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1. SUMMARY

· As part of an organization-wide quality assessment, this Satisfaction Survey of Existing CIPO Clients was conducted according to Treasury Board Secretariat (TBS) guidelines established for the Service Improvement Initiative, using a  methodology consistent with the How-to Guide for the Initiative’s
 implementation. 

· To generate baseline measurements of CIPO’s service performance and reputation as an IP organization, this survey used Common Measurement Tool (CMT) core questions and a wide range of customized questions about service elements and issues emerging from focus groups conducted beforehand. 

· Survey findings were to provide CIPO with an operational framework for maximizing resources to make improvements where the needs are greatest.

· Accordingly, from November 27 through December 20, 2001, Créatec conducted 1,512 telephone interviews with Existing CIPO Clients, including 465 Represented Applicants, 654 Unrepresented Applicants and 165 Intermediaries from all parts of the country.  All had filed an application at CIPO during the two-year period preceding the survey. Each Existing Client rated the service CIPO provided for the type of application filed most often: 567 rated services for Patent applications, 514 for Trade-marks, 339 for Copyrights and 92 for Industrial Designs.

· As mandated by the CMT, survey questions dealt with the experience clients had with CIPO’s services, their evaluation of those services, their impressions of CIPO as an organization, the importance of a series of attributes related to service access, delivery, value and CIPO’s corporate image, their experienced and expected turnaround times, their need for information and new services, and their usage of and attitude towards electronic services.  Interviews lasted 30 minutes on average.

· The satisfaction and importance ratings helped identify service improvement priorities.

· State-of-the-art statistical rules and a reasonable response rate (46%) guaranteed that the sample was representative.

MARGIN OF ERROR
· This survey, like all others, is subject to a margin of error. With a sample of 1,512 respondents, the margin of error attributed to the sampling was no more than 2.5 percentage points above or below the percentages reported for the total number of respondents, 95% of the time. 

· The margin of error increased for each client group when it was isolated from the total sample.

· Other sources of error that cannot be quantified occurred when clients declined to participate in the survey and when clients could not be reached by telephone.

EXISTING CLIENTS

· Among the clients who filed an application at CIPO during the two-year period before the survey, the relative importance of each sub-group in the weighted sample was as follows:

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTERMEDIARIES

%

	
	
	Represented

%
	Unrepresented

%
	

	· Patents
	23
	16
	5
	2

	· Trade-marks
	49
	25
	16
	8

	· Copyrights
	26
	2
	23
	0

	· Industrial Designs
	3
	1
	1
	1

	      TOTAL
	100%
	44
	46
	10


N.B.
Percentages are “total” percentages. Due to rounding, some totals do not exactly add up to 100.
· About two-thirds of all Applicants were senior managers or part of the top managers’ team within their company (64%). Almost half of the Intermediaries were partners (46%) 

· Large entities with over 100 full-time employees accounted for about a third of all Represented Applicants and Intermediaries but only 1 in 10 Unrepresented Applicants.

· When considering filing IP applications, about half of all clients (51%) said they tended to think more about the office of one of the product lines -- Patents, Trade-marks, Copyrights, or Industrial Designs – while only about one third thought of CIPO (35%).  

· About 4 out of 10 Applicants said that information or assistance received from CIPO helped them decide whether or not to file for IP rights (37%).

FILING
· Roughly half the clients said they filed most of their applications only in Canada (47%):

· Highest for Copyrights (82%)

· Lowest for Patents (15%).

· Roughly half the Applicants had received grants or registrations in Canada in the past two years (47%) :

· Highest for Trade-marks (56%)

· Lowest for Patents (39%).

· Almost one third of all Applicants had filed more than one type of IP application in Canada over the past two years.

· More than half of all clients never filed outside Canada (55%):

· Highest for Unrepresented Applicants (77%)

· Lowest for Intermediaries (23%).

· If examinations were faster, almost one third of those who filed Patents abroad would have filed them first in Canada.

GENERAL LEVEL OF SATISFACTION
Only Unrepresented Applicants and Intermediaries rated the services they received from CIPO.
· Regarding the general level of satisfaction with CIPO’s services, 82 percent of clients said they were satisfied.

· 85% of Unrepresented Applicants

· 68% of Intermediaries.

· Following a usual pattern, satisfaction with Copyrights was much higher (95%) than it was for the three other product lines (72% - 74%).

· Intermediaries showed a significantly lower general level of satisfaction than Unrepresented Applicants, and systematically gave a lower satisfaction rating to most  attributes related to service access, delivery and value, and corporate image.

· Those who had filed an application outside Canada were asked to compare CIPO’s services.

· Overall, CIPO’s services were considered comparable to those provided by IP agencies abroad, and neither better nor worse. 

· However, Unrepresented Applicants and those who rated Copyright services regarded CIPO more highly than IP agencies abroad.  On the other hand, CIPO received unfavourable comparisons by Intermediaries and Represented Applicants and by those who rated Patents.

· In the last two years, a significant number of clients who received services from CIPO said they were tempted to complain about the service (19%) .

· Non-Copyright applications were mainly involved (21% - 28%).

· Intermediaries showed a much higher propensity to complain (40%) than Unrepresented Applicants (14%).

· Turnaround time clearly emerged as the main basis for complaint.

DETAILED LEVELS OF SATISFACTION
· The average detailed satisfaction rating for all service attributes in this survey was high (80.3%).

· 82.8% for Unrepresented Applicants

· 70.2% for Intermediaries

· Satisfaction was highest for Copyrights (88.5%) and at a lower but comparable level for the other three product lines (72.6% - 75.2%).

· This average for all combined detailed satisfaction ratings (80.3%) was statistically identical to the general level of satisfaction (82%).

· This was consistent in both groups of clients who rated CIPO’s services.

· This indicates consistency of respondent ratings.

· All three satisfaction driver categories (access, delivery and value) obtained the same average detailed satisfaction rating (80% - 81%).

· Intermediaries tended to give lower satisfaction ratings in all three attribute categories than Unrepresented Applicants.

· The highest-rated service attributes:

· Courtesy of CIPO’s staff (91%).

· Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient (90%).

· In the end you got what you needed from CIPO (89%).

· Fair and equitable treatment (87%).

· Hours of service of CIPO were adequate (87%).

· The methods of contact available (85%).

· The lowest-rated for satisfaction:

· The time to receive a grant or a registration of your rights (57%).

· Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses (67%).

· Internal processes at CIPO who supported your competitiveness (72%).

· Cost of service provided (75%).

· Consistency of information and assistance received (76%).

· The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns (76%).

DETAILED LEVELS OF IMPORTANCE
· The average importance rating for all service attributes provided by those who rated CIPO’s services was 83.5%.

· Intermediaries tended to give lower importance ratings to each of the three satisfaction drivers (access, delivery and value) than Unrepresented Applicants.

· Therefore, the average importance rating from Intermediaries was significantly lower (76.7%) than that given by Unrepresented Applicants (85.1%).

· The importance of service delivery (88.4%) was significantly higher than for service access (81.6%) and value (80.5%).

· The most important service attributes:

· In the end you got what you needed from CIPO (94%).

· Knowledge and competence related to IP (94%).

· Fair and equitable treatment (94%).

· Consistency of information and assistance received (91%).

· Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient (90%).

· The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand (90%).

· The least important service attributes:

· Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness (68%).

· Hours of service at CIPO were adequate (74%).

· Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses (74%).

· Cost of the service provided (77%).

· Services offered by CIPO made you feel self-sufficient (77%).

DERIVED IMPORTANCE OF SERVICE ATTRIBUTES
Derived importance, a measure of a service attribute’s “true” importance, was determined by the statistical correlation between the detailed and the general satisfaction ratings. Derived importance was used to verify that what respondents said was important (stated importance) was in fact actually important, and to enhance the operational value of priorities identified through quadrant analysis. Both derived importance and stated importance were taken into account in setting priorities.
· Correlation analysis revealed that four attributes had considerably greater influence and five attributes significantly less influence on satisfaction than indicated by respondents.  
Greater influence:

· Time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights.

· Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else.

· Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses.

· Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness.

Less Influence:
· Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient.

· Forms and procedures were easy to understand.

· Knowledge and competence related to IP.

· Fair and equitable treatment.

· Cost of service provided.

SATISFACTION GAPS
· Note that a lower satisfaction rating (or satisfaction deficit) does not in itself signal a need for improvement. A correlation must also be made with the importance rating given to each attribute.

· Gaps also need to be put into a broader perspective – one that integrates all service attributes and determines their relative position on a satisfaction-importance matrix.

· However, in this survey, satisfaction gaps gave clear signals highlighting where CIPO’s performance was particularly good and particularly poor. Quadrant analysis has shown which of these performance differences should be taken into account in the Improvement Plan.

· Accordingly, for each service attribute, we compared the percentage of satisfied and very satisfied clients with the percentage who rated each attribute important or very important:

· A satisfaction gap occurred when the proportion of satisfied clients was lower than the proportion of clients who identified the driver as important -- the stronger the deficit, the greater the satisfaction gap.

· When we compared the overall detailed satisfaction average (80.3%) and the overall importance average (83.5%), a small overall satisfaction deficit of - 3.2 points was achieved:

· Unrepresented Applicants had a lower satisfaction-importance deficit (- 2.3 points) than the overall satisfaction-importance gap (- 3.2 points), which signals that this client group has no evident imbalances regarding client needs and services.  However, quadrant analysis identified some specific improvements for them.

· Intermediaries registered a wider general gap of – 6.5 points. Since they also tended to give lower importance and lower satisfaction ratings to almost all service attributes, this wider gap is a sign that this client group is different and should likely be a specific target group in any improvement plan.

· Among the 19 service attributes used in this survey, 12 showed a satisfaction deficit and 7 showed no deficit or a surplus.

Highest satisfaction deficits

· The time required to receive a grant or a registration of your rights (- 23 points)
.

· Consistency of information and assistance received (- 15 points).

· Knowledge and competence related to IP (- 13 points).

Highest satisfaction surplus
· Hours of service of CIPO were adequate (+ 13 points).

· Some attributes registered substantial gaps that were specific to one of the two client groups who rated CIPO’s services, but which were hidden by averaging the two groups.

Satisfaction deficits specific to Intermediaries

· Time required to answer your questions (- 17 points).

· Time required to establish contact with a person (- 18 points).

· Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses (- 15 points).

· Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness (- 17 points).

· In general, Intermediaries registered much wider deficits for attributes related to timeliness than Unrepresented Applicants. 

· Timeliness attributes were generally responsible for satisfaction deficits related to Patent, Trade-mark and Industrial Design applications.

Satisfaction surpluses specific to Intermediaries
· Cost of service provided (+ 15 points).

· Forms and procedures were easy to understand (+ 15 points).

· Courtesy of CIPO’s staff (+ 14 points).

Satisfaction deficits specific to Unrepresented Applicants
· Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection (- 9 points).

Satisfaction surpluses specific to Unrepresented Applicants
· Internal processes at CIPO that supported your competitiveness (+ 8 points).

· These initial general results indicate that Intermediaries not only need service improvement  more than the other client groups, they also have somewhat different requirements than Unrepresented Applicants.  

· Intermediaries:

· had lower ratings for both satisfaction and importance.

· registered the widest gaps -- for each satisfaction driver category and overall.

· had more attributes with specific gaps.

SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES
· Based on the satisfaction-importance matrix model
, quadrant analysis identifies specific service aspects to include in the improvement plan.

1. Primary Service Improvement Opportunities
· The best opportunities for service improvement can be found in the above-average importance and below-average satisfaction quadrant.  They require immediate action. For each driver within this quadrant, the size of the surplus or deficit is a priority indicator -- the larger the deficit, the higher the priority for improvement.

· Derived importance is another indicator in this quadrant that helps us determine improvement priority.  This indicator is “derived” by correlating the satisfaction level achieved by an attribute and the general satisfaction level.  If the derived
 importance is higher than the importance directly rated by respondents, the attribute will have greater influence on general satisfaction. Conversely, a lower derived importance indicates an attribute with less influence.

· Eight service elements fall into this quadrant -- three apply to all clients, one is specific to Unrepresented Applicants, three are specific to Intermediaries and one is specific to large entities. None are related to the cost or value of the services provided, to the convenience of the filing process itself or to the attitude of CIPO’s staff.

· We can regroup these eight service elements into two main underlying dimensions which are most likely to impact or influence general satisfaction -- response time and information value.

1) Response time  -- to receive grants or registration, to establish contact, to have questions answered.

2) Information value  -- consistency, completeness, competence, value to local businesses and competitiveness).

· Quadrant analysis by product line revealed that half of the service elements require immediate attention for the 3 non-Copyright applications.  One element - information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection, requires immediate attention for Copyright applications of Unrepresented Applicants. Another element – knowledge and competence related to IP, requires also immediate attention for Patent and Industrial Design applications of large Intermediaries and large corporations.

Overall, these findings indicate that Intermediaries and non-Copyright applications are at the centre of the primary service improvement opportunities. There were no significant differences between large and small Intermediaries in their need for improvements, except that large Intermediaries tended to be more critical about the knowledge and competence related to IP. This element, which overall was strength, requires continuous attention among large Intermediaries. It was a priority for them.
· The following order for the analysis of priorities has been suggested by the magnitude of satisfaction deficits together with the influence on satisfaction indicated by the stated (perceived) and derived (inferred) importance: 

1) Time required to receive a grant or a registration of your rights (a 23 point deficit – even more important when considering derived importance). This was a priority for non-Copyright applications but was less of a priority for SME’s and high-technologies.

2) Consistency of information and assistance received (15-point deficit  -- equal to stated importance). This was a priority for non-Copyright applications but was less of a priority for high-tech and bio-technologies.

3) Time required to establish contact with a person (7-point deficit). This was a priority for non-Copyright applications among Intermediaries and bio-technologies.

4) Time to answer your questions (3-point deficit – equal to stated importance).  This was a priority for non-Copyright applications among Intermediaries and bio-technologies.

5) Knowledge and competence related to IP (25-point deficit – but less important than stated). This was a priority for large entities, mainly for Patents and Industrial Design applications.

6) Information provided on everything you have to do to apply for IP protection (6-point deficit – the same as stated importance). This was a priority among Unrepresented Applicants, mainly for Copyright applications.

7) Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses (7-point deficit – greater than stated importance). This was not a priority for bio-technologies, and not linked to a specific product line.

8) Internal processes at CIPO that support your competitiveness (4-point surplus overall, but a 17-point deficit among Intermediaries and more important than stated). This was a priority for Intermediaries and bio-technologies, but was not linked to a specific product line.

· Time-related attributes on this list of improvement opportunities need to be associated with another survey result: client expectations for reducing turnaround time.

· All client groups consistently expected turnaround time to be reduced by about one third for Trade-marks, Copyrights and Industrial Designs, and by about 10 percent for Patents.

· About 6 out of 10 clients said they were willing to pay for faster turnarounds when applying for Trade-marks, Patents and Industrial Designs. For Copyrights (where the shortest turnaround times were recently experienced), only 3 out of 10 were willing to pay.

· A higher proportion of Intermediaries were willing to pay for faster turnarounds than Unrepresented Applicants.

2. Secondary Service Improvement Opportunities
· This quadrant is defined by above-average satisfaction and importance. These service elements do not require improvements. Depending on the surpluses or deficits for these elements and on their potential influence on general satisfaction, they could be considered either as strengths to be maintained or as possible areas for further improvement in achieving service excellence.

· Looking at the seven service elements within this quadrant, none had a greater derived influence than indicated by respondents, and three showed a satisfaction deficit. 

· In the end you got what you needed from CIPO.

· Fair and equitable treatment.

· Spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand.

· These three elements in quadrant 2 are potential candidates for inclusion in an improvement plan and could be linked to the priorities previously identified (in quadrant 1) regarding Response Time and Information Value.

