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Introduction

Purpose of Presentation:  To share three things 
that we have learned in six months of online 
intake:

1. The Client’s perspective – What is in it for 
me?

2. You can lead a horse to water, but you can’t 
make it drink.

3. Sometimes you can’t stop a client from 
wanting to talk.

3a. Not all browsers are created equal.
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1. The Client’s perspective – 
What is in it for me? 

What we anticipated:

1. That clients would access the WebApp at 
their convenience – i.e., evenings, 
weekends

NOT SO!



1. The Client’s perspective – 
What is in it for me?

What we found:

• Callers called us during the same hours as 
non-WebApp callers
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Presentation Notes
Top Line is Law Line for November 2009
Bottom Line is for WebApp – July to November.
We do not staff identically each day.  



1.  What is in it for me?  

• Actual Demand looks like this:
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Presentation Notes
The shape is remarkably similar with pronounced double peaks.
Most prospective clients want to call at the same time, and the ones who use the webapp get to the front of the queue.



1.  What is in it for me? 

• What about the forms themselves?  When 
do clients fill them in?
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Presentation Notes
Recognize the shape – bi-modal; some evening traffic, and some nightowls, but predominantly during the day.



1.  

• ?  

•

Presenter
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The bulk of online traffic comes during our regular work hours, and only 14% comes in the evening, and 7% during the overnight hours. 
Most visitors are expecting to make a call to the hotline; we can infer that they know about, and expect to get queue priority.
The other 21% are not expecting to speak with anyone immediately.

Is their behaviour online any different from the daytime callers?



1.  What is in it for me?  
Conclusion

• Most WebApp visitors (78%) want to get 
immediate assistance from a person, and 
are prepared to go through the form 
because of the promise of queue priority

• It appears that the non-call hours visitors 
utilize the Form as do callers during 
hotline hours
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That is, conversion rates are closely similar – submission and referral usage.  There was no discernable difference in behaviour.



2. You can lead a horse to 
water, but you can’t make it 

drink 
• The last two pages of LAA’s WebApp is a 

self-referral database, which provides links 
to pre-selected web based resources.

Q – You can build it, but will they come?



2. Horses

Google Analytics is a tool that provides client 
performance data.  

We track:

- visits, unique visitors

- Conversion – completions to specific stages

- Time on site

- Pages/visit

- Bounce rate



2. Horses



2. Horses
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Two Goals identified:

Submission of the Form
The Referral Links

We know that 405 visitors submitted a WebApp form
But only 87 went on to the Referral Links





2. Horses

• One of the forecast benefits of the WebApp 
was the self-referral links on pages 8 and 9 
of the WebApp

• Theory – clients would avail themselves of 
the opportunity to immediately obtain 
legal information

• Q – What did we find out?



2.  Horses - Submission



2. Horses – Referral Links



2.  Horses – Possible 
Conclusions

1. WebApp visitors want queue priority, and 
nothing more, or want to speak with a 
person

2. We do not convey enough helpful 
information that visitors want to access 
the information

3. Clients want to tell their story, and not 
get more information at this point



2. Horses
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So out of 703 visitors to the Form, 405 clients submitted applications, and 122 went on to the next page to select submatter types.  50 abandoned, and 85 went on to the Referrals Links.

On the last page are links to resources.

Whichever the clients select will be captured by the form, and get transferred to our Case management system when the visitor makes the call, speaks with a non-lawyer, and identifies himself as a WebApp client with an ID.





2.  Horses

1. In relation to the first group, we can not 
do a lot to give them value prior to the 
call

2. In relation to those who just did not get 
sufficient information to go further, we 
are looking to modify the form to drive 
more traffic to the Referrals

3. In relation to those who did not see value, 
we will have to experiment with design 
and content



3.  Sometimes you can’t stop a 
client from wanting to talk.

• Theory – The WebApp would save 5 
minutes from each call, because the 
demographics, and adverse party 
identification process was taken offline

• Fact – WebApp calls are longer than non- 
WebApp calls.

HUH?



3.  The Talking Client
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Showing Mandatory v. Optional information

What is the implication of setting lower thresholds for mandatory information, but information which ultimately will be required?



3. 



Presenter
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Not mandatory
Therefore many people do not complete this part of the form



3.  The Talking Client

• Trade-off – more mandatory fields v. 
lower completion rate for the form

• Clients often incorrectly identify adverse 
parties

CHOICE – Lower threshold means more 
work for our intake workers



3.  The Talking Client



3.  The Talking Client

• Not all of the theoretical benefits translate 
into reality

• Clients do love to/need to talk.  Clients 
need rapport with us

• The process of providing legal information 
and advice is still a human process



3a.  Browser Wars



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here are some of the platforms, browsers, and results.

Beware



3a. Browser Wars

• CONCLUSION – You might build with IE 
in mind, but you better test in multiple 
environments.

• Weird things happen



Web App Update

• Questions?

• The End
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