innovation. No income projections are included in the calculations provided, although 

the pipeline of implementation is covered in more detail under agenda item 6.  

4. All London Ventures income will be used to support the continuation of the London 

Ventures programme beyond the funded period, from 23 August 2016 to 22 August 

2019.  
 

Work Programme 
 
5. In addition to the London Ventures programme, the Capital Ambition work programme 

covers two other key areas of work as shown in Appendix B, and described below.  

6. The London Ventures work programme is agreed by the operational team at biannual 

intervals, in accordance with the agreed business plan. However, due to the fact the 

October CAB meeting is being asked to make decisions that will affect the nature of 

the work beyond October 2017, the current statement of work covers this period only 

and will be updated following this meeting.  

7. Progress on the London Ventures programme is covered under agenda items 6 and 

the exempt item. Following the dragons’ den session of 19 June the team is in a 

position to present four strategic business cases for consideration as they seek to 

tackle one of London’s key strategic issues of temporary accommodation, 

homelessness and housing.  

8. The Visbuzz pilot projects have now all closed. An evaluation report of the pilot is 

covered under the exempt agenda. 

 

Health and social care 
 
9. At the July Board meeting the decision was made to grant fund phase two work on 

health and social care. This will be used to continue the important work, overseen by 

the London Health Board, to advance the health and social care integration agenda.  

 



 
Behavioural Insights 
 

10. The Board is due to receive a presentation on the results of the phase one pilots 

undertaken in Croydon. The team will now consider options for ensuring the 

dissemination of results to appropriate stakeholder groups.  

11. Additionally, at the July Board meeting a further three projects were agreed to be 

funded – to test the application of behavioural science in the following areas: 

a. Improving decision making in children’s social care; 

b. Improving communications around prevention and early help, including 

messaging around foster care recruitment; and 

c. Improving immunisation rates of MMR.   

BIT has conducted kick-off meetings in the respective boroughs and the detailed 

project planning and literature reviews are underway.  

12. Regular progress updates will be included for the Board, and a presentation of results 

organised for late in 2018.  

  
Financial Implications for London Councils 

 
13. The Director of Corporate Resources reports that Appendix A summarises the 

projected Capital Ambition fund balance at the end of the 2019/20 financial year. It 

shows the opening balance for the financial year 2017/18 of £1.978 million. Taking the 

forecast costs of £1.898 million over the next two financial years (2018/19 and 

2019/20) into account, this reduces the Capital Ambition fund to a closing 

uncommitted balance of £80,143 at 31 March 2020. This includes £25,375 for the 

London Ventures Sustainability Fund which will need to increase significantly to 

support the continuation of the programme beyond the contract funded period – which 

ends on 22 August 2019.  

 
Legal Implications for London Councils  
  

14. There are no direct legal implications for London Councils as a result of this report.  
  



 Equalities implications for London Councils 
 
29  There are no direct equalities implications for London Councils as a result of this 

report. 

 

Recommendations 

30. It is recommended that Board members: 

 
a) Note the financial summary. 

b) Note the progress on grant funded projects. 



Item 4 - Appendix A

Capital Ambition - Funding Position as at 30 September 2017

Programme 
Office

LV Phase 2 
Contract

LV Seed 
Fund

LV 
Sustainability 
Fund

See note 1 See note 2
Total

Opening Balance 31 March 2017 -1,207,863 -641,282 -93,850 -10,044 -1,953,039 

Indicative Staff costs and operational budget 2017/18 233,322 233,322 
Project Spend 20,000 132,434 152,434 
Project Commitments 409,973 183,920 593,893 
Seed Fund - proposals anticipated 2017/18 93,850 93,850 
Subtotal spend and commitments 2017/18 663,295 316,354 93,850 0 1,073,499 

London Ventures Sustainability Fund in year income 2017/18 -15,331 -15,331 
Subtotal London Ventures Sustainability Fund -25,375 -25,375 

Indicative Staff costs and operational budget 2018/19 240,923 246,487 487,410 
Indicative Staff costs and operational budget 2019/20 248,877 78,441 327,318 

Subtotal spend and commitments 2018/19 and 2019/20 489,800 324,928 0 0 814,728 
Uncommitted/ unallocated Balance -54,768 0 0 -25,375 -80,143 

Notes
1. London Ventures Seed Fund - CAB will make decisions on any seed funding allocation - it is anticipated that the initial amount will be allocated during 2017/18
2. London Ventures Sustainability Fund - income derived from Ventures implementations is 'banked' in the sustainability fund. This fund is required to support the 
continuation of the programme beyond the contract funded period. Projected income is not included in this table. 
3. London Ventures Phase 1 income and expenditure is included in the Programme Office operational and project spend. 



Capital Ambition - Project status Item 4 - Appendix B

Project Name Lead 
Organisation Status Total 

Approvals 
Total Claimed 

to Date
Balance to 

Claim Current Project End Date Only

London Ventures - Phase 2* EY ACTIVE £906,150 £397,302 £508,848 22 August 2019

Behavioural Insights Work - Phase 1 LB Croydon ACTIVE £120,000 £67,737 £52,263 31 October 2017

Behavioural Insights - Phase 2: 
Immunisations LB Croydon Initiating £59,242 £0 £59,242 31 December 2018

Behavioural Insights - Phase 2: 
Children's social care

RB Kensington 
and Chelsea Initiating £140,199 £0 £140,199 31 December 2018

Health and Social Care - Phase 2 London Councils Initiating £150,000 £0 £150,000 TBC

* Total approval was originally £1,000,000 - as EY allocated £93,850 from the contract maximum to seed funding possible pilot projects - the total 
reflects this - such that the maximum value EY can claim is £906,150



 

 

 

Capital Ambition Board 

Applying Behavioural Insights – 
results of trials  

Item no:  5 
 

 

Report by: Lisa Henry Job title: Capital Ambition Programme Manager 

Date: 18 October 2017 

Contact Officer: Lisa Henry 

Telephone: 0207 934 9547 Email: Lisa.henry@londoncouncils.gov.uk  

 

Summary This cover report introduces the final reports of the two randomised 
controlled trials approved by CAB at their meeting of July 2016. The 
trials were conducted in Croydon and covered: 

• Improving recycling rates; and 
• Recovery of housing benefit overpayment.  

Both trials were successful in changing behaviours and will leave a 
lasting legacy at the London Borough of Croydon. The Capital 
Ambition team will work with the BI team to disseminate the results 
such that other local authorities can benefit from this work.  

 

 

Recommendations It is recommended that Board members: 

a) Receive the presentation from the BI team.  

b) Note the results of the trials. 

c) Agree to dissemination of the results via the Capital Ambition 
team, through established professional networks. 
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APPLYING BEHAVIOURAL INSIGHTS – RESULTS OF TRIALS – COVER REPORT  
 
Background  
 
1. At the Febrary 2016 CAB meeting following a presentation by the Behavioural 

Insights Team (BIT), CAB agreed to fund two randomised controlled trials, with 

focusses on:  

a) Improving recycling rates; and  

b) Recovery of housing benefit overpayment. 

The London Borough of Croydon took the lead and provided the support to conduct 

the trials.  

2. These two trials were costed at a total of £100,000. As noted in the Director’s report 

not all of the grant has been drawn down as yet – but it is anticipated the full extent of 

the grant will be utilised.  

 

Highlights from the trials  
 
3. Both trials were successful, demonstrating that the interventions used by BIT had a 

positive impact on the behaviours targeted. 

4. To increase the repayments rates of housing benefit overpayments BIT altered the 

letters sent to debtors by Croydon to focus on social norms and the specific actions 

the debtor should take. For example debtors with smaller overpayments were told 

“Most people (70%) with a debt like yours choose to pay it off in one go.”. The 

behavioural letters increased the proportion of debtors who repaid their housing 

benefit overpayments within 45 days by 14% compared to the standard letters. The 

behavioural letters also increased the amount repaid per letter sent by 25%. BIT 

estimate this could bring forward £212,000 per year along with £4,500 less spent on 

debt recovery. 

5. The trial on improving recycling rates focused on sending letters to households which 

failed to put out their recycling. This trial was complicated by the need for Croydon’s 

partner, Veolia, to collect live data, however it did have have a moderate positive 

impact. Households that did not put out recycling and received letters were 6% less 

likely to fail to recycle in the following month. Two types of letter were used, one 

focused on addressing motivation to recycle, and the other on reducing informational 

barriers to recycling. The two interventions had similar effects, with no discernible 

difference by geography or deprivation level.  

 

 

 
 



Dissemination of the results 
 

6. The results of the trials suggest behavioural interventions could be a low cost method 

to have an impact on housing benefit overpayments and recycling rates. Croydon 

Council has agreed to support the dissemination of the knowledge and experience 

gained from these trials. BIT has recommended the extension of these interventions, 

particularly on housing benefit overpayments, and has also agreed to support 

dissemination of knowledge. 
7. Local Authorities are likely to be interested in adopting these interventions. The 

Government recycling target of 50% means Local Authorities could be subject to 

fines in the future. Similarly, bringing forward housing benefit repayments while 

reducing related costs, is a significant positive outcome. 
8. The Capital Ambition team will bring together Croydon and BIT with interested 

stakeholders, utilising existing contacts and professional networks, particularly the 

London Environment Directors and Revenues and Benefit Managers to share the 

fidnigns. In addition the Capital Ambition team will use web and social media 

channels to share the learning across a broader range of stakeholders. 
 

Financial Implications for London Councils 
 
9. The Director of Corporate Resources reports that Croydon Council was awarded a 

grant to fund the two trials, to a maximum of £100,000. To date £47,737 has been 

drawn down, with a further £52,263 available.The extent to which this has been 

drawn down is covered in item 4 – Director’s Report.   
 

Legal Implications for London Councils 
 
10. There are no direct legal implications for London Councils as a result of this report. 
 
Equalities implications for London Councils 
11. There are no direct equalities implications for London Councils as a result of this 

report. 
 

Recommendations 

12. It is recommended that Board members: 

a) Receive the presentation from the BI team.  

b) Note the results of the trials, including 

 
 



c) Agree to dissemination of the results via the Capital Ambition team, through 

established professional networks. 
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Executive	summary	

Overpayment	of	Housing	Benefit	 is	a	considerable	cost	for	 local	authorities	and	

there	is	currently	over	£2	billion	of	outstanding	debt	which	is	increasing	each	year.1	

London	Councils	commissioned	The	Behavioural	Insights	Team	(BIT)	to	work	with	

Croydon	Council	on	a	project	to	increase	the	repayment	rates	of	Housing	Benefit	

Overpayments.	Between	December	 2016	 and	 August	 2017,	we	 sent	 behavioural	

letters	 to	 customers	 to	whom	Housing	 Benefit	 has	 been	 overpaid	who	 had	 an	

income.	The	primary	aim	was	to	increase	the	proportion	of	debtors	who	agree	to	

repay	their	Housing	Benefit	Overpayment	(HBOP)	and	the	amount	of	repaid.	We	ran	

a	randomised	controlled	trial	to	test	the	effectiveness	of	the	behavioural	letters.	

Debtors	were	randomly	assigned	to	receive	one	of	two	letter	cycles:		

v Standard	cycle	(Control)	-	The	letter	cycle	currently	sent	out	by	Croydon	Council,	
consisting	of:	the	first	notification	letter,	the	first	reminder	(15	days	later)	and	the	

final	reminder	(a	further	15	days	later).	

❖ Behavioural	 cycle	 (Treatment)	 -	 a	 new	 letter	 cycle	which	we	 simplified,	
personalised	 and	made	more	 action	 focused.	We	 used	 social	 norm	 and	

active	choice	 (made	salient	by	a	 flow	diagram)	messaging	 to	 increase	 the	

HBOP	 repayment.	The	group	of	debtors	was	divided	 into	different	cycles	

based	on	whether	the	debt	was	above	or	below	£300:		

➢ ‘Low’	debt	cycle	-	debtors	with	overpayment	below	£300	received	
following	 information:	 “Most	 people	 (70%)	 with	 a	 debt	 like	 yours	

choose	to	pay	it	off	in	one	go.”			