· For example, the way CIPO keeps clients informed -- about delays in granting or registering rights, when rights are or will be granted or registered, post granting or registration follow-up, offering options or corrective actions for cases beyond norms, etc.

3. Possible Overkill
· Three elements fit into this quadrant, with below-average importance and above-average satisfaction.  These elements could be somewhat reconfigured to generate more margin of manoeuvre or to transfer resources to other service elements identified as priorities. These elements are opportunities to reallocate resources.

· Cost of service provided clearly belongs in this quadrant, and has even less importance than what respondents directly stated, especially among Intermediaries. 

· Cost of service provided was clearly “overkill” for Intermediaries and not a priority for Unrepresented Applicants. Even for the price-sensitive Copyright applications (rated by Unrepresented Applicants only), cost of service provided did not require attention.

· This is a strong signal that prices could be increased to create more services or to provide better service.

· When this finding was correlated with findings on the receptivity to new services and the willingness to pay for them, results showed a very high receptivity and a very high willingness to pay.  In fact, receptivity is so high that “the demand could well create the offer”.


QUADRANT CONTENT OF THE SATISFACTION-IMPORTANCE MATRIX

	1
	PRIMARY SERVICE IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

	         Higher importance and lower satisfaction than average – Immediate attention


	
	Derived vs. stated importance
	Satisfaction gaps (+/- points)
	Specificity

	
	
	Clients
	Products
	Clients
	Products
	Sectors

	· Time required to receive a grant or a registration of your rights
	++
	Total
- 23

UA
- 14

Intermediaries
- 62
	Patents
- 36

Trade-marks
- 45

Copyrights
+ 4

Industrial Designs
- 32
	All
	· Non-Copyrights

· Overkill for Copyrights
	Not a priority for SME’s and high-tech.

	· Consistency of information and assistance received
	=
	Total
- 15

UA
- 12

Intermediaries
- 27
	Patents
- 20

Trade-marks
- 22

Copyrights
- 7

Industrial Designs
- 15
	All
	· Non-Copyrights

· Not a priority for Copyrights
	Not a priority for high-tech and bio-tech.

	· The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns 
	=
	Total
- 7

UA
- 4

Intermediaries
- 18
	Patents
- 17

Trade-marks
- 10

Copyrights
+ 1

Industrial Designs
- 9
	· Intermediaries

· Not a priority for UA
	· Non-Copyrights

· Not a priority for Copyrights
	Priority for bio-tech.

	· The time required to answer your questions
	=
	Total
- 3

UA
  0    

Intermediaries
- 17
	Patents
- 12

Trade-marks
- 8

Copyrights
+ 6

Industrial Designs
- 15
	· Intermediaries

· Not a priority for UA
	· Non-Copyrights

· Overkill for Copyrights
	Priority for bio-tech.

	· Knowledge and competence related to IP
	-
	Total
- 13

UA
- 10

Intermediaries
- 25
	Patents
- 22

Trade-marks
- 13

Copyrights
- 9

Industrial Designs
- 32
	· Priority for large agents only
	Priority for Patents and Industrial Designs
	Priority for bio-tech and large corpo.

	· Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection
	=
	Total
- 6

UA
- 9

Intermediaries
+ 5
	Patents
- 6

Trade-marks
- 6

Copyrights
- 8

Industrial Designs
- 3
	· Unrepresented Applicants

· Overkill for Intermediaries 
	· All

· Mostly for Copyrights
	Not a priority for large corpo. and bio-tech.

	· Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses*
	++
	Total
- 7

UA
- 5

Intermediaries
- 15
	Patents
- 20

Trade-marks
- 8

Copyrights
- 1

Industrial Designs
- 15
	All
	Not linked to products
	Not a priority for bio-tech.

	· Internal processes that support your competitiveness
	+
	Total
+ 4

UA
+ 8

Intermediaries
- 17
	Patents
- 8

Trade-marks
-+ 2

Copyrights
+ 11

Industrial Designs
- 2
	· Intermediaries

· Not a priority for UA
	· Client-driven 

· not linked to products
	Priority for bio-tech.


N.B.
Inferred vs. perceived importance (+) higher inferred, (=) same, (-) lower inferred.


Classification of attributes into quadrants based on perceived and inferred importance.


UA = Unrepresented Applicants.

*
Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses was classified in quadrant 1 because its derived importance was much higher than its stated importance.

	2
	SECONDARY SERVICE IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

	       Importance and satisfaction higher than average – Strength, no improvement required


	
	Derived vs. stated importance
	Satisfaction gaps (+/- points)
	Specificity

	
	
	Clients
	Products
	Clients
	Products
	Sectors

	· In the end you got what you needed from CIPO
	=
	Total
- 5

UA
- 3

Intermediaries
- 13
	Patents
- 12

Trade-marks
- 8

Copyrights
0

Industrial Designs
0
	All
	All
	Priority for bio-tech.

	· Fair and equitable treatment
	-
	Total
- 7

UA
- 5

Intermediaries
- 12
	Patents
- 11

Trade-marks
- 10

Copyrights
- 3

Industrial Designs
0
	All
	All
	All

	· Spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand
	-
	Total
- 7

UA
- 7

Intermediaries
- 10
	Patents
- 13

Trade-marks
- 11

Copyrights
- 4

Industrial Designs
+ 8
	All
	· Non-Industrial designs

· Overkill for Industrial Designs
	· Overkill for bio-techn.

· Priority for large corpo.

	· In the end you got value for your money
	=
	Total
+ 1

UA
  + 2    

Intermediaries
- 4
	Patents
- 8

Trade-marks
+ 4

Copyrights
+ 1

Industrial Designs
- 5
	· Intermediaries

· Overkill for UA
	· Non-Trade-marks

· Overkill for Trade-marks
	Overkill for SME’s and high-tech

	· Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient
	-
	Total
0

UA
- 1

Intermediaries
+ 8
	Patents
- 5

Trade-marks
+ 2

Copyrights
+ 1

Industrial Designs
- 3
	All
	All
	All

	· Courtesy
	-
	Total
+ 2

UA
0

Intermediaries
+ 14
	Patents
+ 10

Trade-marks
+ 3

Copyrights
- 1

Industrial Designs
+ 10
	All
	All
	Overkill for bio-tech.


N.B.
Inferred vs. perceived importance (+) higher inferred, (=) same, (-) lower inferred.


Classification of attributes into quadrants based on perceived and inferred importance.


UA = Unrepresented Applicants.

	3
	LOW PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENT

	      Lower importance and lower satisfaction than average – Not a priority at this time


	
	Derived vs. stated importance
	Satisfaction gaps (+/- points)
	Specificity

	
	
	Clients
	Products
	Clients
	Products
	Sectors

	· Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else
	++
	Total
+ 6

UA
+ 5

Intermediaries
+ 11
	Patents
0

Trade-marks
+ 7

Copyrights
+ 6

Industrial Designs
+ 15
	· UA

· Overkill for Intermediaries
	· Patents

· Overkill for non-Patents
	All


	4
	POSSIBLE OVERKILL

	             Lower importance and higher satisfaction than average – Opportunity to reallocate resources


	
	Derived vs. stated importance
	Satisfaction gaps (+/- points)
	Specificity

	
	
	Clients
	Products
	Clients
	Products
	Sectors

	· The methods of contact available
	=
	Total
+ 3

UA
+ 2

Intermediaries
+ 9
	Patents
+ 4

Trade-marks
+ 5

Copyrights
+ 2

Industrial Designs
+ 11
	All
	· Non-Copyrights

· Not a priority for Copyrights
	All

	· Forms and procedures were easy to understand
	--
	Total
- 1

UA
- 5

Intermediaries
+ 15
	Patents
- 5

Trade-marks
0

Copyrights
- 2

Industrial Designs
- 2
	· Mostly Intermediaries
	· Overkill for Trade-marks

· Not a priority for non-Trade-marks
	All

	· Cost of service provided
	-
	Total
- 2

UA
- 5  

Intermediaries
+ 15
	Patents
+ 6

Trade-marks
+ 7

Copyrights
- 14

Industrial Designs
+ 1
	· Intermediaries

· Not overkill but not a priority for UA
	· Non-Copyrights

· Not a priority for Copyrights
	Not a priority for SME’s

	· Hours of service at CIPO were adequate
	=
	Total
+ 13

UA
+ 12

Intermediaries
+ 17
	Patents
+ 5

Trade-marks
+ 16

Copyrights
+ 13

Industrial Designs
+ 22
	All
	All
	All


N.B.
Inferred vs. perceived importance (+) higher inferred, (=) same, (-) lower inferred.


Classification of attributes into quadrants based on perceived and inferred importance.


UA = Unrepresented Applicants.

CIPO’S CORPORATE IMAGE
Respondents were asked to rate a series of 22 aspects in terms of agreement and disagreement, using a five-point scale.  As clients if IP services, they were then asked to rate the level of importance they attached to each aspect, using a five-point scale.

Impressions and importance ratings were then correlated using quadrant analysis, to identify whether any elements of CIPO’s reputation or CIPO’s corporate image emerged as priorities for improvement. 

· The average detailed impression of CIPO was 63.4%.

· Overall, respondents were less enthusiastic about CIPO as an organization (63.4%) than as a service provider (average detailed satisfaction rating of 80.3%).

· Unrepresented Applicants had a somewhat more favourable detailed impression of CIPO (69.5%) than either Intermediaries (54.4%) or Represented Applicants (58.1%).

· Overall, general impressions of CIPO as an organization were as follows:

· The average general impression was quite high (75%) -- higher than the average detailed impression (63.4%). 

· This difference between the average general impression and the average detailed impression was consistent across client groups and product lines, and could indicate a fragile corporate image.  

· In addition, the consistently high proportion of respondents who did not know CIPO well enough to rate it as an organization reinforces this observation.

Highest Ratings
· The seven highest-rated attributes were more related to service than to corporate image, which reinforces the assumption that CIPO was more favourably perceived through a service-provider-prism than through an IP-authority-prism.

· CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients (75%).

· The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate (75%).

· CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use (74%).

· Information provided by CIPO has strategic value (73%).

· CIPO provides value for the money (71%).

· CIPO searches are thorough and complete (70%).

· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed, registered or granted (70%).

Lowest Ratings

· The six lowest ratings were clearly related to corporate aspects and suggest a weakness in the leadership (or dynamism) of the organization.

· CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training (47% overall).

· CIPO attracts applicants from abroad (47%).

· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging field (51%).

· Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan (51%).

· CIPO promotes access to IP abroad (51%)

· CIPO is an organization that responds promptly to the needs of its clients (61%).

Reputation Gaps

· On average, there was a significant image deficit of - 13.9 points between impression and importance, which indicates that CIPO’s corporate image lacks balance or harmony.

· While CIPO’s overall reputation gap was wider among Intermediaries (- 18.3 points) and Represented Applicants (- 17.2 points), it was also substantial among Unrepresented Applicants (- 10.6 points), the group of clients who were generally more satisfied with the services they received from CIPO.

· Looking at product lines, the overall reputation gap was somewhat similar for Industrial Designs (‑ 19.6 points), Trade-marks (- 16.8 points) and Patents (- 15.2 points), and much lower for Copyrights (- 7.2 points).

· There were eight dissonant image attributes with reputation gaps of at least  -20 points overall, and among Intermediaries, most of these attributes had gaps of  -30 points or more.

· CIPO is an organization that responds promptly to the needs of its clients (- 27 points overall).

· CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients (- 26 points).

· Access to examiners at CIPO is easy (-24 points).

· Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan (-23 points).

· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields (- 22 points)

· CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training (-20 points).

· CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive  (-20 points).

· CIPO’s searches are thorough and complete (-19 points).

· While the following five attributes showed no image gap at all, none obtained a reputation surplus of more than 1 point.

· CIPO has flexible payment options (1 point).

· CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices (1 point).

· CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients (0 point).

· Information provided by CIPO has strategic value (0 point).

· CIPO attracts applicants from abroad (- 1 point).

Much Stronger Influence than Indicated by Respondents
· Findings of the correlation analysis between detailed impression ratings and general impression revealed that among the 22 attributes used to assess CIPO’s corporate image, there were 13 important discrepancies between stated and derived importance. 

· Four image attributes had a much stronger influence than that indicated by respondents, and point to the leadership dimension.

· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields.

· CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity.

· CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices.

· CIPO promotes access to IP abroad.

Much Weaker Influence than Indicated by Respondents
· CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients.

· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications.

· CIPO offers secure electronic transactions.

IMAGE ENHANCEMENT PRIORITIES
As was the case when analyzing satisfaction gaps and service improvement priorities, we used quadrant analysis to determine priorities for enhancing CIPO’s corporate image. Therefore, impression and importance ratings were inter-related to define four quadrants.
1. Primary Image Enhancement Opportunities
· Image enhancement opportunities can be found in the “above-average importance and below-average impression” quadrant. Within this quadrant, opportunities were ordered according to the magnitude of the image deficit for each attribute: the higher the deficit, the higher the enhancement priority.

· There were five attributes:

· CIPO is an organization that responds promptly to the needs of its clients (27-point deficit – stated same importance as derived).

· CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients (26-point deficit -- stated same importance as derived).

· Access to examiners at CIPO is easy (24-point deficit -- stated same importance as derived -- very important for Represented Applicants).

· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields (22-point deficit -- much more important than stated).

· Rules applied by CIPO are predictable (16-point deficit -- stated same importance as derived -- very important for Intermediaries).

· What could be the underlying dimension of these five key image enhancement priorities? We believe it is the need for “active partnership”.

2. Secondary Image Enhancement Opportunities
· This quadrant is defined by above-average impression and importance. They are the image attributes where CIPO performs the best “where it counts”. Further improvement would have limited influence on overall corporate image, but some attributes with a deficit could be included in an overall image strategy to foster already established strengths and create a more favourable strategic platform for improving weaknesses identified in quadrant 1.

· Among the ten attributes found in this quadrant, four have deficits of at least 15 points and none have a derived importance greater than stated.

· These four attributes within quadrant 2 are good image “reinforcers” rather than “enhancers”. 

· CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive (20-point deficit).

· CIPO’s searches are thorough and complete (19-point deficit).

· CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair (18-point deficit).

· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed, registered or granted (16-point deficit).

· We believe that the underlying dimension of these four quadrant 2 attributes is the “reliability of the application treatment processes”.


QUADRANT CONTENT OF THE

IMPRESSION-IMPORTANCE MATRIX

	1
	PRIMARY IMAGE ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

	Higher importance and 

lower impression than average
	Impression gap

(+/- points)
	Derived vs. stated importance

	· CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients
	- 27
	=

	· CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients
	- 26
	=

	· Access to examiners at CIPO is easy
	-24
	=

	· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields
	- 22
	+

	· Rules applied by CIPO are predictable
	- 16
	=


	2
	SECONDARY IMAGE ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

	Importance and 

Impression higher than average
	Impression gap

(+/- points)
	Derived vs. stated importance

	· CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive
	-20
	 =*

	· CIPO’s searches are  thorough and complete
	- 19
	-

	· CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair
	- 18
	-

	· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed,  registered or granted
	- 16
	--

	· The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate
	- 14
	 -*

	· CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients
	- 13
	=

	· CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity
	- 10
	+

	· CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use
	- 10
	-

	· CIPO has flexible payment options
	+ 1
	=

	· CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices
	+ 1
	 +*


*
Much higher correlation with general satisfaction than with general impression (these elements have more influence on satisfaction than on corporate image – other elements have a comparable influence).
	3
	LOW PRIORITIES

	Lower than average importance and impression
	Impression gap

(+/- points)
	Derived vs. stated importance

	· Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan
	- 23
	 =*

	· CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training
	- 20
	+

	· CIPO promotes access to IP abroad
	- 15
	+

	· CIPO attracts applicants from abroad
	- 1
	=


	4
	POSSIBLE OVERKILL

	Lower than average importance and higher than average impression
	Impression gap

(+/- points)
	Derived vs. stated importance

	· CIPO offers secure electronic transactions
	- 13
	 -*

	· CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients
	0
	-

	· Information provided by CIPO has strategic value
	0
	+


N.B.
Inferred vs. stated importance. 