➢ ‘High’	debt	cycle	-	debtors	with	overpayment	above	£300	received	
following	 information:	 “Most	 people	 (80%)	 with	 a	 debt	 like	 yours	

choose	to	pay	by	monthly	instalments	as	part	of	a	Payment	Plan.”	
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Results		

We	 analysed	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 behaviourally-informed	 letters	 on	 our	 two	 key	

outcomes:	

❖ The	behavioural	letters	increased	the	proportion	of	debtors	
who	repay	their	HBOP	within	45	days	by	14%	compared	to	
the	 standard	 (control)	 letters.	This	 result	was	driven	by	a	
strong,	 statistically	 significant	 effect	with	 customers	who	
were	‘previously	advised’2	where	the	repayment	 increased	
by	42%	compared	to	the	control	group.		

	

❖ The	behavioural	 letters	also	 increased	 the	amount	 repaid	
per	invoice	sent	by	25%.	At	the	average	amount	repaid	this	
equates	 to	a	£90	difference	 (£360	 in	control	and	£450	 in	
treatment).	 It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 increase	 in	 the	
repayment	 rate	 across	 all	 customers	 and	 in	 the	 amount	
repaid	per	invoice	is	significant	at	the	10%	level	rather	than	
the	conventional	5%	level.	

	

❖ We	estimate	 that	 the	behavioural	 letters	brought	 forward	

additional	£56,000	during	the	trial	period	(8	months).	This	
could	bring	forward	an	estimated	£212,000	per	year	along	
with	£4,500	less	spent	on	debt	recovery.		

	

The	social	norm	in	the	behavioural	letters	also	influenced	how	customers	repaid,	

nudging	them	towards	the	default	repayment	method	most	common	for	their	debt	

size:	those	with	a	low	debt	were	28%	more	likely	to	repay	in	one	go	(but	not	less	

likely	to	repay	via	payment	plan),	while	those	with	a	high	debt	were	18%	more	likely	

to	pay	via	a	payment	plan	(but	not	less	likely	to	repay	via	a	lump	sum).	These	changes	

were	statistically	significant	at	the	5%	level.		

In	sum,	we	found	a	positive	and	promising	impact	of	the	behavioural	letters.		Given	

the	consistent	positive	direction	of	 the	effects	on	both	 the	size	and	method	of	

repayment	across	different	customer	groups	and	debt	levels,	we	are	confident	that	
these	results	are	robust	despite	the	fact	that	the	results	were	only	significant	at	

the	10%	level	rather	than	at	the	conventional	5%	level.		
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Therefore,	we	recommend:		

❖ Croydon	Council	Croydon	extends	 the	behavioural	 letters	 to	other	HBOP	

customer	groups	(such	as	‘recoverable	from	landlords’).		

❖ All	Councils	 in	 London	 explore	 the	 application	of	 the	 successful	 insights	

from	this	trial	to	their	HBOP	and	other	payment	collection	letters,	with	BIT’s	

assistance	if	needed.		

	

In	this	trial	we	implemented	a	number	of	insights	we	have	tested	in	previous	work.	

For	example,	we	simplified	the	 letters	and	made	the	next	step	 in	debt	recovery	

process	salient.	We	also	tested	more	novel	approaches	and	these	are	detailed	in	
the	table	below.	

New	insights	gained	from	the	HBOP	trial	
	

➔ Target	customer	groups	by	debt	size		
One-size-fits-all	 letters	with	many	 repayment	options	 can	 feel	unadapted	
and	can	lead	to	customers	disengaging.			
Solution:	People	with	low	debts	can	be	persuaded	to	repay	in	one	go.	Those	
with	high	debts	should	be	automatically	offered	a	Payment	Plan.	
	
➔ Anchor	customers	with	high	total	debt	on	a	lower	figure		
Customers	 may	 be	 discouraged	 from	 repayment	 when	 they	 face	 the	
exuberant	total	amount.		
Solution:	 Referring	 to	 a	 smaller	 sum	 -such	 as	 the	 amount	 of	 monthly	
instalment	-	can	make	repayment	seem	more	feasible.				
	
➔ Anchor	customers	with	a	specific	higher	monthly	instalment	
Customers	who	 set	up	 a	payment	plan	may	 choose	 as	 low	 instalment,	 as	
possible.		
Solution:	Mentioning	how	much	people	typically	choose	to	repay	by	month	
(social	norm)	can	encourage	people	to	choose	similar	instalment	amount.	
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Background	

Every	year,	hundreds	of	millions	of	pounds	of	Housing	benefit	is	overpaid,	adding	

to	 the	 total	 £2	 billion	 of	 outstanding	 housing	 benefit	 debt.3	 In	 the	 context	 of	

funding	 cuts,	 local	 authorities	 could	 benefit	 from	 improving	 their	 capacity	 to	

recover	 these	 liabilities.	 Yet,	 Housing	 Benefit	 overpayment	 represents	 a	

particularly	 complex	 challenge	 from	 the	behavioural	perspective.	Compared	 to	

payment	of	taxes	or	fines,	overpaid	customers	are	likely	to	find	it	psychologically	

more	painful	to	repay	money	which	they	considered	theirs.	Moreover,	tax-related	

literature	 shows	 that	people	can	excuse	 themselves	 from	not	paying	as	a	mere	

omission,	rather	than	a	deliberate	infraction	which	would	burden	their	conscience.			

Croydon	Council,	supported	by	London	Councils,	asked	the	Behavioural	 Insights	
Team	(BIT)	to	design,	test	and	evaluate	a	behavioural	intervention	to	improve	the	

recovery	of	Housing	Benefit	overpayments.	

Housing	Benefits	Overpayments	and	the	recovery	process	in	Croydon	 	

Housing	benefit	(HB)	is	a	means	tested	social	security	benefit	distributed	to	help	

meet	 housing	 costs	 for	 rented	 accommodation.	 It	 is	 administered	 by	 local	

authorities.	 Various	 changes	 in	 recipients’	 circumstances	 can	 affect	 their	 HB	

entitlement.	For	example	a	change	of	address,	income,	rent,	other	benefits	or	the	
number	of	people	within	the	household	can	all	have	an	impact	on	HB	entitlement.	

If	 the	 recipient	 of	 HB	 does	 not	 update	 their	 details	 following	 a	 change	 in	

circumstances,	the	Council	will	pay	the	wrong	amount	of	HB.	This	lack	of	updating	

leads	 to	a	build	up	of	HB	overpayment	or	underpayment	which	can	amount	 to	

thousands	of	pounds.		

While	the	tenant	is	obliged	to	immediately	notify	the	authorities	of	any	change	in	

circumstances,	they	often	do	not	do	so.	To	some	extent,	this	is	because	many	have	
working	hours	or	even	jobs	that	change	on	a	weekly	basis	which	makes	accurate	

updating	relatively	burdensome.4	Moreover,	people	in	a	state	of	‘scarcity’	(for	more	

detail	 see	 Scarcity	 mindset	 in	 Literature	 review)	 tend	 to	 have	 less	 mental	
bandwidth	handle	 these	 additional	 tasks	 required	or	 complex	 financial	 issues,5	

especially	when	these	are	cognitively	taxing	by	design.6		

Croydon	Council’s	total	current	overpayment	debt	amounts	to	millions	of	pounds.	

Over	 the	 six	months	 to	October	2016,	Croydon	Council	 issued	 invoices	 for	HB	

overpayments	 totaling	 over	 £8m.	Only	 around	 £1.5m	 of	 this	was	 paid	 back	 or	

covered	by	a	payment	plan.	At	an	individual	level	the	average	HB	overpayment	in	

Croydon	is	£2,000	with	a	repayment	rate	within	the	deadline	of	only	23.5%.7	Given	
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the	 size	 of	 the	 overpayments	 even	 a	 relatively	 small	 increase	 in	 the	 number	

repaying	 their	 HB	 overpayment	 would	 bring	 forward	 considerable	 funds	 for	

Croydon.		

The	Process	

The	 overpayment	 recovery	 process	 starts	 with	 the	 Council	 sending	 out	 a	

notification	letter	requesting	repayment.	If	no	payment	is	made	after	15	days,	the	

recipient	receives	a	reminder	letter,	followed	by	a	final	reminder,	30	days	after	the	

initial	notification.	The	 final	 reminder	 informs	 the	 recipient	about	 the	payment	

being	overdue,	leaving	another	15	days	to	repay.	Once	this	period	elapses,	an	HB	

recovery	officer	formally	opens	the	case	and	starts	pursuing	the	debtor.	Croydon	

Council	estimates	that	the	administrative	cost	of	pursuing	each	invoice	is	£34.			

	

The	Aim	of	the	trial	

Croydon	Council	and	London	Councils	asked	the	Behavioural	Insights	Team	(BIT)	to	

help	 to	 increase	 the	 repayment	of	HB	Overpayments	 in	Croydon	by	drawing	on	

findings	 from	 behavioural	 science.	 BIT	 worked	 with	 Croydon	 to	 test	 new	
approaches	to	try	to:		

● increase	the	proportion	of	HB	Overpayments	repaid;	and		

● increase	the	value	of	HB	repayments.	

Background	to	the	Behavioural	Insights	Team		
	
The	Behavioural	Insights	Team	(BIT)	is	a	unique	social	purpose	company.	BIT	started	

life	inside	the	UK	Prime	Minister’s	Office,	No.10	Downing	Street,	as	the	world’s	first	

government	institution	dedicated	to	the	application	of	behavioural	sciences.	The	

Team	is	now	a	world-leading	consulting	firm	whose	mission	is	to	help	organisations	

in	the	UK	and	overseas	to	apply	behavioural	insights	in	support	of	social	purpose	

goals.		

BIT	 is	 composed	 of	 ex-civil	 servants,	 psychologists,	 behavioural	 economists,	

marketers	and	policy	specialists.	We	draw	on	 insights	 from	behavioural	science	

and	ethnographic	research	we	conduct	ourselves	and	with	our	partners	to	gain	a	

deeper	understanding	of	how	people	behave	 in	 reality,	 rather	 than	how	policy	
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makers	and	classical	economists	often	assume	they	will	behave.	With	this	informed	

understanding	of	human	behaviour,	we	are	able	to	provide	pragmatic	and	tailored	

guidance	on	the	design	of	policy,	public	services	and	communications	material	to	

encourage	or	discourage	certain	behaviours.		

Wherever	possible,	we	also	turn	these	suggestions	into	real-world	interventions,	

and	empirically	test	the	impact	of	those	interventions,	more	often	than	not	with	

the	use	of	randomised	controlled	trials.	We	have	successfully	applied	behavioural	

insights	–	demonstrated	by	positively	evaluated	outcomes	–	to	public	and	private	

sector	operations	in	the	UK	and	overseas	across	a	wide	range	of	policy	areas.		

Structure	of	the	Report	
The	rest	of	this	report	is	structured	as	follows:	

● Literature	review:	a	short	review	of	the	behavioural	science	literature	

relating	to	repayment			

● The	trial:	description	of	the	interventions	and	trial	design		

● Results:	an	overview	of	results	from	the	trial	

● Conclusion	
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Literature	Review	
This	section	describes	the	behavioural	science	behind	the	intervention	designed	

to	improve	HB	Overpayment	Recovery.	We	cover	the	five	key	insights,	based	on	the	
EAST	framework.	This	framework	states	that	if	you	want	to	change	behaviour,	make	

it	Easy,	Social,	Attractive	and	Timely	(EAST).	

EASY	

Scarcity	Mindset	&	Simplicity	

The	human	 capacity	 to	 retain	 and	process8	 information	has	been	 shown	 to	be	

limited,	especially	in	the	context	of	mental	fatigue.9	Recent	behavioural	research	

shows	 that	 cognitive	 ability	 can	 be	 especially	 reduced	 for	 people	 in	 situations	
which	induce	a	‘scarcity	mindset’.10	Essentially,	our	mental	‘bandwidth’	(cognitive	

and	decision-making	capacities)	is	a	finite	resource	that	is	more	quickly	depleted	

if	we	are	preoccupied	by	a	scarcity	of	any	kind.	For	example,	an	individual	who	is	
ill	(is	suffering	from	a	‘health	scarcity’)	has	his	mind	taken	up	by	thoughts	about	his	

current	 illness,	which	 leaves	him	 less	 ‘mental	 space’	 to	 focus	on	other	 issues.	

Evidence	 shows	 that	 poverty	 imposes	 an	 especially	 heavy	 ‘cognitive	 tax’	 on	

people’s	 decision-making.11	 For	 instance,	 one	 study	 revealed	 that	 simply	

stimulating	concerns	about	financial	issues	for	poorer	people	can	erode	cognitive	

performance	as	much	as	one	sleepless	night.12	This	new	research	on	scarcity	can	

help	 to	 explain	 the	 ‘irrational’	 behaviour	 sometimes	 displayed	 by	 people	 in	
disadvantaged	circumstances.		

Application	to	HBOP:	Some	of	the	recipients	of	HB	are	likely	to	be	the	victims	of	a	
‘scarcity	mindset’.	Given	this	it	is	important	for	government	to	minimise	time	and	

mental	costs	of	using	services	and	make	it	as	easy	as	possible	for	people	on	low	

incomes	 to	make	good	decisions	 for	 themselves.	This	 implies	 that	 letters	about	

benefits	 overpayments	 should	 be	 as	 simple	 as	 possible	 and	 the	 choice	 and	

consequences	 of	 non-repayment	 should	 be	 clearly	 phrased	 and	 graphically	
represented	by	diagrams.		

ATTRACTIVE	

Gain	and	Loss	Frames	
Behavioural	 science	 has	 shown	 that	 people	 are	 generally	 loss	 averse.13	 Studies	

suggest	that	people	tend	to	experience	a	loss	twice	as	powerfully	as	an	equivalent	

gain14	and	will	work	twice	as	hard	to	avoid	it.	It	could	be	argued	that	loss	aversion	

for	the	things	we	own	might	be	even	more	powerful	 (the	so-called	 ‘endowment	
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effect’15).	Therefore,	 it	might	be	particularly	painful	to	 lose	something	which	we	

value	as	ours.		

Application	to	HBOP:	Loss	aversion	reinforced	by	the	endowment	effect	could	lead	
to	 low	 repayment	via	 two	channels.	Firstly,	HB	 recipients	might	be	 reluctant	 to	

report	a	change	in	circumstances	which	would	reduce	future	payments.	Secondly,	

they	may	find	it	hard	to	repay	money	previously	paid	to	them	which	they	therefore	

consider	as	theirs.		

However,	loss	framing	can	be	also	turned	to	the	Council’s	advantage.	Deterrence	

and	 threat	 messages	 emphasising	 the	 costs	 associated	 with	 an	 action	 have	

traditionally	 been	 effective	 at	 changing	 behaviour	 in	 the	 payment	 collection	

context.16	Risk	aversion	makes	the	potential	negative	repercussions	salient	–	such	
as	 detection	 and	 ensuing	 legal	 and	 financial	 sanctions	 –	 and	 motivates	

improvements	in	payment	behaviour.17			

Omission	Bias,	Self-Serving	Bias	and	Active	Choice	
People	consider	the	outcomes	of	a	decision	differently	depending	on	whether	they	

are	 the	 result	 of	 an	 action	 or	 a	 lack	 of	 an	 action.	 This	 ‘omission	 bias’	 is	 an	

exaggerated	preference	for	inaction.18	For	instance,	people	will	judge	withholding	
the	antidote	from	a	poisoned	person	 less	harshly	than	poisoning	someone,	even	

though	the	consequences	are	exactly	the	same.19	The	key	behavioural	explanation	

is	that	a	lack	of	a	clear	deliberate	action	hampers	the	attribution	of	responsibility	

and	blame20	both	at	 the	 individual	and	societal	 level.	On	one	hand,	people	may	

prefer	omission	because	if	caught,	they	presume	they	will	be	judged	less	harshly.21	

On	the	other	hand,	omission	is	easier	to	justify	to	themselves.22	Lack	of	evidence	

for	a	dishonest	intention	complicates	not	only	the	attribution	of	blame23	by	a	third-
party,	but	it	also	facilitates	the	individual’s	self-justification.		

A	related	point	is	that	people	have	greater	tendency	to	act	dishonestly	when	they	

can	 in	 some	way	 justify	 their	 actions.	 In	 such	 a	 case,	 their	 conscience	 can	be	

soothed	by	 self-serving	bias24	 (a	 tendency	 to	 interpret	 situations	 in	 a	way	 that	

protects	our	ego),	 coupled	with	 the	 attribution	effect25	 (a	propensity	 to	blame	

external	conditions	for	our	own	behaviour).	This	cognitive	process	is	quite	common	

in	 the	 ‘debt	 mindset’	 where	 people	 typically	 blame	 unjust	 banks	 or	 broader	

economic	circumstances	for	their	debt.26	Experimental	evidence	shows	that	this	

perception	can	be	countered	by	using	more	explicit	self-compromising	language.	

In	an	experiment	which	included	claiming	money,	participants	cheated	less	when	

language	targeted	their	identity	(“Please	don’t	be	a	cheater)	rather	than	focusing	

on	action	(“Please	don’t	cheat”).27		
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Application	 to	HBOP:	Some	people	may	be	 framing	 the	 issue	as	an	omission:	a	
failure	to	inform	of	a	change	in	circumstances,	a	failure	to	respond	to	a	notification	

or	 a	 failure	 to	 repay.	 As	 a	 result	 of	 this	 ‘omission	 framing’,	 people	might	 feel	

excused	and	underestimate	the	gravity	of	their	actions.	In	addition,	the	self-serving	

and	attribution	bias	could	switch	blame	on	the	confusing	and	misleading	system.				

Behavioural	research	suggests	that	reframing	the	action	as	an	active	choice	with	

repercussions,	triggering	the	loss	aversion	can	be	effective	at	overcoming	omission	

bias.28	In	a	BIT	trial	in	cooperation	with	the	World	Bank	in	Guatemala,	a	letter	which	

emphasised	 that	a	 failure	 to	declare	 income	will	no	 longer	be	considered	as	an	

oversight,	but	as	an	active	choice	with	associated	consequences,	more	than	tripled	

tax	 receipts	 relative	 to	 the	 standard	 letter.29	 This	 approach	 has	 also	 proven	
effective	in	a	series	of	HMRC	trials	on	tax	credits,	almost	doubling	the	repayment	

of	the	debt	obligation	within	30	days	from	12%	in	the	control	group	to	23%	in	the	

treatment	group	payment	rate.	This	can	be	re-enforced	by	drawing	the	attention	

of	 debtors	 to	 being	 monitored	 by	 institutions	 with	 a	 reliable	 third-party	

information	about	their	situation.	Depending	on	the	different	collection	contexts,	

this	approach	 led	to	a	5-20	percentage	point	 increase	 in	the	payment	rate.30	 In	

another	recent	trial	in	Costa	Rica,	firms	which	had	failed	to	file	their	tax	return	on	

time	received	emails	which	highlighted	third-party	 information	on	their	 income.	

As	a	result,	the	income	tax	declaration	rate	tripled	and	the	payment	rate	doubled.31	

SOCIAL	

Social	Norms		
We	are	heavily	influenced	by	the	behaviour	of	those	around	us	and	the	implicit	or	

explicit	expectations	within	a	particular	society	or	group.32	Social	norms,	especially	

‘descriptive	norms’	 -	which	 relate	 to	 the	way	 that	most	people	behave	 -	have	

proved	 highly	 effective	 at	 altering	 behaviour.	 Presenting	 feedback	 that	 shows	
people	as	outliers	from	the	group	can	lead	them	to	adjust	to	the	prevalent	norm.	

BIT	has	successfully	tested	this	across	different	countries	(Guatemala,	Costa	Rica	

and	Poland)	and	in	different	contexts	(tax	collection,	tax	credit	repayment	and	fine	

payments).		

In	a	BIT	trial	with	HMRC	we	found	that	letting	people	know	that	most	people	pay	

their	tax	on	time	significantly	 increased	payment.33	This	approach	has	also	been	

used	at	the	local	authority	level	and	in	Medway	it	helped	to	increase	payment	rates	

by	11	percentage	points.34	BIT’s	most	successful	social	norm	formulation	to	date	

has	been	the	‘minority	norm’,35	singling	out	debtor’s	behaviour:	‘You	are	currently	

in	the	very	small	minority	of	people	who	have	not	paid	on	time’.		
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Application	to	HBOP:	Unfortunately,	the	prevalent	norm	in	benefits	overpayment	
may	not	be	timely	repayment.	Yet	the	Council	could	use	the	social	norm	messaging,	

for	 example,	 to	 counter	 a	 frequent	misperception	 that	 a	 large	 proportion	 of	

benefits	 is	claimed	 fraudulently36	or	 to	promote	 the	method	of	 repayment	 that	

most	debtors	find	convenient.		

TIMELY	

Implementation	intentions	and	action	planning	
There	is	often	a	gap	between	what	people	intend	to	do	and	what	they	actually	do.	

Behavioural	research	suggests	that	creating	a	concrete	plan	of	action	that	specifies	
when,	where	and	which	actions	need	to	be	taken	can	help	bridge	this	gap	between	

intentions	and	outcomes.37	In	practice,	this	means	people	should	be	encouraged	

to	 come	 up	with	 a	 specific	 plan	 of	 action,	which	 ideally	 is	written	 down.	 For	

example,	this	kind	of	advanced	plan-making	significantly	 improves	the	uptake	of	

influenza	vaccinations38	and	the	attendance	of	colonoscopy	appointments.39		

In	 the	context	of	 income	 tax	payments	were	 increased	both	when	people	were	

prompted	to	set	a	plan	to	contact	the	tax	authority	tomorrow	or	when	urged	to	

make	contact	immediately.	In	both	cases,	the	intervention	worked	thanks	to	a	clear	

–	 if	arbitrary	-	deadline.	Behavioural	research	suggests	that	a	deadline	can	help	

overcome	 procrastination	 and	 prioritise	 the	 task	 completion,40	 because	 of	 the	

sense	of	urgency	and	‘time	scarcity’	it	creates.41		

Application	 to	 HBOP:	 Prompting	 people	 to	 respond	 immediately	 or	 by	 a	 near	
deadline	and	providing	clear	plan	of	action	could	increase	the	repayment	rate.		
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The	Trial		
The	 aim	 of	 our	 trial	was	 to	 test	 the	 impact	 of	 behavioural	 letter	 cycle	 on	 the	

debtors’	agreement	to	repay	their	HB	Overpayment	 (either	 in	a	 lump	sum	or	by	

signing	up	for	a	payment	plan).		

The	Letters	
Before	 the	 trial	 people	 with	 HB	 overpayments	 receive	 up	 to	 three	 letters	

requesting	payment.	These	are	set	out	below.		

Letter	Cycle	 Details	

First	Notification	

Letter	

	

The	 first	 letter	 informs	 the	HB	recipient	about	an	overpayment,	

recently	detected	by	the	Council.	The	recipient	then	has	30	days	

to	appeal	or	repay.		

First	Reminder	Letter	

	

A	 reminder	 is	 automatically	 sent	 out	 15	 days	 after	 the	 first	

notification	 and	 15	 days	 before	 the	 expiration	 of	 the	 30	 day	

notification	period	unless	the	debt	is	paid	off	in	this	time.	