(+) more strongly inferred, (=) the same, (-) more weakly inferred.


Classification of attributes into quadrants was based on stated and inferred importance.

*
Much higher correlation with general satisfaction than with general impression (element has more influence on satisfaction than on corporate image – other elements have a comparable influence).
NEED FOR INFORMATION
· Overall, most applicants didn’t seek information or assistance from CIPO (59%) and any provided was not helpful in their decision to file.

· Half of all Represented Applicants said they never looked for CIPO information or assistance to help them decide whether or not to file for IP rights (50%) , and another third were not helped by what they obtained (30%) .

· About half of all clients were not familiar with CIPO’s information products and services (50%) as shown below:

· 63% – Represented Applicants

· 45% – Unrepresented Applicants

· 54% – Applicants overall

· 12% – Intermediaries.

· This lack of familiarity with CIPO’s information products and services along with the perceived uselessness of CIPO’s information in deciding whether or not to file do not translate into a strong need for more information, as one might have expected.

· Most clients said that the information products and services already provided by CIPO met their needs (74%), and only 16 percent thought it did not.

· These findings were consistent across product lines, with one exception -- Unrepresented Applicants needed more external help completing Patent applications (33%) than completing applications for Trade-marks (23%), Copyrights (13%) or Industrial Designs (13%).

NEED FOR NEW PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
· Overall, 20 percent of all clients expressed a general need for CIPO to offer new services, products or options, as follows:

· 28% – Intermediaries

· 20% – Represented Applicants

· 17% – Unrepresented Applicants

· When prompted with a series of six new services to choose from, a significant proportion of respondents said they were interested in at least one of these services (92%) compared to their initial interest when specific services weren’t mentioned (20%).

· This observation, consistent across client groups and product lines, indicates that the “offer creates the demand”, and reveals the existence of an untapped market potential.  This is further confirmed by answers to other survey questions about the intention to use and pay for some proposed new services.

· As noted previously, the cost of services CIPO currently provides was not an important concern, which reinforces the importance of exploring in greater depth the possibilities of developing and launching on a paid-basis new products and services

Increased flexibility, special services and options
· The general question about the willingness to pay  for better service or increased services, confirmed the existence of a market potential for CIPO.

· 60 percent of all clients were willing to pay for better service or increased services, including a higher proportion of Intermediaries (71%) and a respectable percentage of Applicants (59%).

· Looking at product lines, willingness to pay  was lowest for Copyrights (50%) and somewhat higher for Patents, Trademarks and Industrial Designs (from 62%-69%).

Comprehensive on-line search capability
· 55 percent of all clients said they were willing to pay for this new service, including a high proportion of Intermediaries (72%) and about half of all Applicants (53%).

· The willingness to pay for this on-line search capability was consistent across client groups and three product lines (60%), but lower for Copyrights (41%).

Personal advice and counselling

· 48 percent of all clients were willing to pay for this new service, including half of all Applicants (50%) and only about one quarter of all Intermediaries (28%).

· The same percentage of Applicants was willing to pay for personal advice (50%) as they were for a comprehensive on-line search capability (53%).

Early patent novelty search

· This new service was proposed only to clients who evaluated Patents.  Overall, response was very positive: 61 percent were willing to pay for this new service.

PREFERRED WAYS TO OBTAIN SERVICES
· Of the six ways to obtain IP services, electronic methods (the Web and e-mail) dominated across client groups and product lines. The least-favoured method was in-person.

1. E-mail

· On average, a higher proportion of clients (31%) preferred e-mail over any other method and a smaller proportion of clients (9%) chose it last, which resulted in a net preference of + 22 points.

· E-mail was clearly the preferred method among Represented Applicants (+ 33 points).

· Among Intermediates, while e-mail was the preferred method (+ 12 points), it was virtually tied with the Web (+ 11 points).

· It was the second favoured method among Unrepresented Applicants (+ 14 points), after the Web (+ 24 points).

2. The Web
· On average, the Web was the second preferred method overall and quite close to e-mail. 

· The Web was the first choice of 26 percent of clients and the last choice of 10 percent, for a net preference of + 16 points.

· It was clearly the first choice of Unrepresented Applicants (+ 24 points).

· Among Intermediaries, the Web tied with email as first choice, (+11 points and +12 points respectively)

· The Web was clearly the second choice of Represented Applicants (+ 11 points).

PREFERRED WAYS TO OBTAIN INFORMATION
· Electronic methods (CIPO’s Web site and e-mail) dominated the preferred choices to obtain information about what CIPO can provide. Traditional information modes such as faxes, information sessions and advertising or featured articles in industry publications ranked last.

· Pamphlets or booklets received in the mail came second after electronic means, and clients were somewhat neutral towards newsletters.

1. CIPO’s Web site
· The CIPO site was clearly the first choice across client groups and product lines, and received much higher scores than any other methods.

· It was preferred above all by an average 37 percent and was the last choice of only 7 percent, for a net preference of + 30 points.

2. E-mail
· E-mail was clearly the second choice overall (+ 13 points), and among Intermediaries (+15 points) and Represented Applicants (+ 17 points).

· For Unrepresented Applicants, e-mail came second (+ 8 points) but tied with pamphlets or booklets in the mail (+ 8 points).

· The dominance of electronic methods as the preferred ways to obtain IP-related information and services reflects the strategic importance of the Internet for CIPO’s communications and services. 

CIPO ON-LINE
· About six out of 10 clients had already visited CIPO’s Web site at least once (59%).

· When Unrepresented Applicants were asked where they went first to get information to file or to decide to file, 41 percent said CIPO’s Web site.

· Most of those who visited CIPO’S Web site were satisfied with the experience offered by the site (79%).

· Most of those who had already visited CIPO’s Web site said they would like to use this site more often, if they required IP services (73%).

· Most of those who had already visited CIPO’s Web site said it is likely that they would file an on-line application, if they had one to file in the future (79%).

· Since only 25 percent of Unrepresented Applicants and 9 percent of Intermediaries currently filed most of their applications on-line, findings on the very high propensity to file on-line indicate that on-line filing can increase dramatically in the future.

· 74 percent of all respondents perceived CIPO Web-based services as comprehensive and easy to use.  While this perception of CIPO Web-based services was less positive among Represented Applicants and Intermediaries, it was not a key priority for improvement.

· 68 percent of all respondents perceived that electronic transactions with CIPO were secure.

· Represented Applicants and Intermediaries were a lot less convinced that CIPO offered secure electronic transactions.

· The security of CIPO’s electronic services was not a current key priority for improvement.

· All of the above survey results indicate that CIPO’s on-line and Internet marketing could potentially improve satisfaction or enhance CIPO’s reputation rather quickly among clients, especially when one knows that timeliness is a key improvement priority and that clients would like CIPO to be an “active partner”.

· Therefore, even if electronic services were not directly linked to top improvement priorities, all findings suggest they could be very powerful tools to address those priorities identified using quadrant analysis. In this regard, the security of electronic transactions should be well established in clients’ minds, even though security did not emerge from this study as an improvement priority.

BACKGROUND

INTRODUCTION
· The Canadian Intellectual Property Office (CIPO) is a special operating unit within Industry Canada that operates on a full cost recovery basis.

· In October 2000, CIPO conducted an organization-wide quality assessment that resulted in a number of recommendations about how it could improve and become more client-centered. One of the recommendations outlined the need to “Develop a regime for understanding clients’ needs and formal methods for understanding their level of satisfaction”.

· This recommendation also corresponds to a more general GOC commitment to achieve a significant, quantifiable improvement in client satisfaction with its services over the next five years.

Starting in 2002, all departments providing key services to the public will begin to implement the steps approved by the Treasury Board for the Service Improvement Initiative.  The TBS has requested specific guidelines and tools to monitor and report client satisfaction in order to provide consistent quality information, and to enable the comparison of results over time and across departments and agencies of the public sector.

OVERVIEW OF THE SERVICE IMPROVEMENT INITIATIVE
· This survey was designed and conducted within the policy framework approved by the Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat (TBS) in May 1999 for the Service Improvement Initiative.

"The essence of the Service Improvement Initiative is that the continuous and measurable improvement of client satisfaction is the most reliable indicator of improvement in service quality and service performance: it is what quality and continuous improvement should now mean, and how they should be primarily, though not exclusively, measured. Leading-edge service organizations in the public sector, like their private sector counterparts, now use a results-based approach to the continuous improvement of client satisfaction, integrated with the annual business planning cycle.”

COMMON MEASUREMENTS TOOL (CMT)
· The Common Measurements Tool (CMT) has been identified as the primary instrument for measuring client satisfaction throughout public sector organizations.  It is a comprehensive collection of potential survey questions that an organization may use to custom-design a client satisfaction survey that meets their information requirements. Organizations are encouraged to select the most appropriate questions for their services and clients. The use of standard questions not only allows the organization to benchmark progress over time on its service improvement journey, it also allows organizations in the same business to compare results with each other. To ensure the ability to benchmark performance, several core questions are required for inclusion in all surveys.

· In order to provide client feedback to any public organization and to ensure that all aspects of client service are considered, the CMT was conceived around five key elements:  (1) client expectations, (2) perceptions of the service experience, (3) satisfaction levels, (4) levels of importance, and (5) priorities for service improvements. 

· By focusing on these five elements, the organization can determine the degree of client satisfaction on various aspects of service delivery, and what clients consider important in service delivery.  When the priorities for improvement are considered and the expectations known, the organization can take the actions necessary to close the perceived service gap and better meet the needs, expectations, and priorities of its clients.

· For this survey, CIPO included all the required core questions of the CMT and added a series of customized questions and attributes developed after some independent focus group research had been conducted in October 2001.

· A guide for the CMT is available on the Canadian Centre for Management Development Web site at: http://www.ccmd-ccg.gc.ca.

EXPECTED RESEARCH OUTCOMES
· Using CMT core questions and a wide range of customized questions about service elements and issues which emerged from focus groups conducted before this measurement study, CIPO wanted to:

1. generate baseline measurements of CIPO’s performance in serving its clients and CIPO’s reputation as a provider of IP services;

2. determine what CIPO does particularly well and which specific service elements should receive attention when designing the Improvement Plan and the overall Client Relationship Strategy;

3. identify which current client groups are most in need of service improvements;

4. verify if new service opportunities exist;

5. identify the preferred ways to obtain services and information about services.

· Results of this survey will also be further analyzed in a follow-up phase, with findings reported separately, using state-of-the-art multivariate methods designed to:

1. discover what clients value in CIPO’s services,  i.e., their needs and expectations – based on what is important to them;

2. explore patterns of needs, values and expectations using a benefit segmentation approach.

STUDY OBJECTIVES 

· After extensive consultation with CIPO and the IBM Consulting Group, a questionnaire was custom-designed, based on the requirements described in the CMT and on a range of issues that emerged from focus groups conducted in October 2001.  

· The questionnaire was aimed primarily at measuring how satisfied existing clients were and what they valued when interfacing for IP services.

· In short, the goal of the survey was to learn what existing clients thought about CIPO and what they wanted from CIPO.  It was hoped that this information would provide CIPO with an operational framework to make the best use of its resources to address what needs the greatest improvement and the most important deliverables to clients.

· More precisely, the following set of objectives was assigned to the survey:

1. Obtain a quantitative measurement of the client-perceived quality of (a) the overall department and (b) the services delivered by the four specific product lines (Patents, Trade-marks, Copyrights, Industrial Designs).

2. Obtain the department’s detailed performance and importance ratings using the core CMT questions and scales on satisfaction drivers, as well as the customized attributes derived from previous qualitative research.

3. Demonstrate which elements of service performance have the greatest impact on overall perceived quality – and verify the reliability of importance ratings directly stated by respondents through correlation analysis.

4. Determine and rank service satisfaction gaps.

5. Set priorities for the improvement plan using quadrant analysis.

6. Determine information needs and how clients want to be informed.

7. Determine needs for new services and the willingness to pay for them.

8. Understand why some clients prefer to use Intermediaries.

9. Obtain a quantitative profile of CIPO’s reputation as a provider of IP services.

10. Determine the receptivity to electronic IP services.

METHODOLOGY

4.1 Measurement Strategy

· Effective survey research must be based on a truly representative sample of the universe of interest. Although there are several measurement strategies for eliciting information from clients, random telephone surveys are usually recognized as representative (more than mail surveys), for a number of reasons including the following:

· higher response rate and lower non-response error;

· higher response validity because basic literacy skills are not required; and

· ensured questionnaire completion by respondents (respondent qualification).

· In order to conduct a telephone survey, an appropriate questionnaire was designed and administered by telephone using Créatec’s computer-assisted telephone interviewing system (CATI).

· All interviews took place simultaneously across the country from November 27 through December 20, 2001. At least 10 percent of the interviews were monitored on-line to ensure consistency and correct interviewing practices.

4.2 Target Groups

· The target population was comprised of applicants (represented and unrepresented) and intermediaries who filed applications in the last two years.

· Patents, Trade-marks, Copyrights and Industrial Designs were the four product-lines used to stratify existing clients.

· Table 1 presents the stratification scheme for existing clients, with the current size of each of the 12 sub-groups in CIPO’s databases (3 types of filers x 4 product lines).

· In total, about 25,000 existing clients were represented by the survey.

Table 1
SEGMENT SIZES FOR EXISTING CLIENTS 

	Product lines
	Represented Applicants
	Unrepresented Applicants
	Intermediaries

	Patents
	1
	N = 4,063*
	6
	N = 883
	10
	N = 499

	Trade-marks
	2
	N = 30 large corporations
	7
	N = 2,300
	11
	N = 1,776

N = 40 large firms**

	
	
	
	
	(6) 
	
	(10) 

	
	3
	N = 5,000 – 10,000 SMEs
	
	(7) 
	
	(11) 

	
	
	
	
	(8) 
	
	(12) 

	Copyrights
	4
	N = 607
	8
	N = 5,467
	

	Industrial design
	5
	N = 375
	9
	N = 104
	12
	N = 150


*
Large entities and SMEs.

**

Accounts for 80% of the business.  Were included in the sample for this segment.

N = 
Number of existing clients in the database.

4.3 Sample Design and Size

· The sampling technique for this survey produced a random sample with equal probability of selection within each client sub-group.

· Because of the limited population size of some client sub-groups, all clients within each of these sub-groups were included in the sample.

· Table 2 presents the targeted sample sizes before fielding the survey.

· Because some required initial samples were not available with 100% of the telephone numbers and because some missing telephone numbers could not be located, some targeted sample sizes could not be completed as planned.

· Créatec searched all missing telephone numbers in available directories (electronic and printed).

· Each of the four CIPO product lines provided their sample lists, based on the requirements of Table 2.

· Because some respondents said that most of their applications were not filed the same way the CIPO’s samples indicated (directly vs. Intermediary), they had to be reclassified according to the criteria of the “type of most applications filed”. In total, 13% of respondents had to be reclassified for this reason.

· Table 3 presents the distribution of the completed sample sizes reported by respondents, after reclassification based on the “type of most applications filed.” 

Table 2
TARGETED SAMPLE SIZES AND MARGINS OF ERROR

	Product lines
	Total
	Represented

Applicants
	Unrepresented 

Applicants
	Intermediaries

	Patents
	N = 500

+/- 4.4
	1
	N = 200

+/- 6.9
	6
	N = 150

+/- 7.3
	10
	N = 150

+/- 6.7

	Trade-marks
	N = 515

+/- 4.3
	2
	N = 15
	7
	N = 150

+/- 8.0
	11
	N = 150

+/- 7.7

	
	
	3
	N = 200

+/- 6.9
	
	
	
	

	Copyrights
	N = 300

+/- 5.7
	4
	N = 100

+/- 9.0
	8
	N = 200

+/- 6.9
	

	Industrial design
	N = 185

+/- 6.1
	5
	N = 85

+/- 9.4
	9
	N = 35

+/- 13.6
	12
	N = 65

+/- 9.2

	TOTAL
	N = 1,500

+/- 2.5
	N = 600

+/- 4.0
	N = 535

+/- 4.2
	N = 365

+/- 5.1


N.B.:
Segment sizes 2, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 12 were limited by list availability.