Last	Reminder	Letter	

	

The	 final	 letter	 sent	out	30	days	after	 the	 first	notification	and	
informs	the	recipient	that	they	now	have	a	payment	overdue.	The	
recipient	 is	granted	 10	more	days	 to	 repay	or	set	up	a	Payment	
Plan.	After	10	days	elapse,	a	debt	recovery	officer	formally	opens	
up	 the	 case	 and	 starts	 effectively	 pursuing	 the	 recipient	 for	
repayment.		
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The	Intervention	

We	only	targeted	the	HB	recipients	with	income,	leaving	out	the	HB	recipients	on	

other	 benefits	 who	 already	 repay	 automatically	 by	 benefit	 deductions.a	 To	

maximise	the	 impact,	we	re-designed	all	three	 letters	normally	sent	out	with	an	

escalating	tone:	from	a	friendly	first	letter	suggesting	a	default	repayment	method,	

a	stronger	worded	reminder	highlighting	the	cost	of	failure	to	repay,	to	the	final	

letter	using	active	choice	to	stress	the	responsibility	for	not	responding.			

Our	 behavioural	 letters	 drew	 on	 the	 five	 insights	 summarised	 in	 the	 literature	

review.	All	the	letters	were	simplified	to	only	include	essential	information	phrased	
in	easy	and	clear	 language.	The	 letters	were	made	more	action-focused,	stating	
clearly	the	amount	owed	and	the	deadline	for	repayment.		

We	decided	 to	present	a	 ‘smart	default’	 for	 the	payment	method,	 tailoring	 the	

content	of	the	letter	based	on	the	size	of	the	debt.	This	repayment	option	was	easy	

(for	 instance,	 by	 providing	 a	 tiny	 url	 instead	 of	 the	main	 ‘pay	 for	 it’	 website	
requiring	 multiple	 click-throughs),	 attractive	 (e.g.	 by	 contrasting	 the	 high	

overpayment	 and	 the	 high	 potential	 penalty	 with	 the	 relatively	 smaller	 typical	

monthly	instalment)	and	social	(based	on	social	norm,	i.e.	suggesting	the	payment	

option	preferred	by	the	majority	of	repaying	debtors).	Based	on	our	preliminary	

data	analysis,	customers	with	 low	debts	were	encouraged	 to	pay	 in	one	go	and	

customers	with	high	debts	were	advised	to	sign	up	for	a	payment	plan.b	Therefore,	

we	split	the	treated	HB	recipients	in	two	following	groups:	

● ‘Low’	debt	cycle:	overpayment	below	£300,	the	majority	repays	in	full.	
● ‘High’	debt	cycle:	overpayment	above	£300,	the	majority	repays	via	payment	

plan.	
	

A	 figure	 of	 £300	was	 used	 because	when	 looking	 at	 historical	 repayment	data	

people	roughly	80%	of	people	above	this	threshold	paid	off	via	a	payment	plan	and	

below	this	threshold	roughly	70%	paid	off	in	a	lump	sum.	A	round	figure	was	also	

used	to	make	the	randomization	process	for	the	benefit	officers	simpler.		

	
To	address	the	cognitive	scarcity,	we	used	flow-diagrams	to	clearly	represent	the	

current	 status	 of	 debtor	 within	 the	 process,	 the	 available	 choices	 and	 their	

																																																

a	Including	those	who	were	first	advised	on	their	overpayment	while	they	were	on	other	benefits.	
b	We	found	that	around	70%	of	people	with	a	debt	below	£300	repay	in	a	lump	sum,	while	
approximately	80%	of	people	with	a	debt	above	£300	repay	via	payment	plan.	
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consequences.	Implementation	intentions	were	used	to	help	with	action	planning:	

e.g."	If	you	cannot	call	us	now,	please	plan	a	time	to	call	us."	

The	new	behavioural	versions	of	these	letters	are	described	in	the	table	below	(full	

copies	in	Annex	1).	In	order	to	test	the	efficacy	of	these	letters	they	were	tested	

against	the	standard	letter	cycle.		

Letter	Type	 Details	of	intervention	

Standard	letter	cycle	
(control)	

These	were	 the	 ‘business	 as	 usual’	 letters	 routinely	
sent	out	by	Croydon	Council:	the	first	notification,	the	
reminder	letter,	the	final	letter	

Treatment	letter	cycle	

First	notification		
	
(p.	31-32	for	‘low	debt’	
cycle,	p.	35-36	for	‘high	
debt’	cycle)	

The	main	intervention	consisted	of	an	introduction	of	

a	personalised	social	norm	message	about	the	method	
of	 repayment	 preferred	 by	 the	 majority	 of	 people	

within	the	same	debt	bracket.		

For	the	‘High’	Debt	cycle	this	was:	

‘Most	people	(80%)	with	a	debt	like	yours	choose	to	pay	
by	monthly	instalments	as	part	of	a	Payment	Plan.’	
	
For	the	‘Low’	Debt	cycle	(p.31,32)	this	was:	

‘Most	people	(70%)	with	a	debt	like	yours	choose	to	pay	
it	off	in	one	go.’	
	
	

Reminder		
	
(p.	33	for	‘low	debt’	
cycle,	p.	37	for	‘high	
debt’	cycle)	

The	reminder	letters	repeat	the	social	norm	default	
method	of	payment	(e.g.	Payment	Plan	or	full	payment	
online).		
	
The	cost	of	failure	to	repay	is	clearly	stated	and	made	
more	salient	by	adding	a	simple	diagram	visualising	
the	debtor’s	options.		
	
‘High’	Debt	cycle	example	
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Last	reminder	letter	
	
(p.	34	for	‘low	debt’	
cycle,	p.	38	for	‘high	
debt’	cycle)	

The	final	letters	included	an	active	choice	message:	
	
‘Previously,	we	treated	your	lack	of	response	as	an	
oversight.	Now,	if	you	do	not	contact	us,	we	will	
consider	this	to	be	your	active	choice.’	
	
	

A	 diagram	 (‘Small’	 Debt	 example)	 is	 again	 used	 to	

visualise	the	active	choice.	
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Implementation	
The	trial	ran	from	December	2016	to	18th	August	2017.	This	was	longer	than	initially	

planned,	 due	 to	 the	 lower	 number	 of	 invoices	 sent	 per	 week	 than	 initially	

estimated.	During	 this	 time,	Croydon	Council	 received	notifications	 that	2,096	

customers	 eligible	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	 trial	 had	 been	 overpaid	 HB.	 	 These	

notifications	come	to	Croydon	from	number	of	sources.	For	example,	HMRC	may	

advise	that	a	customer	has	had	a	change	in	income	which	the	council	are	not	aware	

of.	Each	of	these	debtors	is	assigned	to	a	benefits	officer,	responsible	for	creating	

an	invoice	and	for	sending	the	notification	letters	requesting	repayment	of	their	
HB	Overpayment.		

To	 robustly	 evaluate	 our	 intervention,	 we	 needed	 to	 randomise	 the	 debtor	

population	-	i.e.	randomly	allocate	the	debtors	in	the	standard	or	the	new	letter	

group.	 Croydon’s	 benefit	 officers	 undertook	 randomisation	 on	 a	 daily	 basis,	

assigning	each	 invoice	 to	either	 control	or	 treatment	 letter	 cycle	based	on	HB	
reference	number	being	even	or	odd,	respectively.	In	practice,	benefit	officers	use	

a	computer	interface	to	select	the	cycle	of	letters	to	be	sent	from	a	dropdown	list	

when	 they	 are	 creating	 the	 invoice.	 Instead	 of	 the	 usual	 one	 option	 for	 HB	

overpayments,	this	dropdown	option	was	replaced	with	three	options:	one	for	odd	

HB	reference	numbers,	one	for	even	HB	reference	numbers	and	debts	below	£300	

and	one	 for	even	HB	reference	numbers	and	debts	above	£300	 (for	details	see	

intervention	below).	Once	a	benefits	officer	set	the	cycle	of	letters	to	be	sent,	all	
the	 letters	 were	 sent	 out	 periodically	 and	 automatically	 unless	 a	 payment	 is	

received.	This	removed	the	risk	of	contamination	resulting	from	a	mistake	resulting	

in	an	individual	receiving	both	treatment	and	control	letters	during	the	duration	of	

the	trial.		
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Results	
Effect	on	likelihood	of	repayment	within	45	days	

The	key	outcome	measure	was	whether	customers	repaid	overpayment	-	in	full	or	

by	 setting	up	a	payment	plan	 -	within	45	days	of	 receiving	 the	 first	 letter	with	

invoice	 (i.e.	 in	 the	 time	 frame	before	entering	 the	debt	 recovery	process).	We	

found	 that	 the	 behavioural	 letters	 increased	 the	 rate	 of	 repayment	 of	 HB	

overpayment,	compared	to	the	standard	(control)	letters.	

The	rate	of	repayment	in	the	control	group	was	25.4%	but	rose	to	29%	for	those	

in	the	treatment	group.	This	represents	an	 increase	of	14%	 in	the	proportion	of	
people	repaying	within	45	days.	However,	while	the	behavioural	letters	generated	

higher	 repayment	 than	 the	 standard	 letters,	 the	 effect	 was	 only	 statistically	

significant	at	the	10%	level	rather	than	the	conventional	5%	level	(p	=	.08).	

Figure	1.	Repayment	within	45	days	by	treatment	condition	
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Effect	on	amount	repaid	per	invoice	sent		
The	revised	letters	also	increased	the	amount	repaid,	as	customers	who	received	

behavioural	letters	tended	to	repay	a	larger	amount	than	those	who	received	the	

standard	letters.	Customers	in	the	treatment	group	on	average	repaid	25%	more	

per	invoice	sent	(at	the	average	amount	repaid,	this	equates	to	a	£90	difference).	

Again	this	finding	 is	significant	at	the	10%	 level	rather	than	the	conventional	5%	

level.	

Figure	2.	Amount	repaid	per	invoice	sent	within	45	days		

	

				

	

	

		

	

	

	

	

Overall,	we	estimate	that	the	behavioural	letters	brought	in	£56,000	of	additional	

revenue	during	 the	 trial	period.	 If	 these	 letters	are	rolled	out,	Croydon	Council	

should	be	able	to	collect	estimated	extra	£212,000	per	year	and	save	£4,500	 in	

costs	associated	with	debt	recovery.	The	cost	of	the	intervention	itself	is	only	the	

cost	of	colour	printing	for	two	of	the	behavioural	 letters.	This	would	be	roughly	

£520	per	year	(see	Annex	2	for	calculations).	
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Effect	on	repayment	method		
We	were	also	interested	to	see	whether	the	type	of	letter	influenced	how	people	

tended	to	repay.	To	maximise	the	repayment,	we	used	different	messages	on	the	

size	of	their	debt.	That	is	why,	we	aimed	to	steer	customers	with	low	debts	to	pay	

in	one	go	and	to	encourage	customers	with	high	debts	to	sign	up	for	a	payment	

plan.	To	achieve	 this	aim,	we	 tailored	 the	behavioural	 letters	 to	convey	a	social	

norm	about	the	common	payment	method	based	on	the	size	of	a	customer’s	debt.	

Customers	with	an	overpayment	below	£300	 (the	 low	debt	cycle)	were	told	that	

the	majority	of	people	with	a	debt	 like	theirs	repays	 in	cash,	while	those	with	a	

debt	above	£300	(the	high	debt	cycle)	were	advised	to	pay	in	monthly	instalments	

within	a	Payment	Plan.		

Figure	3.	Method	of	repayment	by	treatment	condition	

	

We	 found	that	the	behavioural	 letters	had	the	desired	effect.	Those	 in	the	 ‘low	

debt’	 cycle	 were	 significantly	 more	 likely	 to	 repay	 via	 a	 lump	 sum	 but	 not	

significantly	less	likely	to	repay	in	a	payment	plan.	Conversely,	those	in	the	‘high	

debt’	 cycle	were	 significantly	more	 likely	 to	 repay	 via	 a	 payment	 plan	 and	 not	

significantly	 less	 likely	 to	 repay	 via	 a	 lump	 sum.	 Both	 of	 these	 results	 were	

significant	at	the	5%	level.		
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Effect	on	monthly	instalment	amount	
To	increase	the	likelihood	that	customers	with	high	debts	made	a	repayment,	we	

referred	to	a	 lower	figure	owed	-	the	monthly	instalment	-	rather	than	the	total	

debt.	At	the	same	time,	the	figure	chosen	for	the	‘typical’	monthly	instalment	was	

relatively	high,	to	maximise	the	amount	collected.	We	found	some	evidence	that	

customers	who	received	behavioural	 letters	with	the	£80	suggestion	on	average	

tended	 to	 repay	with	 a	 higher	 instalment	 (£72	 per	month	 vs	 £58	 per	month),	

compared	to	the	control	group.	This	estimated	anchoring	effect,	however,	was	not	

statistically	significant	at	conventional	levels.			

Interestingly,	 when	 the	 raw	monthly	 repayment	 amounts	 are	 plotted,	 we	 can	

observe	a	bunching	around	£80	per	month	in	the	treatment	group,	not	present	in	
the	control	group.		

Figure	4.	Density	plot	of	monthly	instalments	by	treatment	conditionc		

	

			

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	

	 	

																																																

c	Due	to	the	skewed	distribution	instalments	above	£200	per	month	(5%	of	total)	are	not	included.	
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Effect	on	different	customer	groups	
We	further	analysed	the	data	by	looking	at	different	customer	groups	included	in	

our	 sample.	Our	 sample	 included	 two	customer	 types:	 ‘non-previously	advised’	

customers	who	were	being	contacted	about	a	HB	overpayment	by	Croydon	Council	

for	the	first	time;	and	‘previously	advised’	customers	who	were	previously	notified	

about	a	HB	overpayment	but	owing	 to	a	recent	change	 in	circumstances	 (e.g.	a	

change	 in	 income)	must	now	pay	back	 the	overpayment	directly	 rather	 than	via	

deductions	 to	an	existing	entitlement.	Surprisingly,	we	 found	 that	 the	effect	of	

behavioural	 letters	 were	 stronger	 and	 highly	 statistically	 significant	 for	 the	

‘previously	advised’	customers,	a	group	with	 lower	 repayment	 rate	prior	 to	 the	

trial.	While	in	the	control	group	21.8%	previously	advised	customers	repaid	their	
overpayment,	 30.9%	 of	 those	 who	 received	 behavioural	 letters	 did	 so.	 This	

represents	an	increase	of	9.1	percentage	points,	equivalent	to	a	42%	increase	in	

the	proportion	of	previously	advised	customers	repaying	within	45	days.		

In	the	non-previously	advised	group,	the	effect	of	revised	letters	was	directionally	

positive	but	not	statistically	significant	and	weaker,	equivalent	to	a	1.4	percentage	

points	increase	in	the	repayment	rate.		

Figure	5.	Repayment	within	45	days	by	customer	group		
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We	can	only	hypothesise	about	the	reasons	behind	the	strong	effect	of	behavioural	

letters	on	previously	advised	customers.	One	plausible	explanation	could	be	that	

the	original	 letter	benefitted	more	from	behavioural	 improvements	than	for	the	

non-previously	advised	group.	Another	possibility	 is	 that	 the	previously	advised	

group	face	a	higher	cognitive	load.	We	explore	these	in	turn	below.	

The	original	letter	for	the	‘previously	advised’	group	did	not	specify	how	customers	

repay	very	clearly.	This	means	that	a	customer	willing	to	repay	has	to	be	motivated	

enough	 to	 research	 what	 the	 different	 options	 for	 repayment	 are	 (e.g.	 cash,	

payment	plan,	phone).		

Another	potential	reason	could	be	that	the	previously	advised	group	are	less	likely	
to	make	the	additional	effort	to	find	out	how	to	repay.	When	they	receive	their	

HBOP	 letter,	 previously	 advised	 customers	 are	 transitioning	 from	 benefits	 into	

work	which	is	bound	to	be	a	very	busy	period	when	many	different	things	require	
their	attention.		This	‘scarcity’	of	cognitive	resources	could	explain	why	they	may	

be	more	likely	to	overlook	HB	overpayment	and	not	repay,	especially	because	of	

the	extra	hassle	to	find	out	how	to	do	it.		

Given	this	context,	it	seems	only	intuitive	that	a	behavioural	letter	should	be	more	

effective	because	 it	made	 repayment	 easier	 for	 this	 highly	 cognitively	 strained	

group:	it	clearly	explained	the	transition	from	weekly	deductions	to	payment	and	

offered	a	default	payment	method	based	on	what	other	people	with	similar	debt	
are	doing.		
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Effect	of	different	letters	
We	also	looked	at	whether	some	of	the	letters	in	the	treatment	cycle	were	more	

impactful	 than	 others.	Overall,	 it	 seems	 that	 the	 effect	 on	 repayment	 can	 be	

attributed	to	the	complete	series	of	letters	rather	than	one	in	particular.	That	said,	

we	 found	 some	 tentative	evidence	 suggesting	 that	 the	 likelihood	of	 repayment	

might	have	risen	just	after	the	reception	of	the	first	‘friendly’	behavioural	letter.	

Should	 this	directional	 finding	be	confirmed,	 it	would	be	 an	 interesting	 insight	

about	the	relative	impact	of	deterrence-focus	vs.	providing	targeted	advice	for	the	

payment	collection.	However,	further	testing	with	a	 larger	sample	size	would	be	

required	to	be	able	to	settle	this	question	definitively.		

Effect	at	different	debt	levels		
We	explored	whether	the	effect	of	the	treatment	letters	varied	depending	on	debt	

level.	The	behavioural	 letters	 seem	 to	have	 influenced	customers	with	medium	

sized	debts	but	had	little	impact	on	repayment	of	customers	with	very	low	or	very	

high	debts	(below	£165	or	above	£3100).			

	

Figure	6.	Repayment	rates	across	quintiles	of	debt	amount		
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Conclusion	

In	this	trial	we	found	that	behavioural	letters	increased	the	proportion	of	debtors	

who	 agree	 to	 repay	 their	Housing	 Benefit	Overpayment	 (HBOP),	 as	well	 as	 the	

amount	they	repaid.	The	repayment	rate	in	the	treatment	group	increased	by	14%.	

This	 overall	 result	 was	 driven	 by	 a	 marked	 change	 in	 the	 behaviour	 of	 the	

‘previously	advised’	customers	where	the	repayment	increased	by	almost	a	half	(to	

31%	in	the	treatment	group,	compared	to	22%	in	the	control).	The	social	norm	in	

behavioural	letters	also	influenced	how	customers	repaid,	nudging	them	towards	

the	default	repayment	method	most	common	for	their	debt	size:	those	with	a	low	

debt	tended	to	repay	 in	one	go,	while	those	with	a	high	debt	opted	for	monthly	
instalments.		

	

The	behavioural	 letters	brought	 forward	 an	 additional	 £56,000	during	 the	 trial	

period.	We	recognize	that	our	overall	results	were	statistically	significant	at	the	

10%	 level,	rather	than	the	conventional	5%	significance	 level.	However,	this	trial	
outcome	seems	robust	given	 the	consistent	positive	direction	of	 the	effects	on	

both	the	size	and	method	of	repayment	across	different	customer	groups	and	debt	

levels,	with	no	negative	effects	at	any	 level.	Therefore,	we	recommend	Croydon	

Council	roll	out	the	behavioural	letters	as	the	new	business	as	usual.	We	estimate	

this	 will	 bring	 forward	 estimated	 £212,000	 per	 year	 not	 including	 saved	

enforcement	costs.	We	also	 think	 there	 is	 scope	 to	use	 this	approach	 in	other	

areas.	 Firstly,	 Croydon	 could	 extend	 the	 behavioural	 letters	 to	 other	 HBOP	
customer	groups	(such	as	‘recoverable	from	landlords’).	Secondly,	the	messaging	

used	in	these	letters	could	be	used	in	many	of	the	wider	revenue	collection	letters	
used	across	London.		

New	insights	gained	from	the	HBOP	trial	

This	trial	applied	some	behavioural	insights	that	we	have	previously	tested.	It	

also	yielded	some	fresh	insights:	

➔ Target	customer	groups	by	debt	size		
One-size-fits-all	 letters	 with	 many	 repayment	 options	 can	 feel	
unadapted	and	make	customers	disengage.			

Solution:	People	with	low	debts	can	be	persuaded	to	repay	in	one	go.	
Those	 with	 high	 debts	 should	 be	 automatically	 offered	 just	 the	
Payment	Plan.	
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➔ Anchor	customers	with	high	total	debt	on	a	lower	figure		
Customers	may	be	discouraged	from	repayment	when	they	face	the	
exuberant	total	amount.		

Solution:	Referring	to	a	smaller	sum	-	such	as	the	amount	of	monthly	
instalment	-	can	make	repayment	seem	more	feasible.				

➔ Anchor	customers	with	a	specific	higher	monthly	instalment	
Customers	who	set	up	a	payment	plan	may	choose	as	low	instalment,	
as	possible.		

Solution:	Mentioning	how	much	people	typically	choose	to	repay	by	
month	 (social	 norm)	 can	 encourage	 people	 to	 choose	 similar	
instalment	amount.	
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Annex	1:	Behaviourally-informed	letters		

Low	Debt:	Notification	of	Invoice	
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Low	Debt:	Notification	of	Invoice	for	Previously	Advised	
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Low	Debt:	First	Reminder	
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Low	Debt:	Overdue	Notice	
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High	Debt:	Notification	of	Invoice	
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High	Debt:	Notification	of	Invoice	for	Previously	Advised	
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High	Debt:	First	Reminder	
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High	Debt:	Overdue	Notice	
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Annex	2:	Technical	annex	

This	annex	contains	a	more	detailed	presentation	and	discussion	of	the	results	of	

the	trial.		

Introduction	
The	aim	of	this	trial	was	to	test	whether	behavioural	science-informed	changes	to	

the	letters	sent	to	people	who	have	received	an	overpayment	of	Housing	Benefit	

(HB)	and	who	now	have	to	repay	it	to	Croydon	Council.	These	overpayments	occur	

for	a	number	of	reasons,	for	example	if	a	person’s	entitlement	changes	as	a	result	

of	change	in	work	or	in	their	residence.	If	the	person	does	not	inform	the	council	

of	this	change	they	will	be	overpaid	HB.		

Summary	of	findings	
The	 key	 finding	 is	 that	 we	 find	 some	 evidence	 that	 the	 behavioural	 science-

informed	letters	increase	the	likelihood	that	a	recipient	repays	within	45	days	of	
receiving	 their	 first	notification	 letter	by	3.6	percentage	points	 (p	=	 .08).d	 The	

repayment	rate	 in	 the	control	group	 is	25.4%	 (95%	CI;	 [21%,	30%])	while	 in	 the	

treatment	group	it	is	29%	(95%	CI;	[24%,	35%]).e		

We	also	find	an	 increase	 in	the	amount	of	money	that	people	who	received	the	

behavioural	letters	pay	or	agree	to	repay	via	a	payment	plan	(p	=.09).	The	increase	

is	estimated	to	be	25%	higher,	or	a	£90	difference	at	the	average	amount	repaid.	

The	exploratory	analysis	suggests	that	most	of	the	effect	is	driven	by	customers	in	
the	“previously	advised”	category.	These	are	customers	who	had	been	having	their	

overpayment	recovered	through	direct	deductions	to	their	benefits.	

	 	

																																																

d	Note	that	this	is	above	the	5%	level	typically	used.		
e	These	figures	are	estimated	marginal	effects	at	the	means	of	the	covariates	rather	than	the	raw	
means.	
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Outcome	Measures	 	 	 	 	
There	are	four	primary	and	secondary	outcome	measures:	

Whether	or	not	an	individual	agrees	to	pay	back	the	debt	either	in	a	lump	sum	or	
via	a	payment	plan:	The	main	outcome	measure	in	this	trial	will	be	whether	or	not	
an	 individual	signs	up	to	repay	the	housing	benefit	 (either	via	a	payment	plan	or	

through	a	lump	sum).	From	the	time	that	a	notification	letter	is	sent	informing	the	

person	 that	 they	need	 to	 repay,	 they	have	45	days	until	 their	 case	 is	officially	

opened	by	an	officer	who	will	begin	the	process	of	recouping	the	debt.	A	person	

is	classified	as	having	not	repaid	if	they	enter	this	process.	