Table 3 
COMPLETED SAMPLE SIZES AND MARGINS OF ERROR

	Product lines
	Total
	Represented

Applicants
	Unrepresented 

Applicants
	Intermediaries

	Patents
	N = 567

+/- 3.9
	1
	N = 226

+/- 6.3
	6
	N = 176

+/- 6.6
	10
	N = 165 

+/- 6.3

	Trade-marks
	N = 514

+/- 4.2
	2
	N = 6* 
	7
	N = 168

+/- 7.3
	11
	N = 185

+/- 6.8

	
	
	3
	N = 155

+/- 7.8
	
	
	
	

	Copyrights
	N = 339

+/- 5.2
	4
	N = 53

+/- 12.9
	8
	N = 286

+/- 5.6
	

	Industrial design
	N = 92

+/- 9.4
	5
	N = 25* 
	9
	N = 24*
	12
	N = 43*

	TOTAL
	N = 1,512

+/- 2.4
	N = 465

+/- 4.5
	N = 654

+/- 3.7
	N = 393

+/- 4.2


N.B.:
(
Segment sizes 2, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 12 were limited by list availability.
(
After reclassification, were based on “type of most applications filed”

*
Cannot be calculated.

Respondent Qualification

· Incompleteness of respondent identification data (telephone numbers, names) in the initial sample lists required considerable preparatory effort.  

Distribution of the overall initial sample by level of completeness was as follows:

· 19% were duplicates. They were located and eliminated. 

· 19% of the cases in the provided lists contained complete data, i.e., names and telephone numbers.

· Interviewers asked to speak to the person whose name appeared on the list.

· Proxies were always persons belonging to the organization who were involved in IP, and not Intermediaries.

· 3% of the cases contained only telephone numbers.

· Respondents had to be qualified by interviewers using a standardized screening procedure.

· 36% of the cases had no identification data besides the entity’s name.

· Telephone numbers had to be located and respondents qualified by interviewers.

· 23% of the cases contained a name but no telephone number.

· Telephone numbers had to be located.

· In all cases, interviewers verified if respondents were qualified by asking if they had been involved in filing an application for the type of IP rights they were sampled for.

· Respondents were told that:

1. IC contracted Créatec to conduct a survey on various aspects of CIPO’s product lines and service delivery, and planned to use the information to better serve clients.

2. Their firm or their name had been selected randomly.

3. Their participation was voluntary and the information provided would remain confidential.

4. Their names, as participants, would never be shared with CIPO or anyone.

5. Their answers would not result in any change to the IP rights they would currently or potentially receive from CIPO.

6. Questions about the survey could be answered by calling a toll-free number at CIPO.

· The screener used to qualify respondents is in Appendix 1.

4.4 Questionnaire

· Considerable efforts were made to design a telephone questionnaire (see Appendix 2) featuring questions that covered CIPO’s specific issues as well as CMT requirements.

· All core CMT questions were included along with other CMT questions of interest to CIPO.

· A telephone pre-test of the questionnaire was conducted and led to minor changes.

· Average time to complete an interview was 30 minutes.

4.5 Data Collection

· Data collection and data quality controls were administered from our Montreal-based call centre, equipped with CATI workstations.  The questionnaire was programmed on Voxco’s  “Interviewer” software.

Call backs

· Up to 7 call backs, without substitution, were allowed, until the response rate reached 45%.  Respondents who refused were not called back.  Refusals from the receptionist were called back once.

Field
· Interviews were completed between November 27 and December 20, 2001.

4.6 Response Rate

· This survey achieved a response rate of 46% calculated according to the norms of the research industry.

· Table 4 presents details of the response rate calculation.

4.7 Data Processing

· The data bank was validated prior to weighting and processing.  We first examined the frequency of each question, the averages (where applicable), and the logical skips. Then, after relevant cross-referencing allowed for a greater in-depth logical validation, we made some corrections.  We also called some respondents back to clarify inconsistencies in their answers.
· Finally, we compared the distribution of some key variables across interviewers, including interview length and refusal rate, and thus validated the completed work of all interviewers. 
· The distribution of the unweighted sample was compared to CIPO database figures and weights were calculated accordingly.
· Data were weighted using the population size of client segments and regions.
 Table 4
ADMINISTRATIVE CONTACT AND RESPONSE RATE*

	
	Frequency
	Total

	Numbers available
	
	4,809

	A.
Invalid numbers
-
Out of service

· Non residential

· Secondary residence
	303

43

2
	348

	B.
Numbers not in sample
-
Language problem

-
Age, sickness

-
Duplicate

-
Not eligible

-
Quota reached
	25

42

263

573

172
	1,075

	C.
Numbers in sample for which eligibility could not be established
-
No answer**

-
Refused prior to establishing eligibility
	367

113
	480

	D.
Eligible numbers in sample for which an interview could not be completed
-
Absent for a long period

-
Incomplete questionnaire

-
Call-back not completed

-
Refused after establishing eligibility
	349

23

402

620
	1,394

	E.
Completed interviews
	
	1,512

	RESPONSE RATE:
E

                                      ________________    = 46%


C x (E.R.)*** + D + E




*
Presented as per AIRMS standards.
**
For a number to be considered "No answer", there had to be no answer at the number throughout the period of data collection.  Thus, for example, if an appointment had no answer when called back, it was considered "Call-back not completed" and not "No answer".
***
Eligibility rate   =      
     D + E

   ________    = 73%
  B + D + E
4.8 Data Analysis

CMT Questions
· Data analysis for client satisfaction surveys usually falls into two categories. The first provides a performance scoreboard and answers the very important question:  “How are we doing?”  The second provides a diagnostic analysis and prioritizes action plans for quality improvement.

· The scoreboard information is valuable and straightforward, showing performance in meeting client requirements, importance levels of service elements as stated directly by respondents and service satisfaction gaps.

· We focused on the most widely used statistic for reporting and summarizing data, which is the percentage achieved by the “top two box” of the 1 to 5 scales used.  In fact, this “top two box” percentage is likely to be compared by TBS over time to verify the required 10% increase in client satisfaction.

· The answer to the question “Where do we begin to improve client satisfaction?” is less obvious.  Focusing improvement on the lowest performance scores may or may not be the best way to use resources and is strongly discouraged by the CMT. In addition, what the clients may consider important can lead to inaccuracies in interpretation.

Setting Priorities

· Quadrant analysis, as recommended by the CMT, was used to relate the ratings of satisfaction to the perceived importance of the attributes. The results analyzed were the percentages of clients in the “top two box” (4 and 5) of the five-point scale. 

· In order to identify which satisfaction drivers fall into each of the four quadrants, we used the following procedures:

1. Calculation of the average importance rating (indicated by respondents) and calculation of the average satisfaction rating based on all service elements used in the survey.

2. Attribution of each service element to a quadrant based on its value, versus the average satisfaction and importance (above or below average for both satisfaction and importance).

· The following graph illustrates these inter-relationships.

3. Calculation for each service element of its “derived” importance by correlation analysis.

	Level of Importance
	High
	Higher than average importance and lower than average satisfaction

(Primary service improvement opportunities)
	Higher than average importance and higher than average satisfaction (Secondary service improvement opportunities)

	
	Low
	Lower than average importance and lower than average satisfaction

(Low priority for improvement)
	Lower than average importance and higher than average satisfaction

(Possible overkill)

	
	Low
	High

	
	Satisfaction Rating


· To fine-tune the priorities for improvement, we calculated the gap between satisfaction and importance for each service element of the survey.  For each service element, the percentage point difference between the client’s satisfaction (score of 4 or 5 on the five-point satisfaction scale) and the client’s importance rating (4 or 5 on the five-point importance scale) guided the ranking of priorities for improvement among service elements within a given quadrant (based on the size of the satisfaction gap).  

· In addition, for each service element, we verified to what extent importance ratings reflected “true” importance by calculating its “derived” importance using correlation analysis.  Importance ratings and “derived” importance were then compared to further select the key areas for improvement.

4.9 Margin of Error

· This survey, like all others, is subject to a margin of error. With a sample of 1,512 respondents, the margin of error attributed to the sampling is no more than 2.5 percentage points above or below the percentages reported for the total number of respondents, 95% of the time. 

· The margin of error increases for each client group when it is isolated from the total sample.

· This overall sampling error applies for large populations. However, several client sub-group populations are below 2,000 and therefore cannot be considered large.  Also, this sampling error assumes that reported percentages are 50%, a level for which the sampling error is maximum, which is not the case for most key percentages reported.  As most percentages reported deviate from the 50% level, the sampling error is in fact smaller.

· Therefore, we recommend considering the sampling error as a guideline only.

2. DETAILED RESULTS

5.1 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

CLIENTS AND APPLICATIONS EVALUATED
· The table below presents the proportion of the overall weighted sample of each of the sub-groups defined by the type of client and by the type of application evaluated in this survey.

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTERMEDIARIES

%

	
	
	Represented

%
	Unrepresented

%
	

	· Patents
	23
	16
	5
	2

	· Trade-marks
	49
	25
	16
	8

	· Copyrights
	26
	2
	23
	0

	· Industrial Designs
	3
	1
	1
	1

	      TOTAL
	100%
	44
	46
	10


N.B.
Percentages are “total” percentages. Due to rounding, some totals do not exactly add up to 100.
· As we can see, half (49%) the entire sample evaluated Trade-marks and only 3 percent Industrial Designs. Represented Applicants who evaluated Trade-mark applications (25%) and Unrepresented Applicants who evaluated Copyrights (23%) had the largest weight in the overall sample.

· In total, Applicants (90%) outweighed by far Intermediaries (10%) and Represented Applicants (46%) had almost the same weight as Unrepresented Applicants (44%).

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS
· Distribution of the weighted overall sample by type of clients was as follows (see Table 5 at the end of this section):

· Unrepresented Applicants (37%)

· Represented Applicants (53%)

· Intermediaries (10%).

· Most applicants (64%) were senior managers or part of the top managers’ team within their company.  Almost half of the Intermediaries (46%) were partners.

· Respondents tended to be males (68%) and aged 35-49 (46%).

· This was consistent across client types and applications evaluated.

· Among Represented Applicants, the main sectors of activity were:

· Manufacturing (19%)

· Service / retail (12%)

· Professional services (10%).

· Among Unrepresented Applicants, the main sectors of activity were:

· Artists / creators / writers (27%)

· Manufacturing (10%).

· Most Intermediaries (59%) and Represented Applicants (50%) had been operating for over 10 years.

· However, only about 1 in 4 Unrepresented Applicants had been doing so (29%).

· Most Unrepresented Applicants (57%) had only one or two full-time employees in their company. However, much smaller proportions of other respondent types met this criteria:

· Represented Applicants (20%)

· Intermediaries (14%)

· Overall (36%).

· Large entities with over 100 full-time employees were included as follows:

· Represented Applicants (30%)

· Intermediaries (28%)

· Unrepresented Applicants (8%)

· Overall (20%).

· Most Unrepresented Applicants (60%) had only one senior person directly involved in IP protection.  However, smaller proportions of other respondent types met this criteria:

· Represented Applicants (40%)

· Intermediaries (29%)

· Overall (48%).

· When thinking about filing IP applications, a slight preponderance of clients (51%) tended to identify more with one of the product lines -- the Patent / Trade-mark / Copyrights / Industrial Design office -- than with CIPO (35%).  

· This was generally the case with majorities of Represented Applicants (56%) and Intermediaries (57%), but not with Unrepresented Applicants (44%).

· About 4 out of 10 (37%) applicants said that information or assistance received from CIPO helped them decide whether or not to file for IP rights.

· This was true for a majority of Unrepresented Applicants (54%) and a much smaller proportion of Represented Applicants (20%).

CHARACTERISTICS OF IP APPLICATIONS EVALUATED
· Trade-mark applications represented half (49%) the overall sample and were evaluated by most Represented Applicants (56%) and Intermediaries (74%). Therefore, the profiles and views of respondents who evaluated Trade-mark applications strongly determined the profile and feedback of the overall sample (see Table 5 at the end of this section).

· Applications for Patents (23%) and Copyrights (26%) each represented about one quarter of the overall sample; while Industrial Design applications represented only 3 percent, which translated into a marginal contribution to the overall findings.

· Copyrights were the IP application evaluated by most Unrepresented Applicants (51%).  Copyright applications were not evaluated at all by Intermediaries in this study.

FILING IN CANADA
· Roughly half the clients (47%) said they filed most of their applications only in Canada.  This figure includes:

· Almost 3 out of 4 Unrepresented Applicants (71%)

· About 1 in 4 Represented Applicants (28%) and Intermediaries (22%)

· Most Intermediaries (59%) filed first in Canada, as well as a substantial number of Represented Applicants (45%).

· Most Copyright applications were filed only in Canada (82%) along with a substantial number of applications for Trade-marks (45%) and Industrial Designs (33%). 

· A smaller proportion of Patent applications (15%) were filed only in Canada, compared to those filed first in the US (40%).

· In the past two years, 47 percent of all applicants received grants or registrations in Canada – a figure which is comprised of the following:

· Represented Applicants (52%)

· Unrepresented Applicants (43%)

· Applicants who evaluated 

· Trade-marks (56%)

· Industrial Designs (49%)

· Copyrights (40%)

· Patents (39%).

· In the past two years, about 30 percent of all applicants filed more than one type of IP application in Canada:

· Represented Applicants (40%)

· Unrepresented Applicants (19%).

FILING ABROAD
· 55 percent of all clients never filed outside Canada, as follows:

· Unrepresented Applicants (77%)

· Represented Applicants (39%)

· Intermediaries (23%).

· 52 percent of all applicants had no IP rights outside Canada, as shown below:

· Unrepresented Applicants (72%)

· Represented Applicants (31%).

· Those who had filed an application for IP outside Canada (45% of all clients) were asked what kind of IP protection they requested.

· Trade-marks (65%) and Patents (58%) were, by far, the type of application requested most often outside Canada.

· Copyrights (20%) and Industrial Designs (12%) were requested less often.

· Those who had filed an application for IP outside Canada (46% of all clients) were asked if any changes would have prompted them to file first in Canada.

· 28 percent said yes, including about one third of all Intermediaries (35%).

Most respondents said that faster examinations would have prompted them to file Patent applications first in Canada rather than abroad.  This figure represents 62% of those who would have been influenced by a change, and 17% of those who filed a Patent application outside Canada.

WHY REPRESENTED APPLICANTS PREFER TO USE INTERMEDIARIES
· All Represented Applicants were asked the main reasons why they preferred to use an Intermediary.  They could choose up to three possible reasons from a list of seven.  

· One main reason and three secondary reasons emerged quite clearly:

· Expertise or experience (73%)

· Lack of internal resources (30%)

· Convenience or speed of filing (25%)

· Advice or information (21%).

· Only a very small proportion (5%) thought it was either mandatory to use an Intermediary or had no strong reason for doing so – a figure which increased slightly where Copyright applications were concerned (13%).

· Better service was mentioned by only 7 percent of Represented Applicants.

· When we compared the importance ratings of service attributes between Unrepresented Applicants and Represented Applicants, there were no significant differences  for cost of service provided:

· Represented Applicants gave the same importance (78%) to cost of service as  Unrepresented Applicants (79%).

· For Intermediaries, cost of service was significantly less important (66%).