Average	amount	repaid	per	 invoice	sent:	This	outcome	measure	will	capture	the	
total	 amount	 that	 is	 agreed	 to	 be	 repaid	within	 45	 days	 per	 invoice	 sent.	 The	

definition	of	repayment	in	time	is	the	same	as	above.	

The	 proportion	 of	 people	who	 repay	 after	 first	 notification:	 This	 outcome	will	
measure	whether	those	in	the	treatment	group	are	more	likely	to	repay	after	the	
first	notification	letter	than	those	in	the	control	group.		

Monthly	instalment	value:	The	monthly	instalment	value	is	the	monthly	amount	that	
people	agree	to	pay	back	if	they	agree	to	pay	back	via	a	payment	plan.	The	analysis	

assesses	whether	or	not	those	that	received	the	behavioural	letters	paid	back	in	a	

higher	monthly	instalment.	
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Description	of	Data		
The	data	was	transferred	from	Croydon	Council	to	BIT.	The	final	dataset	used	in	

the	analysis	comes	in	a	number	of	different	datasets.		

● The	Debt	R006	has	data	on	all	payments	against	invoices	
● The	Debt	R004	has	all	the	invoices	for	that	have	been	generated	
● The	Debt	R009	contains	the	reason	for	the	overpayment	
● The	Debt	R003	contains	the	details	about	how	people	are	paying	back	their	

instalments	
These	datasets	can	be	merged	using	the	unique	invoice	ID	as	a	merging	indicator.	

A	file	of	historical	debts	is	also	used	in	order	to	see	how	many	historical	debts	a	

customer	has.	

Table	1:	Total	numbers	and	%	paid	in	control	and	treatment	groups	

	 Total	number	 Number	paid	in	45	
days	

%	 paid	 within	 45	
days	

Control	 1108	 328	 29.6%	

Treatment	 989	 335	 33.9%	

	

The	 total	 sample	 included	 in	 the	 trial	and	 the	 treatment/control	 indicators	 for	

these	 individuals	were	 identified	based	on	 the	 letters	 that	 they	were	 sent.	The	

“treatment	cycle”	defines	the	type	of	letters	that	were	sent	to	each	customer.		

There	were	new	treatment	cycles	created	for	the	new	letters.	Based	on	the	final	

digit	of	the	housing	benefit	reference	number	and	the	size	of	the	debt	the	benefit	

officer	would	allocate	the	customer	to	receive	the	appropriate	“treatment	cycle”.	

The	debt	size	was	used	to	indicate	whether	a	customer	received	the	letter	nudging	

them	to	repay	in	a	lump	sum	(debts	below	£300)	or	received	the	treatment	letter	

nudging	them	to	repay	via	a	payment	plan.		
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Analytical	Strategy	
Outcome	 1:	 The	 first	 primary	 outcome	 to	 be	 analysed	 is	 whether	 or	 not	 the	
behavioural	 letters	 increase	 the	 proportion	 of	 people	who	 agree	 to	 repay	 the	

housing	 benefit.	 This	 will	 be	 measured	 using	 a	 model	 with	 the	 following	

specification	

Specification	1:	Likelihood	of	agreeing	to	repay	overpaid	housing	benefit	(logistic	
regression)	

	
		𝒍𝒐𝒈𝒊𝒕	 𝑷𝒓 	𝒀𝒊 	= 	𝟏

= 		𝜶	 +	𝜷𝟎. 𝑻𝒊 +		𝜷𝟏𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝑨𝒊) 	+		𝜷𝟐𝑯𝒊 +		𝜷𝟑𝑸𝒊 +	𝜷𝟒𝑫𝒊	+	𝜷𝟓𝑴𝒊			
	
Where	𝑷𝒓(	𝒀𝒊 	= 	𝟏)	is	a	linear	function	to	predict	the	probability	that	individual	i	
agrees	to	repay	the	housing	benefit	(either	via	a	payment	plan	or	in	a	lump	sum),	

within	40	days	of	receiving	the	invoice.		

𝑇>,@	is	a	vector	of	binary	treatment	indicators,	where	individual	i	receives	treatment	
j,	where	 j	equals	 1	 if	 individual	 i	 receives	 the	 treatment	 letters	and	equals	0	 if	

individual	i	receives	the	control	letters.		

𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝐴>	)	 is	 the	 natural	 log	 of	 the	 total	 invoice	 amount	 in	 pounds	 sterling	 for	
individual	i.f			

𝐻>F	is	a	fixed	effect	for	the	benefit	officer	who	handles	the	case	for	individual	i.		

𝑄>H,	 is	a	 vector	of	 reasons	 for	 the	HB	overpayment	 to	 individual	 i	 indicates	 the	
reason	for	the	overpayment	(e.g.	increase	in	income).	

𝐷>,	is	the	number	of	existing	HB	overpayment	invoices	that	individual	i	has	in	the	
Croydon	Council	database.		

𝑀>Kis	a	fixed	effect	the	month	in	which	the	invoice	is	sent	to	individual	i.	

𝛼	is	the	regression	constant	

Outcome	 2:	 The	 second	 primary	 outcome	 is	 whether	 the	 amount	 repaid	 per	
invoice	sent	is	higher	for	individuals	who	receive	the	treatment	letters.	

	

																																																

f	The	log	is	taken	due	to	the	right	skewed	distribution	of	the	debt	balances.			
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Specification	2:	Log	of	the	total	invoice	amount	that	is	agreed	to	be	repaid	(OLS	
regression).	

	
𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝑩𝒂𝒍𝒊	) 			= 		𝜶	 + 𝜷𝟎𝑻𝒊 +			𝜷𝟏𝑯𝒊𝒌 +		𝜷𝟐𝑸𝒊 +	𝜷𝟑𝑫𝒊	+	𝜷𝟒𝑴𝒊 	+	𝜺𝒊		

	

𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝑩𝒂𝒍𝒊	)	is	the	log	of	the	amount	that	is	agreed	to	be	repaid	by	individual	i	within	
40	days	plus	£1.	If	a	payment	is	not	made	against	the	invoice	within	40	days	this	will	

take	the	value	of	£1	(this	is	to	prevent	taking	the	log	of	0).	The	log	of	the	balance	is	

used	due	to	the	right-skewed	nature	of	the	distribution	of	debt	balances.		

	

𝜀>	is	an	error	term	with	White	robust	standard	errors.		

All	other	covariates	are	the	same	as	in	specification	1	apart	from	the	removal	of	the	

log	of	the	invoice	balance	as	a	covariate.	

Outcome	3:	The	first	secondary	outcome	is	whether	those	in	the	treatment	group	
that	agree	to	repay	are	more	likely	to	do	so	via	the	method	we	are	suggesting	in	

the	letters	we	send	them.	For	low	debts,	this	will	be	via	a	lump	sum;	while	for	high	

debts	 this	will	be	via	a	payment	plan.	This	outcome	will	be	measured	using	 the	

following	specification.	
	

Specification	3:	Likelihood	of	agreeing	to	repay	via	a	payment	plan,	in	a	lump	sum	
or	not	repaying	(multinomial	logistic	regression)	

	
𝒍𝒐𝒈𝒊𝒕	(	𝑷𝒓(	𝒀𝒊 = 	𝒌	)	) 	= 		𝜶	 + 𝜷𝟎𝑳𝒊𝒋 +		𝜷𝟏𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝑨𝒊) 	+		𝜷𝟐𝑯𝒊 +		𝜷𝟑𝑸𝒊 +	𝜷𝟒𝑫𝒊	+	𝜷𝟓𝑴𝒊		
	

𝑷𝒓 𝒌	, 𝒊	 is	a	 function	 to	predict	 the	probability	 that	 individual	 i	has	outcome	k,	
where	k	is	a	vector	of	three	outcomes:	non-payment,	payment	via	a	payment	plan	

and	payment	through	a	lump	sum.	

𝐿>,@	is	a	vector	of	treatment	indicators,	where	individual	i	receives	treatment,	which	
equals	1	if	individual	i	receives	the	low-debt	treatment	letters,	equals	2	if	individual	

i	receives	the	high-debt	treatment	letters	and	equals	0	if	individual	i	receives	the	

control	letters.		

All	other	covariates	are	the	same	as	in	specification	1	above.	

Outcome	 4:	 The	 second	 secondary	 outcome	measure	 is	whether	 those	 in	 the	
treatment	group	are	more	 likely	 to	 repay	after	 the	 first	notification	 letter	 than	

those	in	the	control	group.	This	will	be	measured	with	the	following	specification.			
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Specification	4	Likelihood	of	 repaying	 after	 the	 first	notification	 letter	 (logistic	
regression).	

𝑳𝒐𝒈𝒊𝒕	(	𝑷𝒓(	𝒀𝒊 	= 	𝟏	|	𝑹𝒊 	= 	𝟎)	) 		
= 		𝜶	 +	𝜷𝟎𝑻𝒊 +		𝜷𝟏𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝑨𝒊) 	+		𝜷𝟐𝑯𝒊 +		𝜷𝟑𝑸𝒊 +	𝜷𝟒𝑫𝒊	+	𝜷𝟓𝑴𝒊		

	

Where	 𝑷𝒓(	𝒀𝒊 	= 	𝟏	|	𝑹𝒊 	= 	𝟎)is	 a	 linear	 function	 to	 predict	 the	 probability	 that	
individual	i	agrees	to	repay	the	housing	benefit	(either	via	a	payment	plan	or	in	a	

lump	sum)	conditional	on	not	receiving	the	first	reminder	letter	(𝑳𝒊 	= 	𝟎	).	For	the	
analysis	we	will	likely	define	those	who	did	not	receive	the	first	reminder	letter	as	

those	who	repaid	within	15	days	of	the	invoice	being	sent.	

All	covariates	are	the	same	as	in	specification	1	above.	

Outcome	5:	Monthly	 instalment	value	 is	the	third	secondary	outcome	measure.g	
The	hypothesis	is	that	there	will	be	a	difference	between	the	monthly	instalments	

of	those	that	choose	to	pay	by	a	payment	plan	in	the	control	and	treatment	groups.	

The	reasoning	behind	this	hypothesis	is	that	£80	will	act	as	an	anchoring	amount	
and	that	monthly	instalments	will	be	closer	to	£80	in	the	treatment	group	than	the	

control	group.		

Specification	5:	Monthly	instalment	amount	

The	following	analytical	strategy	will	be	used	to	test	this	hypothesis	
	

𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝑴𝑰𝒊		|	𝑷𝑷𝒊 = 𝟏) 			= 		𝜶	 +	𝜷𝟎𝑻𝒊 +		𝜷𝟏𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝑨𝒊) 	+		𝜷𝟐𝑯𝒊 +		𝜷𝟑𝑸𝒊 +	𝜷𝟒𝑫𝒊	+	𝜷𝟓𝑴𝒊			
	

Where	 𝒍𝒐𝒈(𝑴𝑰𝒊		|	𝑷𝑷𝒊 = 𝟏)			 is	 the	 log	 of	 the	 monthly	 instalment	 amount	 that	
individual	i	agrees	to	pay	back,	conditional	on	individual	i	setting	up	a	payment	plan	

(𝑷𝑷𝒊 = 𝟏)	

All	covariates	are	the	same	as	in	specification	1	above.	

	 	

																																																

g	This	outcome	measure	was	added	in	an	addendum	to	the	TP	in	March	2017.		



	

42	
	

Primary	Analysis	Findings	
Primary	outcome	1:	Likelihood	of	paying	(or	agree	to	pay	via	payment	plan	within	
45	 days.	 Table	 2,	 below,	 provides	 the	main	 results	 of	 the	 analysis.	Columns	 1	
through	 to	4	provide	 the	 results	of	 the	 logistic	 regression	models	with	 slightly	

differing	specifications.		

● Column	1	shows	the	exact	model	specified	in	the	TP.		
● Column	2	adds	the	 (censored)	debt	maturity	which	 is	the	number	of	days	

from	invoice	being	received	to	the	16th	of	August	or	45	days,	whichever	is	
lower.		

● Column	3	drops	the	fixed	effect	for	“reason	for	overpayment”	and	instead	
includes	a	fixed	effect	for	whether	a	customer	is	previously	advised	or	not,	
this	should	be	included	given	the	imbalance	in	treatment	and	control	for	this	
group.		

● Column	4	 runs	 the	 same	 specification	 as	column	3	but	with	 “reason	 for	
overpayment”	added	back	in.		

● Column	5	runs	the	same	specification	as	column	4	but	on	the	dataset	after	
it	has	been	pre-processed	using	a	CEM	matching	algorithm	and	observations	
are	weighted	according	to	the	CEM	weights.h		

We	can	see	that	in	all	5	specifications	there	is	a	consistent	treatment	effect	which	

is	not	markedly	changed	by	 the	addition/dropping	of	covariates	or	 running	 the	

analysis	on	matched	data.		

We	conclude	that	specification	number	4	is	the	most	thorough	and	should	be	the	

one	that	is	reported.		

																																																

h	This	is	performed	as	a	robustness	check	owing	to	an	imbalance	in	the	matching	
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Figure	1	below	shows	the	results	of	model	4	above.	The	figure	shows	the	marginal	

effect	of	the	treatment	at	the	means	of	the	covariates.		

Figure	1.	Repayment	rates	in	treatment	and	control	
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Primary	outcome	2:	Amount	paid	back	(or	agreed	to	be	paid	back)	per	invoice	sent.	
Table	3	below	shows	the	result	of	an	OLS	regression	with	 log	of	debt	repaid	 (or	

agree	to	be	repaid)	as	the	dependent	variable.		

● Column	1	shows	the	exact	model	specified	in	the	TP.		
● Column	2	adds	the	 (censored)	debt	maturity	which	 is	the	number	of	days	

from	invoice	being	received	to	the	16th	of	August	or	45	days,	whichever	is	
lower.		

● Column	3	drops	the	fixed	effect	for	“reason	for	overpayment”	and	instead	
includes	a	fixed	effect	for	whether	a	customer	is	previously	advised	or	not,	
this	should	be	included	given	the	imbalance	in	treatment	and	control	for	this	
group.		

● Column	4	 runs	 the	 same	 specification	 as	column	3	but	with	 “reason	 for	
overpayment”	added	back	in.		

● Column	5	runs	the	same	specification	as	column	4	but	on	the	dataset	after	
it	has	been	pre-processed	using	a	CEM	matching	algorithm	and	observations	
are	weighted	according	to	the	CEM	weights.			
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We	find	evidence	that	the	treatment	led	to	a	statistically	significant	increase	in	the	

amount	of	money	that	repaid	or	agree	to	be	repaid	per	invoice	sent.			
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Figure	2	below	shows	the	marginal	effect	of	the	treatment	on	the	amount	of	debt	

paid	back	 (or	agree	 to	be	paid	back)	per	 invoice	sent.	For	reference,	 the	mean	

value	of	an	invoice	sent	is	£2085.	This	result	is	statistically	significant	(p	=	.08)	at	

the	10%	level.	

Figure	2.	Amount	repaid	per	invoice	sent	

	

	

	 	



	

48	
	

Secondary	Analysis	Findings	
Secondary	outcome	1:	Likelihood	of	repayment	via	a	payment	plan,	lump	sum	or	
not	repaying.	

This	outcome	was	specified	as	a	secondary	outcome	however	 I	believe	that	this	

should	 be	 exploratory	 analysis.	 The	 reason	 being	 that	 we	 cannot	 disentangle	

whether	an	increase	in	the	proportion	of	people	paying	via	a	lump	sum	is	the	result	

of	people	who	wouldn’t	otherwise	have	paid	back	now	paying	back	and	choosing	

to	do	so	in	a	lump	sum,	or	if	it	is	because	those	who	were	going	to	pay	back	anyway	

chose	to	do	so	through	a	lump	sum	because	of	the	letters.	

Figure	3	below	shows	the	results	of	the	multinomial	regression	split	into	high	and	

low	debt	groups.	

Figure	3.	Repayment	method	by	treatment	and	control	for	different	debt	sizes	

	

The	analysis	(see	table	4	below)	reveals	that	for	those	with	debts	below	£300	the	

treatment	group	are	significantly	more	likely	to	repay	via	lump	sum	(p	=	.03)	while	

the	slight	decrease	in	those	paying	via	payment	plan	is	not	statistically	significantly.	

Conversely	among	those	with	debts	above	£300,	those	in	the	treatment	group	are	

significantly	more	likely	to	repay	via	a	payment	plan	(p	=	.046)	and	the	decrease	in	

those	paying	via	a	lump	sum	did	not	significantly	decrease.	
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Secondary	outcome	2:	Repayment	after	the	first	notification	letter.	This	analysis	
measured	whether	those	 in	the	treatment	group	were	more	 likely	to	repay	after	

just	receiving	the	first	notification	letter.	We	do	not	find	a	significant	increase	in	

the	likelihood	of	repayment	after	the	first	letter.	Table	5	details	the	results	of	this	

analysis.	
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Secondary	outcome	3:	 instalment	 amount.	 This	 analysis	measures	whether	 the	
monthly	 instalment	amounts	 for	 those	 re-paying	via	a	payment	plan	was	higher	

among	those	that	received	the	treatment	letters.	This	is	because	the	figure	of	£80	

is	used	which	we	thought	may	act	as	a	higher	anchor.		

The	analysis	does	not	find	a	statistically	significant	increase	in	the	monthly	amount	

repaid	see	table	6	below.	However,	it	does	appear	that	more	people	are	paying	in	

a	monthly	instalment	of	£80	see	density	plot	in	exploratory	analysis	below.		
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Note:	the	following	figure	 is	really	exploratory	analysis	however	 it	 is	kept	 in	this	
section	 because	 if	 follows	 naturally	 from	 the	 analysis	 above.	 The	 figure	 below	
shows	the	distribution	of	monthly	instalment	amounts	for	those	in	the	treatment	

and	control	groups	for	those	that	choose	to	repay	via	a	payment	plan.	This	figure	
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shows	the	bunching	around	the	figure	of	£80	among	those	in	the	treatment	group.i	

This	figure	should	only	be	used	to	illustrate	some	evidence	of	an	anchoring	effect.	

Figure	4.	Monthly	instalment	amount	in	treatment	and	control	

	

	
	 	

																																																

i	Note:	Due	to	the	skewed	distribution,	this		figure	does	not	include	instalments	above	£200	per	
month	(7%	of	instalments)	
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Exploratory	Analysis	Findings		
The	 exploratory	 analysis	 investigates	 two	 areas:	 firstly,	 a	 differential	 effect	 on	

previously	advised	or	non-previously	advised	customers	and	secondly	a	differential	

effect	across	different	income	levels.	

Differential	 effect	 on	 customer	 type:	 The	 first	 part	 of	 the	 exploratory	 analysis	
examines	whether	the	treatment	effect	is	different	for	previously	advised	or	non-

previously	advised	customers.		

The	figure	below	shows	that	there	does	appear	to	be	a	differential	impact	with	the	

treatment	being	far	more	effective	for	previously	advised	customers.	

Figure	5.	Repayment	rates	by	customer	type	
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Differential	effect	on	debt	size:	The	figure	below	shows	the	difference	between	
repayment	rates	in	the	treatment	and	control	groups	across	quintiles	of	debt	size.		

Figure	6.	Repayment	rates	across	quintiles	of	debt	amount	

	

It	appears	that	for	customers	with	low	debts	(bottom	quintile)	and	high	debts	(top	
quintile)	there	is	no	treatment	effect	but	for	customers	with	medium	sized	debts	

there	is	a	treatment	effect.	It	should	be	noted	that	the	only	statistically	significant	

difference	is	in	the	2nd	quintile.		

Real	World	Impact		
In	order	to	estimate	the	 impact	of	the	trial	we	take	the	model	used	to	measure	

primary	outcome	1.	We	then	estimate	how	much	less	would	have	been	paid	back	

in	the	treatment	group	had	they	actually	received	the	control	letters.	This	allows	

us	to	estimate	how	much	more	has	been	repaid	as	a	result	of	the	trial.	
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Table	7:	Estimate	of	the	real	world	impact		

Increased	amount	repaid	per	invoice	 £57j	

Size	of	treatment	group	 989	

Total	value	brought	forward		 £56,000	

Over	the	course	of	a	year	we	estimate	that	Croydon	would	send	invoices	to	roughly	

3,720	eligible	customers.	This	would	equate	to	£212,000	brought	forward	during	

the	year	and	£4,500	less	spent	recovering	debts.k	The	added	annual	cost	of	sending	

out	the	behavioural	letters	in	colour	would	be	£520.	

The	ultimate	recovery	rate	of	this	debt	 in	Croydon	fluctuates	between	55%	and	

60%.l	We	 cannot	 say	whether	 the	 customers	who	 responded	 to	our	 treatment	

letters	would	ultimately	have	paid	through	the	debt	recovery	process.	However,	it	

seems	 likely	 that	 a	 significant	proportion	of	 the	£56,000	brought	 forward	 as	 a	

result	of	the	trial	would	have	otherwise	ended	up	being	written	off.		

Value	for	Money	Analysis		

In	the	value	for	money	analysis	I	do	not	consider	BIT	time	in	the	cost.	The	

incremental	cost	of	printing	two	colour	pages	per	person	in	the	treatment	group	
is	14p	per	person	(£138).	

Table	8:	Cost42	

Item	 Cost		
Printing	letters	in	colour	 £138	
Total	Cost:		 £138	

Table	9:	Returns	

Item	 Return		
Payments	brought	forward			 £56,000	
Total	Returns:		 £56,000	

	

	 	

																																																

j	Note	that	this	is	lower	than	the	figure	of	£90	quoted	above.	This	is		because	the	increase	of	25%	
at	the	mean	amount	repaid	(equivalent	to	£90)	is	higher	than	the	average	increase	due	to	the	right	
skewed	distribution.				
k	Croydon	Council	have	estimated	that	the	administrative	cost	of	debt	recovery	comes	to	£34	per	
invoice		
l	Information	provided	by	Croydon,	debt	is	written	off	after	roughly	7	years.		
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Discussion	
Discussion	of	results:	We	conclude	that	there	is	evidence	that	this	intervention	led	
to	more	customers	paying	back	 their	HB	overpayment	either	 in	a	 lump	 sum	or	

payment	plan	within	45	days	of	receiving	the	invoice.	The	overall	effect	appears	to	

be	driven	by	a	pronounced	statistically	significant	effect	in	the	“previously	advised”	

customer	group.		

There	is	also	evidence	that	the	wording	and	content	of	the	letters	influence	how	

people	paid	back.	Customers	with	a	debt	below	£300	were	nudged	towards	paying	

back	in	a	lump	sum	and	customers	with	a	debt	above	£300	were	nudged	towards	
paying	with	a	payment	plan.	The	analysis	demonstrates	that	these	customers	were	

more	 likely	to	pay	back	 in	the	method	suggested	by	their	respective	 letters	and	

that	they	were	not	less	likely	to	pay	back	in	the	opposite	way.	

There	is	no	evidence	that	the	behavioural	letters	led	to	any	decreases	in	repayment	

rates	 for	different	 customer	 groups	 at	different	debt	balances.	 Therefore,	our	
conclusion	would	be	that	these	letters	should	be	rolled	out	as	the	new	business	as	

usual	letters.	