Table 5a
PROFILE OF SAMPLE

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)
	APPLICANTS
	INTERMEDIARIES

(393)

	
	
	Total

(1119)
	Represented

(465)
	Unrepresented

(654)
	

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	BUSINESSES

	Clients

	· Represented Applicants
	465
	44
	465
	49
	465
	100
	0
	0
	---
	---

	· Unrepresented Applicants
	654
	46
	654
	51
	0
	0
	654
	100
	---
	---

	· Intermediaries
	393
	10
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	---
	393
	100

	Applications surveyed

	· Patents
	567
	23
	402
	23
	226
	36
	176
	12
	165
	20

	· Trade-marks
	514
	49
	329
	46
	161
	56
	168
	36
	185
	74

	· Copyrights
	339
	26
	339
	29
	53
	5
	286
	51
	0
	0

	· Industrial Designs
	92
	3
	49
	2
	25
	3
	24
	2
	43
	6

	Type of entity

	· Large
	105
	9
	105
	10
	91
	17
	14
	3
	0
	0

	· Small
	310
	40
	310
	45
	250
	71
	60
	19
	0
	0

	· Undetermined
	1097
	51
	704
	46
	124
	12
	580
	78
	393
	100

	1.1
First, thinking about filing your intellectual property applications, do you identify more with CIPO as the organization with whom you dealt in the end or do you identify more with the Patent Office, Trade-mark Office, Copyrights Office or Industrial Design Office?

	· CIPO

	558
	35
	421
	34
	114
	23
	307
	46
	137
	37

	· Patent/Trade-mark Office, etc.
	771
	51
	538
	50
	255
	56
	283
	44
	233
	57

	· Can’t say
	183
	14
	160
	15
	96
	21
	64
	10
	23
	6

	1.2
Did you file most of your (READ FROM DATABASE) applications…?

	· Only in Canada
	625
	47
	557
	50
	119
	28
	438
	71
	68
	22

	· In Canada first
	562
	37
	376
	35
	198
	45
	178
	24
	186
	59

	· In the US first or only in the US
	254
	12
	140
	11
	108
	19
	32
	4
	114
	15

	· In another country first or only
	18
	1
	11
	1
	8
	2
	3
	0
	7
	1

	· Can’t say 

	53
	3
	35
	3
	32
	6
	3
	0
	18
	3

	1.3
To what extent did information or assistance you obtained from CIPO help you decide whether or not to file for IP rights?  Would you say…? *

	· A lot
	247
	21
	247
	21
	45
	9
	202
	32
	
	

	· Somewhat
	185
	16
	185
	16
	42
	11
	143
	22
	
	

	· Total helpfulness
	432
	37
	432
	37
	87
	20
	345
	54
	
	

	8.6
In which province is the head office of your company located?

	· Outside Canada
	13
	1
	10
	1
	6
	1
	4
	0
	3
	1

	· British Columbia
	176
	12
	149
	13
	50
	10
	99
	15
	27
	8

	· Alberta
	128
	10
	103
	10
	53
	13
	50
	7
	25
	9

	· Saskatchewan
	28
	2
	23
	2
	11
	2
	12
	2
	5
	3

	· Manitoba
	24
	2
	20
	3
	9
	3
	11
	2
	4
	1

	· Ontario
	653
	43
	413
	42
	196
	47
	217
	38
	240
	52

	· Quebec
	414
	24
	334
	24
	121
	21
	213
	27
	80
	22

	· New Brunswick
	9
	1
	8
	1
	2
	0
	6
	1
	1
	0

	· Prince Edward Island
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	· Nova Scotia
	32
	2
	30
	2
	12
	2
	18
	3
	2
	1

	· Newfoundland
	6
	1
	6
	1
	2
	1
	4
	1
	0
	0

	· Territories and other
	2
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	· Can’t say
	26
	2
	21
	2
	2
	2
	19
	4
	5
	2

	*
Question not asked of Intermediaries.

	8.3
Which of the following best describes the type of industry or the field in which you work? *

	· Manufacturing

	126
	13
	126
	15
	64
	19
	62
	10
	0
	0

	· High-tech

	49
	5
	49
	6
	25
	7
	24
	5
	0
	0

	· Service/Retail

	68
	9
	68
	10
	38
	12
	30
	7
	0
	0

	· Resource Industries (agriculture, forestry, etc.)
	8
	1
	8
	1
	5
	2
	3
	1
	0
	0

	· Professional services (law firms, consultants, etc.)

	71
	8
	71
	9
	27
	10
	44
	9
	0
	0

	· Public sector
	11
	1
	11
	1
	6
	2
	5
	1
	0
	0

	· Mechanical – Civil

	104
	5
	104
	6
	60
	9
	44
	3
	0
	0

	· Electrical/Physics

	33
	1
	33
	2
	17
	3
	16
	1
	0
	0

	· Computer-related

	30
	2
	30
	2
	17
	3
	13
	1
	0
	0

	· Biotechnology

	28
	2
	28
	2
	20
	3
	8
	1
	0
	0

	· Organic chemistry

	11
	1
	11
	1
	6
	1
	5
	0
	0
	0

	· Other chemistry

	11
	1
	11
	1
	8
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0

	· Public sector

	33
	2
	33
	2
	5
	0
	28
	4
	0
	0

	· Films & Video Industries
	24
	2
	24
	2
	4
	1
	20
	3
	0
	0

	· Publishing Houses
	22
	2
	22
	2
	2
	0
	20
	4
	0
	0

	· Artists, Creators, Writers
	163
	13
	163
	15
	20
	2
	143
	27
	0
	0

	· Universities/Colleges, Libraries
	17
	1
	17
	1
	2
	0
	15
	2
	0
	0

	· Technological Industries (re: software)
	46
	3
	46
	3
	12
	1
	34
	6
	0
	0

	· Agent
	393
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	393
	100

	· Other
	209
	12
	209
	14
	102
	17
	107
	10
	0
	0

	· Can’t say

	55
	5
	55
	5
	25
	6
	30
	5
	0
	0

	8.7
How long has your organization been in operation?

	· Less than 5 years
	362
	25
	330
	27
	94
	18
	236
	35
	32
	7

	· 5-10 years
	316
	21
	257
	22
	118
	23
	139
	20
	59
	16

	· More than 10 years
	624
	42
	391
	40
	207
	50
	184
	29
	233
	59

	· Dk/Na
	210
	12
	141
	12
	46
	9
	95
	15
	69
	17

	8.1
How many employees work full-time in your company?

	· 1-2
	567
	36
	519
	39
	128
	20
	391
	57
	48
	14

	· 3-5
	152
	10
	117
	10
	42
	8
	75
	12
	35
	9

	· 6-10
	136
	9
	97
	9
	44
	10
	53
	8
	39
	11

	· 11-25
	123
	10
	81
	10
	53
	14
	28
	5
	42
	12

	· 26-50
	101
	6
	49
	5
	29
	7
	20
	3
	52
	13

	· 51-100
	79
	5
	39
	5
	27
	7
	12
	3
	40
	10

	· 101-250
	104
	6
	59
	6
	42
	9
	17
	3
	45
	10

	· 251-500
	85
	6
	47
	6
	36
	9
	11
	2
	38
	9

	· More than 500
	109
	8
	65
	7
	47
	12
	18
	3
	44
	9

	· Can’t say

	56
	4
	46
	4
	17
	4
	29
	4
	10
	2

	8.2
How many senior people in your organization are directly involved in IP protection?

	· 1
	699
	48
	604
	50
	200
	40
	404
	60
	95
	29

	· 2-4
	452
	33
	341
	33
	186
	43
	155
	24
	111
	34

	· 5 +
	255
	12
	83
	9
	55
	13
	28
	5
	172
	34

	· Dk/Na
	106
	7
	91
	8
	24
	5
	67
	11
	15
	3

	*
Question not asked of Intermediaries.

	8.5
Which of the following titles most closely approximates your position in your company?

	· President / CEO
	505
	36
	505
	40
	197
	38
	308
	42
	0
	0

	· Vice-president
	81
	8
	81
	9
	54
	13
	27
	5
	0
	0

	· Senior management
	141
	13
	141
	15
	83
	20
	58
	10
	0
	0

	· Middle management
	55
	5
	55
	6
	26
	7
	29
	5
	0
	0

	· First level management
	46
	4
	46
	5
	24
	5
	22
	5
	0
	0

	· Partner
	175
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	175
	46

	· Senior-agent
	51
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	51
	9

	· Agent
	51
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	51
	12

	· Other
	344
	22
	231
	21
	70
	15
	161
	26
	113
	32

	· Can’t say

	62
	4
	60
	5
	11
	2
	49
	8
	2
	1

	1.4a IP applications in Canada in past 2 years *

	· Patents
	470
	31
	470
	31
	273
	47
	197
	16
	
	

	· Copyrights
	407
	36
	407
	36
	90
	15
	317
	56
	
	

	· Trade-marks
	479
	56
	479
	56
	251
	70
	228
	42
	
	

	· Industrial Designs
	95
	7
	95
	7
	50
	8
	45
	5
	
	

	8.8   IP rights in Canada *

	· Patents
	448
	32
	448
	32
	260
	48
	188
	16
	
	

	· Copyrights
	413
	37
	413
	37
	102
	18
	311
	56
	
	

	· Trade-marks
	485
	56
	485
	56
	259
	70
	226
	43
	
	

	· Industrial Designs
	92
	7
	92
	7
	50
	9
	42
	5
	
	

	4.1
Received grants or registrations in Canada in past 2 years (Intermediaries excluded) *
	488
	47
	488
	47
	230
	52
	258
	43
	
	

	8.9   IP rights abroad *

	· Patents
	320
	25
	320
	25
	212
	40
	108
	12
	
	

	· Copyrights
	106
	11
	106
	11
	56
	13
	50
	9
	
	

	· Trade-marks
	247
	29
	247
	29
	174
	45
	73
	13
	
	

	· Industrial Designs
	51
	5
	51
	5
	35
	8
	16
	2
	
	

	· No IP rights abroad
	594
	52
	594
	52
	144
	31
	450
	72
	
	

	· Can’t say
	48
	4
	48
	4
	20
	4
	28
	5
	
	

	5.4
Ever filed an application outside Canada
	801
	45
	471
	42
	295
	61
	176
	23
	330
	77

	RESPONDENTS

	Gender

	· Male
	1095
	68
	806
	68
	353
	71
	453
	64
	289
	71

	· Female
	417
	32
	313
	32
	112
	29
	201
	36
	104
	29

	Age

	· 18-34
	258
	18
	197
	18
	77
	17
	120
	19
	61
	15

	· 35-49
	695
	46
	506
	46
	222
	47
	284
	45
	189
	51

	· 50 +
	497
	31
	367
	31
	141
	30
	226
	32
	130
	30

	· Na
	62
	5
	49
	5
	25
	6
	24
	4
	13
	4

	*
Question not asked of Intermediaries.


Table 5b
PROFILE OF SAMPLE

	
	Total

(1512)
	Patents

(567)
	Trade-marks

(514)
	Copyrights

(339)
	Ind. Designs

(92)

	
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%
	N
	%

	BUSINESSES

	Clients

	· Represented Applicants
	465
	44
	226
	68
	161
	51
	53
	9
	25
	48

	· Unrepresented Applicants
	654
	46
	176
	23
	168
	33
	286
	91
	24
	28

	· Intermediaries
	393
	10
	165
	9
	185
	16
	0
	0
	43
	24

	Type of entity

	· Large
	105
	9
	97
	31
	8
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Small
	310
	40
	130
	43
	180
	62
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Undetermined
	1097
	51
	340
	26
	326
	35
	339
	100
	92
	100

	1.1
First, thinking about filing your intellectual property applications, do you identify more with CIPO as the organization with whom you dealt in the end or do you identify more with the Patent Office, Trade-mark Office, Copyrights Office or Industrial Design Office?

	· CIPO

	558
	35
	186
	28
	199
	33
	153
	45
	20
	19

	· Patent, Trade-mark, etc. Office
	771
	51
	315
	55
	259
	53
	136
	42
	61
	65

	· Can’t say
	183
	14
	66
	17
	56
	14
	50
	13
	11
	16

	1.2
Did you file most of your (READ FROM DATABASE) applications…?

	· Only in Canada
	625
	47
	100
	15
	226
	45
	267
	82
	32
	33

	· In Canada first
	562
	37
	202
	37
	260
	48
	62
	16
	38
	47

	· In the US first or only in the US
	254
	12
	217
	40
	16
	4
	7
	1
	14
	13

	· In another country first or only
	18
	1
	12
	2
	2
	1
	1
	0
	3
	3

	· Can’t say 

	53
	3
	36
	7
	10
	2
	2
	1
	5
	4

	1.3
To what extent did information or assistance you obtained from CIPO help you decide whether or not to file for IP rights?  Would you say…?

	· A lot
	247
	21
	70
	11
	61
	17
	105
	35
	11
	17

	· Somewhat
	185
	16
	57
	12
	59
	17
	63
	20
	6
	11

	· Total helpfulness
	432
	37
	127
	23
	120
	34
	168
	55
	17
	28

	8.6
In which province is the head office of your company located?

	· Outside Canada
	13
	1
	8
	2
	4
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0

	· British Columbia
	176
	12
	61
	12
	59
	11
	48
	16
	8
	10

	· Alberta
	128
	10
	57
	15
	42
	9
	24
	8
	5
	8

	· Saskatchewan
	28
	2
	10
	3
	7
	1
	9
	3
	2
	4

	· Manitoba
	24
	2
	7
	1
	12
	4
	4
	2
	1
	1

	· Ontario
	653
	43
	258
	41
	226
	47
	115
	37
	54
	52

	· Quebec
	414
	24
	144
	21
	138
	23
	115
	27
	17
	20

	· New Brunswick
	9
	1
	4
	1
	4
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3

	· Prince Edward Island
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Nova Scotia
	32
	2
	10
	3
	9
	2
	10
	3
	3
	2

	· Newfoundland
	6
	1
	2
	0
	3
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0

	· Territories and other
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	· Can’t say
	26
	2
	5
	1
	9
	1
	11
	4
	1
	1

	8.3
Which of the following best describes the type of industry or the field in which you work?

	· Manufacturing

	126
	13
	0
	0
	98
	25
	0
	0
	28
	45

	· High-tech

	49
	5
	0
	0
	45
	11
	0
	0
	4
	6

	· Service/Retail

	68
	9
	0
	0
	63
	17
	0
	0
	5
	8

	· Resource Industries (agriculture, forestry, etc.)
	8
	1
	0
	0
	8
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Professional services (law firms, consultants, etc.)

	71
	8
	0
	0
	64
	17
	0
	0
	7
	11

	· Public sector
	11
	1
	0
	0
	10
	2
	0
	0
	1
	3

	· Mechanical – Civil

	104
	5
	104
	23
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Electrical/Physics

	33
	2
	33
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Computer-related

	30
	2
	30
	8
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Biotechnology

	28
	2
	28
	7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Organic chemistry

	11
	1
	11
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Other chemistry

	11
	1
	11
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	· Public sector

	33
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	33
	8
	0
	0

	· Films & Video Industries
	24
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	24
	7
	0
	0

	· Publishing Houses
	22
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	22
	7
	0
	0

	· Artists, Creators, Writers
	163
	13
	0
	0
	0
	0
	163
	52
	0
	0

	· Universities/Colleges, Libraries
	17
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	17
	4
	0
	0

	· Technological Industries (re: software)
	46
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	46
	12
	0
	0

	· Agent
	393
	10
	165
	9
	185
	16
	0
	0
	43
	24

	· Other
	209
	12
	166
	35
	22
	6
	20
	5
	1
	1

	· Can’t say

	55
	5
	19
	5
	19
	5
	14
	5
	3
	2

	8.7
How long has your organization been in operation?

	· Less than 5 years
	362
	25
	133
	22
	76
	16
	137
	43
	16
	20

	· 5-10 years
	316
	21
	112
	22
	112
	22
	69
	19
	23
	32

	· More than 10 years
	624
	42
	243
	44
	262
	51
	81
	22
	38
	34

	· Dk/Na
	210
	12
	79
	12
	64
	11
	52
	15
	15
	15

	8.1
How many employees work full-time in your company?

	· 1-2
	567
	36
	212
	36
	99
	17
	228
	73
	28
	35

	· 3-5
	152
	10
	48
	8
	65
	11
	32
	9
	7
	7

	· 6-10
	136
	9
	40
	7
	59
	12
	26
	7
	11
	14

	· 11-25

	123
	10
	35
	8
	71
	15
	11
	3
	6
	3

	· 26-50

	101
	6
	36
	6
	46
	8
	9
	2
	10
	8

	· 51-100

	79
	5
	27
	3
	44
	9
	2
	0
	6
	6

	· 101-250

	104
	6
	54
	10
	38
	7
	5
	1
	7
	6

	· 251-500

	85
	6
	40
	8
	38
	8
	3
	0
	4
	2

	· More than 500
	109
	8
	55
	11
	32
	8
	10
	3
	12
	19

	· Can’t say

	56
	4
	20
	4
	22
	5
	13
	3
	1
	1

	8.2
How many senior people in your organization are directly involved in IP protection?

	· 1
	699
	48
	236
	41
	211
	41
	217
	67
	35
	45

	· 2-4
	452
	33
	161
	36
	206
	41
	64
	17
	21
	29

	· 5 +
	255
	12
	140
	17
	74
	14
	12
	2
	29
	18

	· Dk/Na

	106
	7
	30
	6
	23
	5
	46
	14
	7
	8

	8.5
Which of the following titles most closely approximates your position in your company?

	· President / CEO
	505
	36
	203
	40
	128
	31
	144
	42
	30
	46

	· Vice-president
	81
	8
	32
	9
	33
	9
	11
	4
	5
	11

	· Senior management
	141
	13
	51
	15
	56
	15
	31
	8
	3
	5

	· Middle management
	55
	5
	22
	6
	25
	7
	8
	2
	0
	0

	· First level management
	46
	4
	16
	5
	20
	5
	9
	3
	1
	2

	· Partner
	175
	5
	68
	4
	83
	7
	0
	0
	24
	13

	· Senior-agent
	51
	1
	30
	2
	12
	1
	0
	0
	9
	5

	· Agent
	51
	1
	27
	1
	20
	2
	0
	0
	4
	2

	· Other
	344
	22
	103
	16
	130
	22
	101
	29
	10
	11

	· Can’t say

	62
	4
	14
	2
	7
	1
	35
	12
	6
	5

	1.4a IP applications in Canada in past 2 years

	· Patents
	470
	31
	391
	98
	41
	14
	15
	4
	23
	50

	· Copyrights
	407
	36
	36
	10
	32
	11
	332
	98
	7
	12

	· Trade-marks
	479
	56
	105
	32
	324
	98
	39
	10
	11
	26

	· Industrial Designs
	95
	7
	38
	11
	13
	4
	6
	2
	38
	72

	8.8   IP rights in Canada

	· Patents
	448
	32
	356
	90
	55
	18
	17
	4
	20
	43

	· Copyrights
	413
	37
	41
	12
	45
	15
	320
	95
	7
	15

	· Trade-marks
	485
	56
	107
	34
	319
	97
	46
	12
	13
	37

	· Industrial Designs
	92
	7
	26
	8
	18
	5
	9
	2
	39
	79

	4.1
Received grants or registrations in Canada in past 2 years (Intermediaries excluded)
	488
	47
	148
	39
	178
	56
	143
	40
	19
	49

	8.9   IP rights abroad

	· Patents
	320
	25
	243
	69
	48
	16
	14
	4
	15
	37

	· Copyrights
	106
	11
	28
	9
	29
	11
	46
	11
	3
	9

	· Trade-marks
	247
	29
	91
	30
	125
	44
	19
	4
	12
	36

	· Industrial Designs
	51
	5
	20
	7
	15
	5
	2
	0
	14
	39

	· No IP rights abroad
	594
	52
	129
	23
	180
	50
	261
	80
	24
	35

	· Can’t say
	48
	4
	20
	5
	11
	3
	17
	5
	0
	0

	5.4
Ever filed an application outside Canada
	801
	46
	424
	75
	262
	49
	49
	11
	66
	66

	RESPONDENTS

	Gender

	· Male
	1095
	68
	479
	84
	330
	63
	209
	62
	77
	87

	· Female
	417
	32
	88
	16
	184
	37
	130
	38
	15
	13

	Age

	· 18-34
	258
	18
	78
	14
	87
	17
	80
	23
	13
	15

	· 35-49
	695
	46
	262
	48
	254
	48
	139
	41
	40
	45

	· 50 +
	497
	31
	213
	34
	147
	29
	102
	31
	35
	37

	· Na
	62
	5
	14
	4
	26
	5
	18
	4
	4
	3


SATISFACTION WITH CIPO’S SERVICE ACCESS

Unrepresented Applicants and Intermediaries (but not Represented Applicants) were asked to rate the importance of and their level of satisfaction with access to CIPO’s services according to eight attributes, using the same five-point scale required by the CMT  (see detailed list in Table 6). 
OVERVIEW OF SATISFACTION RATINGS
· The average satisfaction level of all eight attributes related to access to CIPO’s services was 80.1 percent (see Table 6).

· Intermediaries, with an average satisfaction rating of 68.8 percent, were clearly less satisfied than Unrepresented Applicants, who expressed significantly higher satisfaction (82.9%).

· It should be noted that Intermediaries were consistently less satisfied on almost all aspects of CIPO’s services.

· Looking at product lines, satisfaction with access to Copyright services was highest (91.8%), reflecting the fact that most Unrepresented Applicants were asked to evaluate Copyright applications.

· Satisfaction with access to Industrial Design services (70.8%), Trade-mark services (72.4%) and Patent services (72.6%) were comparable.

HIGH AND LOW SATISFACTION RATINGS
· Highest satisfaction ratings were given as follows:

· Filing was easy and convenient – 90%

· Hours of service were adequate – 87% 

· Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, so you didn’t have to rely on someone else – 83%

· Forms and procedures were easy to understand – 83%.

· Lowest ratings were related to timeliness:

· Time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights – 57%

· Time required to establish contact with a person who dealt with your concerns – 76%.

· Intermediaries gave lower satisfaction ratings on most attributes.

· Intermediaries gave the lowest satisfaction ratings to the time required to receive a grant or a registration – only 18 percent were satisfied (vs. 66% of Unrepresented Applicants).

· On a more positive note, Intermediaries were very satisfied with the ease and convenience of filing at CIPO (92%) and the easily understood forms and procedures (88%).

· For all eight attributes, a higher overall satisfaction level among Unrepresented Applicants resulted in a higher satisfaction level for access to Copyright services.

· For example, the time required to receive a grant or registration received a significantly higher rating for Copyrights (90%) and much lower ratings for Patents (44%), Trade-marks (30%) and Industrial Designs (41%).  

· This was the case for other attributes related to timeliness. 

· It should be remembered that a low satisfaction rating is not in itself a sufficient signal that there is a need for improvement.  A correlation must also be made with the importance rating given to each attribute.

OVERVIEW OF IMPORTANCE RATINGS
· The average importance rating for all attributes related to access to CIPO’s services was 81.6 percent (see Table 6a). 

· The difference in importance ratings between Unrepresented Applicants and Intermediaries was much lower than it was for satisfaction ratings.  In fact, Intermediaries gave lower importance ratings to each attribute than Unrepresented Applicants.

· Intermediaries clearly considered access to services less important (with an average importance rating of 73.4%), than Unrepresented Applicants (with an average importance rating for access of 83.5%).

· The fact that Intermediaries rated both satisfaction and importance lower than Unrepresented Applicants illustrates the significance of looking at the relationship between importance and satisfaction within each of the client groups, before drawing conclusions about what should be improved and for whom.

· Importance ratings across product lines reflected what Unrepresented Applicants valued most -- Copyrights (87.9%) -- with lower but comparable scores for the other three product lines (ranging from 72.4% to 80.9%).

HIGH AND LOW IMPORTANCE RATINGS
· Unrepresented Applications and Intermediaries clearly considered one access to service attribute as the most important:
· The ease and convenience of filing at CIPO – 90% (in total).

Another attribute considered important by both client groups involved timeliness, which was rated above average by Unrepresented Applicants (84%) and close to average by Intermediaries (80%).

· The time requested to answer questions or establish contact with a person

· Two attributes were at the bottom of the list in each client group:

· Hours of service – 74% (in total)

· Provides services that make you feel self-sufficient – 77%.

Intermediaries tended to give even less importance than Unrepresented Applicants to these two relatively unimportant attributes.

Intermediaries also rated the methods available to contact CIPO as less important (70%) than Unrepresented Applicants (79%).

GAP ANALYSIS
The quadrant analysis (see Section 5.5) helped us identify Primary Service Improvement Opportunities using higher than average importance ratings and lower than average satisfaction levels. In order to fine-tune the ordering or ranking of priorities to be included in the improvement plan, we conducted a gap analysis.

The gap analysis calculates, for each service attribute, the percentage point difference between the proportion of clients who were satisfied (the top two boxes) and those who considered it to be important. Attributes with a proportion of satisfied clients lower than the proportion of clients who rated them as important, reveal a satisfaction gap: the stronger the deficit, the greater the satisfaction gap and therefore the higher the priority for improvement (see Table 7).
· The average satisfaction rating of 80.1 percent (see Table 6) is 1.5 points below the average importance rating of 81.6 percent.

· This overall satisfaction gap is not statistically significant, which indicates that clients are generally satisfied with their access to CIPO’s services.  Therefore, at first glance, comprehensive corrective action aimed at improving access to services would not be required. However, as we will see, these averages hide important specific satisfaction deficits.

· Intermediaries were the only client group where we could detect an overall satisfaction gap, albeit a small one (‑ 4.6 points).

· A quick review of the detailed gaps between satisfaction and importance ratings (see Table 7) indicates that two attributes (related to timeliness) seriously inhibit satisfaction.  In contrast, one attribute received a satisfaction rating significantly higher than the importance rating ascribed to it (a surplus in satisfaction).

· Time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights (- 23 point gap)

· Time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns (- 7 points)

· Hours of service of CIPO are adequate (+ 13 point gap).

· In addition to these three attributes with noteworthy gaps in the overall sample and within the two client groups, some client-specific satisfaction gaps were found for both groups.

· Among Intermediaries, a large satisfaction deficit occurred with another attribute related to timeliness, while a satisfaction surplus was registered for five attributes: 

· Time required to answer your questions (- 17 points)

· Hours of service, filing process, forms and procedures, services that made you feel independent and methods of contact available registered a satisfaction surplus

· Among Unrepresented Applicants, the ease of understanding forms and procedures registered a satisfaction deficit, albeit a small one (- 5 points).

· Across product lines, we can see an overall satisfaction surplus for Copyrights (+ 3.9 point gap) and a significant satisfaction deficit for Patents (- 8.3 points).

· Timeliness attributes were generally responsible for the satisfaction deficit for Patent applications as well as for Trade-marks and Industrial Designs.

· The difference in the detailed satisfaction profile between client groups and applications was confirmed by answers to the general question which asked how satisfied clients were with the access to service at CIPO.  

· Intermediaries were the client group with lower satisfaction (67%) and Copyright applications were the product line with the higher satisfaction (95%).

· Before giving a more specific diagnosis on the actions to be taken to improve client satisfaction with access to services, satisfaction gaps need to be considered in a broader perspective, including other aspects of satisfaction such as service delivery and value of services (see Section 5.5).

Table 6a 
CIPO’S SERVICE ACCESS

Importance and Satisfaction Ratings

	ACCESS TO CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

	
	
	Total

(654)
	Represented

(---)
	Unrepresented

(654)
	

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.5 / Q3.6 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. The time required to answer your questions 

	· % top two box ratings
	80
	83
	84
	84
	
	
	84
	84
	63
	80

	· % can’t say
	10
	2
	11
	3
	
	
	11
	3
	4
	0

	2. The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns

	· % top two box ratings
	76
	83
	80
	84
	
	
	80
	84
	62
	80

	· % can’t say
	16
	5
	19
	6
	
	
	19
	6
	2
	0

	3. The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights

	· % top two box ratings
	57
	80
	66
	80
	
	
	66
	80
	18
	80

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	2
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	1
	0

	4. The methods of contact available 

	· % top two box ratings
	85
	82
	87
	85
	
	
	87
	85
	79
	70

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	2
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	1
	0

	5. Forms and procedures were easy to understand

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	84
	82
	87
	
	
	82
	87
	88
	73

	· % can’t say
	1
	0
	1
	0
	
	
	1
	0
	2
	1

	6. Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient

	· % top two box ratings
	90
	90
	90
	91
	
	
	90
	91
	92
	84

	· % can’t say
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	0
	1
	1

	10. Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	77
	85
	80
	
	
	85
	80
	70
	59

	· % can’t say
	6
	4
	4
	2
	
	
	4
	2
	15
	13

	11. Hours of service of CIPO were adequate

	· % top two box ratings
	87
	74
	89
	77
	
	
	89
	77
	78
	61

	· % can’t say
	8
	3
	9
	3
	
	
	9
	3
	2
	1

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.1
	81.6
	82.9
	83.5
	
	
	82.9
	83.5
	68.8
	73.4


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants are excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.5
The questions that follow ask about the way the service was delivered to you by CIPO when you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.6
Now, for the same aspects of service provided to you by CIPO, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point.  You can give any number between 1 and 5. 

Table 6b
CIPO’S SERVICE ACCESS

Importance and Satisfaction Ratings

	ACCESS TO CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	PATENTS

(341)
	T.-MARKS

(353)
	COPYRIGHTS

(286)
	IND. DESIGNS

(67)

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.5 / Q3.6 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. The time required to answer your questions 

	· % top two box ratings
	80
	83
	74
	86
	72
	80
	93
	87
	57
	72

	· % can’t say
	10
	2
	8
	0
	4
	1
	16
	4
	9
	1

	2. The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns

	· % top two box ratings
	76
	83
	69
	86
	68
	78
	90
	89
	69
	78

	· % can’t say
	16
	5
	9
	2
	6
	2
	29
	9
	7
	1

	3. The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights

	· % top two box ratings
	57
	80
	44
	80
	30
	75
	90
	86
	41
	73

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	9
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	3

	4. The methods of contact available 

	· % top two box ratings
	85
	82
	83
	79
	80
	75
	92
	90
	85
	74

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	4
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	2
	3

	5. Forms and procedures were easy to understand

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	84
	77
	82
	78
	78
	90
	92
	73
	75

	· % can’t say
	1
	0
	2
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	2
	3

	6. Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient

	· % top two box ratings
	90
	90
	84
	89
	88
	86
	96
	95
	76
	79

	· % can’t say
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	10. Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	77
	70
	70
	78
	71
	91
	85
	78
	63

	· % can’t say
	6
	4
	13
	7
	7
	5
	3
	2
	15
	4

	11. Hours of service of CIPO were adequate

	· % top two box ratings
	87
	74
	80
	75
	85
	69
	92
	79
	87
	65

	· % can’t say
	8
	3
	4
	2
	5
	2
	12
	4
	3
	0

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.1
	81.6
	72.6
	80.9
	72.4
	76.5
	91.8
	87.9
	70.8
	72.4


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants are excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.5
The questions that follow ask about the way the service was delivered to you by CIPO when you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications. For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.6
Now, for the same aspects of service provided to you by CIPO, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point.  You can give any number between 1 and 5. 