The	p-values	for	the	primary	and	outcomes	are	significant	at	the	10%	rather	than	

the	5%	 level.	This	tells	us	that	there	 is	a	higher	risk	of	a	false	positive	 (we	think	

there	is	an	effect	but	in	reality	there	isn’t)	than	scientific	convention	would	use	to	

draw	a	robust	positive	conclusion.	However,	we	can	see	the	letters	influence	how	

people	paid	back	with	statistical	significance	at	the	5%	level.	This	adds	weight	to	
the	evidence	that	the	intervention	did	influence	whether	or	not	people	paid	back	

since	and	the	results	is	less	likely	to	be	a	false	positive.		

We	would	recommend	rolling	out	this	intervention	for	three	reasons.	Firstly,	this	

is	a	low	cost	intervention	with	potential	for	a	high	return	on	investment.	Secondly,	

there	 is	 no	 evidence	 that	 it	 had	 a	 negative	 effect	 on	 any	 customer	 group’s	
likelihood	to	repay.	Finally,	there	is	strong	evidence	to	suggest	a	positive	effect	on	

at	least	some	customer	groups	and	moderate	evidence	of	a	positive	effect	across	

all	customer	groups	and	debt	amounts.	
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LONDON VENTURES PROGRESS UPDATE  
 
Background 
 

1. Since the July 2017 Capital Ambition Board meeting, the London Ventures 

programme has entered into its second contract year as of August 2017. There has 

been a significant shift in profile and credibility in the programme, as the team has 

been very proactive in promoting and advocating the opportunities presented 

through the London Ventures programme. 

2. This report provides an overview of the activities that have taken place and is 

divided between the homelessness, temporary accommodation and housing 

targeted venture and the general ventures workstreams. 

 

Homelessness, Temporary Accommodation and Housing Targeted Venture  
 

3. CAB approved the development of strategic business cases for the targeted 

ventures concepts in July 2017, and the London Ventures team have developed 

these documents over the summer. They are presented in exempt report for 

members’ approval. 

4. The team have continued to identify opportunities to source social investment and 

engaged with various organisations including Big Society Capital, City Bridge Trust 

and London Funders. The responses from these organisations have been generally 

positive, and further discussions will be arranged once the projects have been 

initiated. 

5. The targeted ventures activity has been promoted at various events and forums and 

these include a House of St Barnabas hosted event, advocacy at the London local 

authority transformation network and with individual local authorities across the 

capital.  

6. A summary of targeted ventures activity is included as appendix A 

 

General Ventures  
 

7. The team has conducted a review of the current portfolio of general ventures, and a 

summary of this and a series of recommendations are presented as part of report 

as well as a commercial deal proposal for Leigh Fisher. These documents are 

presented in the exempt agenda. 

8. There has been extensive engagement work undertaken since July. There have 

been a combination of roundtable discussions, formal presentations and 

 
 



discussions and a summary of some of the groups that have been engaged and 

attended include: 

• LGC Summit 

• Society of London Treasurers 

• Society of IT Managers 

• London Association of Planners 

9. Further events are planned for autumn for a number of London Ventures partners. 

10. In addition the London Ventures team are undertaking an online survey of local 

authorities, venture partners and other key stakeholders who have been involved in 

the London Ventures programme. 

11. A summary of general ventures activity is included as appendix B. 

 

Programme level expenditure and income 
 

12. In summary, in relation to EY’s programme costs London Councils has been 

invoiced for £397,302 to 22 August 2017 from the total of £906,150 to support the 

delivery of London Ventures. This amount does not include London Councils’ time 

and resource.  

13. The income target for the first year of current commercial deals is £113,000. London 

Councils has invoiced for £25,375 as at 30 September 2017. There is approximately 

another £7,600 due to the programme by the end of the first year of the commercial 

deal contracts. Further income into the programme is dependent upon the extent to 

which local authorities take up London Venture’s products and services. 

 

Financial Implications for London Councils 
 

14. The Director of Corporate Resources reports that the invoiced contract sum of 

£397,302 relates to the 13 months to 30 September 2017. This represents 44% of 

the total contract sum of £906,150. There is a further £93,850 for seed funding, and 

the proposals for allocation are contained in the exempt report. 

15. Since the last report to CAB in July 2017 there has been an increase in the invoiced 

income for the programme. This now totals £25,375 of which £7,240 has been 

invoiced since July. While this progress is positive, it remains slow and there is still 

a significant gap between the current position and moving towards a self-financing 

position.  

16. Appendix B highlights the EY income forecast for the year of £84,000, which should 

be compared with the year 1 income target figure included in the agreed KPIs with 

EY of £113,000. The total secured year 1 income is indicated to be £33,000, 

 
 



compared to the current total of £25,375. This indicates that only a further £8,000 is 

potentially guaranteed. Therefore the remaining £51,000 is stated by EY to be the 

potential value of pipeline income.  

17. The contract review is due to be carried out at the 18 month stage in February 

2018. From the figures highlighted in this report, there are some significant grounds 

for questioning whether significant income will be generated to reasonably allow for 

the contract activity to be extended into year 3.   

 

Legal Implications for London Councils 
 

18. There are no direct legal implications for London Councils as a result of this report. 
 

Equalities implications for London Councils 
 

19. There are no direct equalities implications for London Councils as a result of this 

report. 

 

Recommendation 

20. Board members are recommended to note the London Ventures progress 

report. 

 
 



Launching our first targeted theme at 

the Launch Event to 150 attendees

Developing new solutions 

with 50 attendees at our 

targeted ventures solution 

hackathon

Engaging housing and 

homelessness experts at our 

think tank workshop

Demonstrating our commitment 

to housing and homelessness by 

hosting the trailblazers best 

practice event

Targeted Ventures: One Year Summary

We have facilitated cross-sector collaboration through a variety of events and sessions attended by hundreds of professionals.

Crocodiles’ Den for 

Housing Directors to develop 

our concepts through scrutiny 

from housing experts.

CAB members reviewed the 

shortlist of ideas at Dragons’ 

Den and agreed those that 

should be developed further

Since starting our first targeted ventures cycle in October 2016, the programme has had a significant impact, engaging widely by bringing together the public, 

private, and third sectors; building a recognised hub for innovative thinking and ideas in this space with our trusted brand; and identifying transformative 

solutions that, through the programme, can become a reality to deliver real benefits for Londoners. 

Ongoing engagement with the Housing Directors Group, Housing Director Steering Group, TA Supply Group, and the Homelessness and Housing Needs Group

Local authorities Charities

Businesses and Partners 

Funders

Our events have been underpinned by engagement with hundreds of organisations, including local authorities, charities, funders, businesses, and partners.  

Our journey to transforming the homelessness, housing, and temporary accommodation experience in London 

1

2

Showcasing our concepts 

at The House of St 

Barnabas hosted event

This report is intended for the sole use of London Councils. EY and London Councils shall have 

no responsibility whatsoever to any third party in respect of the contents of this report. It should 

not be provided to any third party without EY or London Councils prior written consent.
innovation through collaboration

Item 6 - Appendix A



This report is intended for the sole use of London Councils. EY and London Councils shall have 

no responsibility whatsoever to any third party in respect of the contents of this report. It should 

not be provided to any third party without EY or London Councils prior written consent.
innovation through collaboration

Key Level of engagement

Presented to

1:1 engagement

Borough champions

Strong relationship with 

housing directors in Croydon 

and Tower Hamlets

Strong relationship 

with WLA who are 

keen to support the 

development of our 

concepts

Presented to all London authorities 

through key group such as the Housing 

Directors Group, Housing Director 

Steering Group, TA Supply Group, and the 

Homelessness and Housing Needs Group

We have developed relationships with all 33 local authorities across London. 3

Next steps

3 – Modular temporary 

accommodation on non-

permanent sites

1 – Early identification of 

those at risk of 

homelessness

2 – London-wide 

accommodation 

platform

4 – Transition insurance 

to reduce the upfront 

costs of living in private 

rented sector (PRS) 

We are using our networks to secure funding and support 

for our key concepts. 
4

Saving c.30% of 

officer time to 

identify and process 

individuals & families

Helped secure £11-

55m of GLA 

funding 

Supporting Housing 

Directors to access 

£25m DCLG 

funding

Support London 

boroughs to save 

c.£22m on PRS 

deposits 

We will be focussed on taking the high level business cases that are approved by CAB and working with borough champions to develop these into more 

detailed plans for delivery. We will invest the allocated seed funding to de-risk delivery, and report back on the implementation progress and commercial 

return to the programme as a result of our sponsorship at December CAB. 

Targeted Ventures: One Year Summary
Item 6 - Appendix A



General Ventures: Summary

Our focus has been on leveraging the extensive engagement we’ve had through the launch event, professional networks, venture partner roundtables, and 

other London Councils and EY relationships to lead to venture partner demos and implementations.  

innovation through collaboration

This report is intended for the sole use of London Councils. EY and London Councils shall have 

no responsibility whatsoever to any third party in respect of the contents of this report. It should 

not be provided to any third party without EY or London Councils prior written consent.

Driving innovation across London

September

Heads of Regeneration Group: 

Commonplace presentation

&

Society of London Treasurers: Roundtable 

with Oxygen Finance

&

London Society of IT Managers: 

Roundtable with Cerno

&

Planning Officers’ Society: Commonplace 

and Spacehive presentation

July

London Association of Directors 

Children’s Services: Xantura presentation

&

LGA Conference: Xantura fringe event

June

London Environment Directors 

Network: presentation

&

Transformation Network: Spacehive

presentation

May

Heads of HR Network: Circle and 

MyCognition presentation

&

London Ventures hosted fostering 

roundtable: Cornerstone Partnership

March

Transformation Network: London Ventures 

presentation
February

London Ventures Launch Event

&

CELC Children Lead: Xantura EHPS presentation

There have also been 2 

venture partner 

implementations in the 

wider UK

There have been 7 venture 

partner implementations 

since January 2017

Key Engagement

Presented to

1:1 engagement

Demo(s)

Implementation(s)

We have held demos with 

14 London local 

authorities since January 

2017

Our broad engagement has led to one-to-one conversations, demos, 

and implementations across London. 
2We have engaged with all 33 London local authorities through 

events and professional groups.
1

innovation through collaboration
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Next steps

As part of our ongoing commitment to providing the most innovative solutions to London local government, for December CAB we will be assessing potential 

venture partners to identify those we believe have the most exciting offer to add to our portfolio. In parallel, we will continue to focus on converting 

demonstrations into implementation as well as continue to build financial sustainability for the programme.

Y1 secure income in 

Sustainability Fund - £25k 

+ £4k in kind

- FISCAL Technology £2k

- Ox Fin £10.5k

- Spacehive £2.5k + £4k in 

kind

- Blue Prism £10k

Year 1 Income 

Target

£113k

Potential value of pipeline -

£51k

- Spacehive – City of London

- FISCAL Tech – Havering, 

Newham, TH, Greenwich

- Quadnet – Tower Hamlets

- Alcove - Enfield

Current forecast 

income:

£84.5k

Through venture partner implementations we are building our 

Sustainability Fund and have line of sight to February 2018
3

Our venture partners are delivering significant benefits to London 

local authorities. 
4

Local Authorities using the  

Fiscal Technologies 

AP Forensics® product

have seen a total of

£25m savings
across 15 London councils

Oxygen Finance 

uses authomation to 

accelerate supplier 

payments in 5 LAs.

In Croydon 

it is estimated

to generate a                   

£1.5m

over the next 5 years

revenue stream from existing budgets

£1.4m
savings

split equally across cost avoidance 

and cashable savings

In one London borough

Xantura‘s profiling model has 

identified

Spacehive

a crowd funding 

platform has

raised

£3.6m for 149
successfully funded London 

projects

Examples of the 

savings and 

efficiencies of our 

venture partners

Y1income to be invoiced - £4.5k

- FISCAL Technology £2k

- Spacehive £2.5k

General Ventures: Summary

This report is intended for the sole use of London Councils. EY and London Councils shall have 

no responsibility whatsoever to any third party in respect of the contents of this report. It should 

not be provided to any third party without EY or London Councils prior written consent.
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