Table 7a
CIPO’S SERVICE ACCESS

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	ACCESS TO CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(654)

%
	Represented

(---)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q3.5 / Q3.6
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. The time required to answer your questions 
	-3
	0
	
	0
	-17

	2. The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns
	-7
	-4
	
	-4
	-18

	3. The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights
	-23
	-14
	
	-14
	-62

	4. The methods of contact available (i.e. in-person, telephone, fax, posted mail, e-mail and Internet)
	3
	2
	
	2
	9

	5. Forms and procedures were easy to understand
	-1
	-5
	
	-5
	15

	6. Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient
	0
	-1
	
	-1
	8

	10. Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else
	6
	5
	
	5
	11

	11. Hours of service of CIPO were adequate
	13
	12
	
	12
	17

	

	Average Gap
	-1.5
	-0.6
	
	-0.6
	-4.6

	

	Q3.7
Overall, how satisfied were you with the accessibility of the service?

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	87
	
	87
	67

	· % Can’t say
	0
	0
	
	0
	0


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
Table 7b
CIPO’S SERVICE ACCESS

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	ACCESS TO CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	PATENTS

(341)

%
	T.-MARKS

(353)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(286)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(67)

%

	Q3.5 / Q3.6
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. The time required to answer your questions 
	-3
	-12
	-8
	6
	-15

	2. The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns
	-7
	-17
	-10
	1
	-9

	3. The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights
	-23
	-36
	-45
	4
	-32

	4. The methods of contact available (i.e. in-person, telephone, fax, posted mail, e-mail and Internet)
	3
	4
	5
	2
	11

	5. Forms and procedures were easy to understand
	-1
	-5
	0
	-2
	-2

	6. Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient
	0
	-5
	2
	1
	-3

	10. Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else
	6
	0
	7
	6
	15

	11. Hours of service of CIPO were adequate
	13
	5
	16
	13
	22

	

	Average Gap
	-1.5
	-8.3
	-4.1
	3.9
	-1.6

	

	Q3.7
Overall, how satisfied were you with the accessibility of the service?

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	76
	75
	95
	71

	· % Can’t say
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.

Table 7c

CIPO’S SERVICE ACCESS

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	ACCESS TO CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	SEGMENTS

	
	
	High-tech

(87)
	Biotech

(16)
	Small agents

(83)
	Large agents

(300)
	SME’s

(607)
	Large corpo.

(18)

	Q3.5 / Q3.6
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7. The time required to answer your questions 
	-3
	-4
	-40
	-16
	-17
	0
	-14

	8. The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns
	-7
	-17
	-26
	-24
	-16
	-6
	2

	9. The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights
	-23
	-16
	-48
	-64
	-62
	-13
	-45

	10. The methods of contact available (i.e. in-person, telephone, fax, posted mail, e-mail and Internet)
	3
	6
	-16
	-5
	14
	2
	4

	11. Forms and procedures were easy to understand
	-1
	-7
	0
	6
	18
	-6
	-13

	12. Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient
	0
	-10
	7
	9
	7
	-1
	-2

	12. Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else
	6
	6
	24
	11
	11
	5
	7

	13. Hours of service of CIPO were adequate
	13
	26
	-15
	9
	20
	13
	20

	

	Average Gap
	-1.5
	-2.0
	-14.3
	-9.3
	-3.1
	-0.8
	-5.1

	

	Q3.7
Overall, how satisfied were you with the accessibility of the service?

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	82
	79
	69
	66
	87
	88

	· % Can’t say
	0
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
SATISFACTION WITH CIPO’S SERVICE DELIVERY

Satisfaction with the delivery of CIPO’s services was based on seven attributes (see detailed list in Table 8), which were rated only by Unrepresented Applicants and Intermediaries.
OVERVIEW OF SATISFACTION RATINGS
· The average satisfaction rating for all seven service delivery attributes was 80.9 percent.

· This average is identical to the average for the eight service access attributes (80.1%) in the total sample.

· As they were with service access, Unrepresented Applicants were more satisfied with service delivery (83.0%) than Intermediaries (72.1%).  

· Intermediaries were slightly more satisfied with service delivery (72.1%) than with service access (68.8%).

· Unrepresented Applicants were as satisfied with service delivery (83.0%) as they were with service access (82.9%).

· Satisfaction with the delivery of Copyright services (88.3%) was significantly higher than it was for the other three product lines, which obtained similar satisfaction ratings (Patents – 75.6%, Trade-marks – 75.7% and Industrial Designs – 74.3%).  These three product lines generated a similar response  (lower and closely-aligned satisfaction ratings) when rating service access.

HIGH AND LOW SATISFACTION RATINGS
· The highest satisfaction ratings were given by almost all clients (in both groups) to the courtesy of CIPO’s staff (91%) and the feeling of having been treated with fairness and equity (87%).

· The lowest satisfaction rating in both client groups was based on a perceived lack of sensitivity to the needs of local business (67%), although a substantial proportion of respondents (27%) said they could not rate this element.

· Slightly less than half of Intermediaries were satisfied with CIPO’s sensitivity to local business needs (45%).  This aspect was one of the few that received a satisfaction rating below the 50 percent threshold.

· While almost three quarters of Unrepresented Applicants were satisfied with CIPO’s sensitivity to local business needs (72%), other service delivery attributes received higher scores from this client group. 

· Two other elements were given low satisfaction ratings only by Intermediaries (client- specific):

· Intermediaries gave a relatively low satisfaction score to consistency of information and assistance (61%) -- especially for Trade-marks (67%) and Industrial Designs (68%).  In contrast, consistency received a much higher rating from Unrepresented Applicants (80%). 

· They also rated much lower (69%) knowledge and competence related to intellectual property than Unrepresented Applicants (84%).

OVERVIEW OF IMPORTANCE RATINGS
· The average importance rating for the seven service delivery attributes was 88.4 percent (see Table 8).

· The average importance rating given to service delivery attributes (88.4%) is clearly higher than the average importance given to attributes for service access (81.6%).

· This difference in importance rating was consistent across client groups and product lines.

HIGH AND LOW IMPORTANCE RATINGS
· Except for sensitivity to the needs of local businesses, which received a much lower importance rating (74%) in both client groups and across product lines, there was little difference between the importance given to each of the other service delivery attributes.

· Only 60 percent of Intermediaries rated sensitivity to the needs of local businesses as important.

· The highest importance rating in both client groups and across product lines was received by two attributes -- fair and equitable treatment (94%) and IP knowledge and competence (94%).

SATISFACTION GAPS
· On average (see Table 8), 80.9 percent of the clients surveyed said they were satisfied with the way CIPO delivers its services and 88.4 percent found these elements of service quality to be important.

· For service delivery overall, there is a satisfaction deficit of – 7.5 percentage points, which is higher than that obtained by service access (- 1.5 points) (see Table 9).

· There is also a significant satisfaction deficit within each client group:

· Intermediaries (- 10 points)

· Unrepresented Applicants (- 6.9 points).

· In addition, there is a significant satisfaction deficit in each of the four product lines:

· Patents (- 11.7 points)

· Trade-marks (- 9.6 points)

· Industrial Designs (- 6.7 points)

· Copyrights (- 4.7 points).

· Four attributes were mainly responsible for the general satisfaction deficit regarding service delivery -- two were common to both client groups and all product lines, and two were client-specific. 

The two attributes common to both groups were:

· IP knowledge and competence:

· Intermediaries (- 25 points)

· Unrepresented Applicants (- 10 points).

· Consistency of information and assistance:

· Intermediaries (- 27 points)

· Unrepresented Applicants (- 12 points).

One client-specific attribute related to Intermediaries only:  sensitivity to the needs of local businesses (‑15 points).

· This deficit was most striking for Patents (- 20 points).

The other client-specific attribute related only to Unrepresented Applicants:  information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection (- 9 points).

· This deficit was most noticeable for Copyrights (- 8 points).

· In contrast, this attribute obtained a satisfaction surplus of 5 points among Intermediaries.

Table 8a 
CIPO’S SERVICE DELIVERY

Importance and Satisfaction Ratings 

	DELIVERY OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

	
	
	Total

(654)
	Represented

(---)
	Unrepresented

(654)
	

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.8 / Q3.9 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection

	· % top two box ratings
	81
	87
	82
	91
	
	
	82
	91
	77
	72

	· % can’t say
	3
	1
	2
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	7
	2

	2. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	90
	84
	91
	
	
	84
	91
	78
	88

	· % can’t say
	1
	0
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	1
	0

	3. Consistency of  information and assistance received 

	· % top two box ratings
	76
	91
	80
	92
	
	
	80
	92
	61
	88

	· % can’t say
	4
	1
	4
	2
	
	
	4
	2
	1
	0

	4. Courtesy

	· % top two box ratings
	91
	89
	90
	90
	
	
	90
	90
	95
	81

	· % can’t say
	9
	2
	11
	3
	
	
	11
	3
	1
	0

	5. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property

	· % top two box ratings
	81
	94
	84
	94
	
	
	84
	94
	69
	94

	· % can’t say
	8
	2
	10
	2
	
	
	10
	2
	1
	0

	6. Fair and equitable treatment

	· % top two box ratings
	87
	94
	89
	94
	
	
	89
	94
	80
	92

	· % can’t say
	6
	2
	6
	2
	
	
	6
	2
	3
	1

	7. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses

	· % top two box ratings
	67
	74
	72
	77
	
	
	72
	77
	45
	60

	· % can’t say
	27
	11
	28
	11
	
	
	28
	11
	24
	10

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.9
	88.4
	83.0
	89.9
	
	
	83.0
	89.9
	72.1
	82.1


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants were excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.8 
When you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, a number of aspects of CIPO’s service may have affected your experience.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied. 


Q3.9
For each of the same aspects of CIPO’s service, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point (you can give any number between 1 and 5), how important is…

Table 8b 
CIPO’S SERVICE DELIVERY

  Importance and Satisfaction Ratings 

	DELIVERY OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	PATENTS

(341)
	T.-MARKS

(353)
	COPYRIGHTS

(286)
	IND. DESIGNS

(67)

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.8 / Q3.9 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection

	· % top two box ratings
	81
	87
	76
	82
	76
	82
	87
	95
	79
	82

	· % can’t say
	3
	1
	5
	1
	4
	1
	2
	2
	4
	1

	2. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	90
	77
	90
	77
	88
	90
	94
	82
	74

	· % can’t say
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	3. Consistency of  information and assistance received 

	· % top two box ratings
	76
	91
	72
	92
	67
	89
	88
	95
	68
	83

	· % can’t say
	4
	1
	4
	0
	1
	1
	6
	1
	7
	6

	4. Courtesy

	· % top two box ratings
	91
	89
	93
	83
	89
	86
	92
	93
	94
	84

	· % can’t say
	9
	2
	4
	0
	2
	1
	17
	4
	8
	6

	5. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property

	· % top two box ratings
	81
	94
	71
	93
	79
	92
	87
	96
	67
	99

	· % can’t say
	8
	2
	9
	1
	2
	1
	14
	3
	7
	6

	6. Fair and equitable treatment

	· % top two box ratings
	87
	94
	85
	96
	82
	92
	93
	96
	80
	80

	· % can’t say
	6
	2
	8
	1
	1
	1
	9
	3
	7
	0

	7. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses

	· % top two box ratings
	67
	74
	55
	75
	60
	68
	81
	82
	50
	65

	· % can’t say
	27
	11
	28
	12
	17
	5
	37
	16
	30
	9

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.9
	88.4
	75.6
	87.3
	75.7
	85.3
	88.3
	93.0
	74.3
	81.0


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants were excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.8 
When you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, a number of aspects of CIPO’s service may have affected your experience.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied. 


Q3.9
For each of the same aspects of CIPO’s service, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point (you can give any number between 1 and 5), how important is…

Table 9a
CIPO’S SERVICE DELIVERY

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	DELIVERY OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(654)

%
	Represented

(---)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q3.8 / Q3.9
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection
	-6
	-9
	
	-9
	5

	2. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand
	-7
	-7
	
	-7
	-10

	3. Consistency of  information and assistance received 
	-15
	-12
	
	-12
	-27

	4. Courtesy
	2
	0
	
	0
	14

	5. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property
	-13
	-10
	
	-10
	-25

	6. Fair and equitable treatment
	-7
	-5
	
	-5
	-12

	7. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses
	-7
	-5
	
	-5
	-15

	

	Average Gap
	-7.5
	-6.9
	
	-6.9
	-10.0


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
Table 9b
CIPO’S SERVICE DELIVERY

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	DELIVERY OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	PATENTS

(341)

%
	T.-MARKS

(353)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(286)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(67)

%

	Q3.8 / Q3.9
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection
	-6
	-6
	-6
	-8
	-3

	2. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand
	-7
	-13
	-11
	-4
	8

	3. Consistency of  information and assistance received 
	-15
	-20
	-22
	-7
	-15

	4. Courtesy
	2
	10
	3
	-1
	10

	5. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property
	-13
	-22
	-13
	-9
	-32

	6. Fair and equitable treatment
	-7
	-11
	-10
	-3
	0

	7. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses
	-7
	-20
	-8
	-1
	-15

	

	Average Gap
	-7.5
	-11.7
	-9.6
	-4.7
	-6.7


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.

Table 9c

CIPO’S SERVICE DELIVERY

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	DELIVERY OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	SEGMENTS

	
	
	High-tech

(87)
	Biotech

(16)
	Small agents

(83)
	Large agents

(300)
	SME’s

(607)
	Large corpo.

(18)

	Q3.8 / Q3.9
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	8. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection
	-6
	-19
	-13
	-6
	9
	-9
	2

	9. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand
	-7
	-11
	-5
	-11
	-10
	-6
	-34

	10. Consistency of  information and assistance received 
	-15
	-12
	-24
	-23
	-29
	-11
	-37

	11. Courtesy
	2
	13
	18
	7
	15
	0
	4

	12. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property
	-13
	-14
	-26
	-20
	-27
	-9
	-38

	13. Fair and equitable treatment
	-7
	-3
	-4
	-13
	-12
	-4
	-12

	14. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses
	-7
	-5
	18
	-29
	-11
	-4
	-26

	

	Average Gap
	-7.6
	-7.3
	-5.1
	-13.6
	-9.3
	-6.1
	-20.1


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
SATISFACTION WITH CIPO’S SERVICE VALUE

This series includes four service value attributes (see detailed list in Table 10).

OVERVIEW OF SATISFACTION RATINGS
· This series of service value attributes received an average satisfaction rating of 80.0 percent (see Table 10).

· Overall, the 80.0 satisfaction rating for CIPO’s service value was identical to ratings given to service access (80.1%) and service delivery (80.9%). 

· As was the case with service access and delivery, Intermediaries gave service value a much lower rating than Unrepresented Applicants (69.8% vs. 82.5%).

· Within each group of clients, the average rating for this value satisfaction driver   was statistically identical to the rating obtained by the access and delivery satisfaction drivers.

Achieving statistically identical average ratings does not mean that CIPO’s current deployment of efforts and resources is well balanced between accessibility, delivery and value, or that future efforts for improving satisfaction should be equally distributed.  As seen previously, when satisfaction and importance were correlated, these relatively high general averages concealed a significant number of less satisfied clients on several service elements.

HIGH AND LOW SATISFACTION RATINGS
· Overall, two service value attributes stood out above others with respect to satisfaction ratings.

· In the end you got what you needed from CIPO (89%).

· In the end you got value for your money (84%).

· This was consistent across product lines.

· However, the overall sample concealed an important difference between the two client groups related to these highest-rated service value elements.

While Intermediaries did give high ratings to these two attributes, another service value element came first among them.

· Intermediaries gave the highest satisfaction rating to the Cost of service provided (81%).  In contrast, this service value attribute received the lowest rating from Unrepresented Applicants (74%).

· Overall, the lowest rating went to the service value that CIPO’s internal processes supported your competitiveness (72%).

· While Unrepresented Applicants gave this attribute a slightly below-average rating (78%), among Intermediaries it was very low (45%).

· A large proportion of respondents (32%) were not able to rate this element, including about one in four Intermediaries (27%). Consequently, when setting priorities, this element should be put in perspective.

· As noted previously, the cost of service provided was the lowest rated service value element by Unrepresented Applicants (74%) and the highest rated by Intermediaries (81%).

· Cost of service provided is usually a key satisfaction driver when services are delivered on a cost basis, as are CIPO’s.  The satisfaction rating for this element shows that:

· Intermediaries gave it the highest service value satisfaction rating (81%).

· While Unrepresented Applicants gave cost of service the lowest satisfaction rating (74%), the figure is still a relatively high one;

· Cost of service was the lowest service value satisfaction element for Copyrights (71%) but not for the other three product lines.

Given the above, cost in itself could not be responsible for the generally lower ratings by Intermediaries and the generally higher ratings by Unrepresented Applicants.

OVERVIEW OF IMPORTANCE RATINGS
· Overall, this series of service value attributes was considered important by 80.5%.

· This average service value importance rating (80.5%) is very close to the average importance rating for service access (81.6%), but below the average for delivery attributes (88.4%). This was consistent across client groups and product lines.

· As they did with other service aspects, Intermediaries gave a lower importance rating to service value (74.5%) than Unrepresented Applicants (82.0%).

HIGH AND LOW IMPORTANCE RATINGS
· The highest importance rating went to the same attribute across client groups and product lines: in the end you got what you needed from CIPO (94%). 

· Another attribute received high ratings consistently across client groups and product lines:  in the end you got value for your money (83%).

· Overall, value for your money received a higher importance rating (83%) than cost of service provided (77%).  This pattern was most noticeable among the Intermediary client group (80% for value for money and 66% for cost of service).

· The value attribute -- internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness – was given the lowest importance rating (68%), which matched its lowest rated position as a satisfaction element.

· This lowest importance rating was consistent across client groups and product lines.

· About one in five respondents did not rate the importance of this value attribute (20%).

SATISFACTION GAPS
· On average (see Table 11), there was almost a perfect match between satisfaction and importance for CIPO’s service value attributes, resulting in no satisfaction deficit or surplus (- 0.5 points).

· However, this perfect match of the satisfaction-importance averages concealed some specific deficits, especially among Intermediaries, that were more serious than we might have thought at first glance.

· Among Unrepresented Applicants, while there was no overall satisfaction gap (+ 0.5 percentage points), the cost of service provided registered a small but nevertheless significant deficit (‑ 5 points).

· Among Intermediaries, the cost of service provided generated the opposite response -- a significant and substantial satisfaction surplus of + 15 points.  

· On the other hand, Intermediaries registered a significant and substantial deficit for you got what you needed from CIPO (- 13 points).  

When one relates these two attributes, the assumption that a large number of Intermediaries would pay more for increased CIPO services makes sense.

· Intermediaries also registered a major deficit for internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness (- 17 points).  In contrast, this attribute generated a surplus among Unrepresented Applicants (+ 8 points).  We note that many respondents in both groups did not rate this value attribute for importance and satisfaction.

· Looking at product lines, overall, there was only a small deficit for Patents (‑ 5.5 points). 

· The highest satisfaction deficit for service value went to the cost of service provided for Copyrights (- 14 points), followed by you got what you needed for Patents (- 12 points). 

· The cost of service provided for the other three product lines did not seem to be a problem  -- Industrial Designs (‑ 3.3 points), Trade-marks (+ 1.3 points), Copyrights (- 0.5 point).

Table 10a 
CIPO’S SERVICE VALUE

Importance and Satisfaction ratings

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

	
	
	Total

(654)
	Represented

(---)
	Unrepresented

(654)
	

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.5 / Q3.6 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness

	· % top two box ratings
	72
	68
	78
	70
	
	
	78
	70
	45
	62

	· % can’t say
	32
	20
	33
	20
	
	
	33
	20
	27
	19

	8.
In the end you got what you needed from CIPO

	· % top two box ratings
	89
	94
	92
	95
	
	
	92
	95
	77
	90

	· % can’t say
	2
	0
	2
	0
	
	
	2
	0
	2
	1

	9.
In the end you got value for your money

	· % top two box ratings
	84
	83
	86
	84
	
	
	86
	84
	76
	80

	· % can’t say
	6
	2
	6
	2
	
	
	6
	2
	4
	2

	Q3.8 / Q3.9 2

	8.
Cost of service provided

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	77
	74
	79
	
	
	74
	79
	81
	66

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	2
	1
	
	
	2
	1
	1
	1

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.0  
	80.5  
	82.5  
	82.0  
	
	
	82.5 
	82.0  
	69.8  
	74.5  


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants were excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of  and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.5
The questions that follow ask about the way the service was delivered to you by CIPO when you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.6
Now, for the same aspects of service provided to you by CIPO, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point.  You can give any number between 1 and 5. 

2
Q3.8
When you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, a number of aspects of CIPO’s service may have affected your experience.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.9
For each of the same aspects of CIPO’s service, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point (you can give any number between 1 and 5), how important is…

Table 10b 
CIPO’S SERVICE VALUE

Importance and Satisfaction ratings

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	PATENTS

(341)
	T.-MARKS

(353)
	COPYRIGHTS

(286)
	IND. DESIGNS

(67)

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.5 / Q3.6 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness

	· % top two box ratings
	72
	68
	58
	66
	65
	63
	86
	75
	55
	64

	· % can’t say
	32
	20
	30
	17
	24
	17
	41
	24
	30
	18

	8.
In the end you got what you needed from CIPO

	· % top two box ratings
	89
	94
	81
	93
	85
	93
	96
	96
	87
	87

	· % can’t say
	2
	0
	5
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	4
	3

	9.
In the end you got value for your money

	· % top two box ratings
	84
	83
	78
	86
	82
	78
	89
	88
	73
	78

	· % can’t say
	6
	2
	13
	6
	2
	1
	7
	2
	4
	6

	Q3.8 / Q3.9 2

	8.
Cost of service provided

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	77
	77
	71
	78
	71
	71
	85
	76
	75

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	5
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2
	1

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.0
	80.5
	73.5
	79.0
	77.5
	76.3
	85.5
	86.0
	72.8
	76.0


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants were excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.5
The questions that follow ask about the way the service was delivered to you by CIPO when you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.6
Now, for the same aspects of service provided to you by CIPO, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point.  You can give any number between 1 and 5. 

2
Q3.8
When you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, a number of aspects of CIPO’s service may have affected your experience.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.9
For each of the same aspects of CIPO’s service, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point (you can give any number between 1 and 5), how important is…

Table 11a
CIPO’S SERVICE VALUE

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	VALUE OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(654)

%
	Represented

(---)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q3.5 / Q3.6
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness
	4
	8
	
	8
	-17

	8.
In the end you got what you needed from CIPO
	-5
	-3
	
	-3
	-13

	9.
In the end you got value for your money
	1
	2
	
	2
	-4

	Q3.8 / Q3.9

	8.
Cost of service provided
	-2
	-5
	
	-5
	15

	

	Average Gap
	-0.5
	0.5
	
	0.5
	-4.8


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
Table 11b
CIPO’S SERVICE VALUE

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	VALUE OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	PATENTS

(341)

%
	T.-MARKS

(353)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(286)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(67)

%

	Q3.5 / Q3.6
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness
	4
	-8
	2
	11
	-9

	8.
In the end you got what you needed from CIPO
	-5
	-12
	-8
	0
	0

	9.
In the end you got value for your money
	1
	-8
	4
	1
	-5

	Q3.8 / Q3.9

	8.
Cost of service provided
	-2
	6
	7
	-14
	1

	

	Average Gap
	-0.5
	-5.5
	1.3
	-0.5
	-3.3


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
Table 11c
CIPO’S SERVICE VALUE

Satisfaction GAP Analysis

	VALUE OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	SEGMENTS

	
	
	High-tech

(87)
	Biotech

(16)
	Small agents

(83)
	Large agents

(300)
	SME’s

(607)
	Large corpo.

(18)

	Q3.5 / Q3.6
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness
	4
	9
	-35
	-21
	-17
	8
	18

	8.
In the end you got what you needed from CIPO
	-5
	-9
	-27
	-20
	-13
	-2
	-11

	9.
In the end you got value for your money
	1
	3
	-20
	-3
	-4
	2
	11

	Q3.8 / Q3.9

	8.
Cost of service provided
	-2
	-1
	27
	9
	18
	-6
	35

	

	Average Gap
	-0.5
	0.5
	-13.8
	-8.8
	-4.0
	0.5
	13.3


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of satisfaction and importance. “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PRIORITIES

The analysis tool recommended in the How-to Guide for the Service Improvement Initiative is the Satisfaction Importance Matrix.
 This matrix assists in determining priorities for service improvement. It consists of crossing the axes of importance and satisfaction, using their respective averages as the centre. This defines four quadrants, the most important being the quadrant defined by low satisfaction and high importance ratings, which contain the “best opportunities for improvement”.
ANALYTICAL APPROACH
· To determine quadrants and opportunities, we used the so-called mathematical approach (vs. the graphical approach) with the following computational procedures:

1. Compute the average importance rating using all service attributes, as well as the average satisfaction rating overall, for each group of clients, each product line and for the main sectors of activity.

2. Present findings using the following quadrants:

1) Higher importance and lower satisfaction than average

(Best improvement opportunities)

2) Higher importance and higher satisfaction than average 

(Possible opportunities for further improvement)

3) Lower importance and lower satisfaction than average

(Low priority for improvement)

4) Lower importance and higher satisfaction than average

(Possible overkill)

3. Compute the Satisfaction Gap
 for each service attribute in the survey
.

4. Compute the correlations between each detailed satisfaction rating and the general satisfaction to derive the importance of the attributes.

5. Assess the surpluses/deficits based on the different ranking of the attributes, comparing the importance stated by respondents with the importance inferred by correlation.

6. Classify and rank attributes into one of the four quadrants.

· Quadrants on the satisfaction–importance matrix will allow specific elements to be identified and targeted for a continuous improvement plan.  

· As noted elsewhere in the report, Intermediaries rated both importance and satisfaction lower than Unrepresented Applicants but still registered a significantly higher satisfaction gap overall and for each of the three driver categories. Therefore, in addition to a general quadrant analysis, we further examined the results using a quadrant analysis for each of the two client groups. As Copyrights were not rated at all by Intermediaries and because their turnaround time gap was significantly different than for non-Copyright applications, we also conducted a quadrant analysis for each product line.

· Finally, we conducted a quadrant analysis for each of six main sectors of activity. These sectors were the same as those used to segment the focus groups conducted before the survey.
 Therefore, thirteen quadrant analyses were conducted. Service Improvement Opportunities identified later were based on the general and the specific quadrant analyses conducted among client groups, product lines and sector of activity.

· To enhance the operational value of priorities identified through quadrant analysis, the importance indicated by respondents and the importance derived from correlation were both taken into account.  Derived importance was measured by the statistical correlation between detailed satisfaction ratings and the general satisfaction (Q3.10). 

· If the derived importance is higher than the stated importance, this suggests that the attribute has better leverage on general satisfaction than thought. 

· Conversely, if the derived importance is lower, this suggests that the attribute has a lower leverage effect on general satisfaction than indicated by respondent importance ratings.

RESULTS
· Table 12 summarizes the rating averages for satisfaction and importance
 and the surpluses / deficits for satisfaction
, for each of the three satisfaction driver categories, for each of the two client groups, for each of the four product lines and for each of the six sectors of activity.

· Based on all attributes (access, delivery and value), the general average importance rating was 83.5%.

· Attributes related to service delivery (88.4%) were significantly higher than this general average, while those related to service access (81.6%) and value (80.5%) were lower and at similar levels.

· The higher than average importance of service delivery attributes was a consistent finding across client groups and product lines.

· Intermediaries tended to rate satisfaction with access, delivery and value attributes as less important than Unrepresented Applicants.

· Because most Unrepresented Applicants evaluated Copyrights, this product line received higher importance ratings for all three attribute categories than the other three product lines.

· Based on all service attributes in the survey, the general satisfaction average was 80.3%.

· Overall, all three satisfaction driver categories obtained the same average rating (80% - 81%).

· This overall balance in satisfaction ratings was most notable among Unrepresented Applicants. 

· Intermediaries tended to be more satisfied with service delivery than with service access or value, although the difference was small.

· Intermediaries tended to give lower satisfaction ratings in all three attribute categories than Unrepresented Applicants.

· By comparing the overall satisfaction average (80.3%) and the overall importance average (83.5%) achieved by all service attributes, we note a small deficit of – 3.2 points.

· This general satisfaction / importance deficit (- 3.2 points) was smaller among Unrepresented Applicants (- 2.3 points), which is a sign that among this group of clients, there is no evident imbalances regarding client needs and services. Quadrant analysis will nonetheless identify some specific improvements for this client group.

· Intermediaries registered a wider general gap of – 6.5 points. Since they also tended to give lower importance and satisfaction ratings to almost all service attributes, this wider gap is a sign that this client group is different and should likely be a specific target group in any improvement plan.

· Tables 16-18 present the findings of the correlation analysis between detailed and general satisfaction ratings (Q3.10). These correlations are indicators of derived importance.  As we can see, there are some attributes with a much higher “true” importance than that claimed by respondents, and others with a lower “true” importance. 

Therefore, these discrepancies between derived (true) and stated (claimed) importance were taken into account when setting improvement priorities.

Four services attributes had much higher leverage than indicated by respondents

· Time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights.

· Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else.

· Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses.

· Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness.

Five service attributes had much lower leverage than indicated by respondents
· Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient.

· Forms and procedures were easy to understand.

· Knowledge and competence related to IP.

· Fair and equitable treatment.

· Cost of service provided.

· In the following section, all four quadrants are presented (see details in Tables 19). They take into account the correlation analysis for derived importance and the client-specific quadrant analyses.

1. Primary Service Improvement Opportunities

These opportunities are found in the “above-average importance and below-average satisfaction” quadrant and require immediate attention. Within this quadrant, opportunities have been ordered according to the magnitude of the satisfaction deficit of each attribute: the higher the deficit, the higher the improvement priority.

Eight service elements fall into this quadrant -- three apply to all clients, one is specific to Unrepresented Applicants, three are specific to Intermediaries and one is specific to large entities. None are related to the cost / value of the services provided, to the convenience of the filing process itself or to the attitude of CIPO’s staff. In fact, we can regroup these eight service elements into two main underlying dimensions which are most likely to impact / influence general satisfaction -- response time and information value.

1) Response time (to receive grants or registration, to establish contact, to have questions answered).

2) Information value (consistency, completeness, competence, value to local businesses and competitiveness).

Quadrant analysis by product line revealed that half of the service elements require immediate attention for the 3 non-Copyright applications.  One element - information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection, requires immediate attention for Copyright applications of Unrepresented Applicants. Another element – knowledge and competence related to IP, requires also immediate attention for Patent and Industrial Design applications of large Intermediaries and large corporations.
Overall, these findings indicate that Intermediaries and non-Copyright applications are at the centre of the primary service improvement opportunities. There were no significant differences between large and small Intermediaries in their need for improvements, except that large Intermediaries tended to be more critical about the knowledge and competence related to IP. This element, which overall was a strength, requires continuous attention among large Intermediaries. It was a priority for them.
More specifically, the magnitude of satisfaction deficits, as well as the stated and derived importance, suggest the following order for the analysis of priorities:

1) Time required to receive a grant or a registration of your rights (a 23 point deficit – even more important when considering derived importance). This was a priority for non-Copyright applications but was less of a priority for SME’s and high-technologies.

2) Consistency of information and assistance received (15-point deficit  -- equal to stated importance). This was a priority for non-Copyright applications but was less of a priority for high-tech and bio-technologies.

3) Time required to establish contact with a person (7-point deficit). This was a priority for non-Copyright applications among Intermediaries and bio-technologies.

4) Time to answer your questions (3-point deficit – equal to stated importance).  This was a priority for non-Copyright applications among Intermediaries and bio-technologies.

5) Knowledge and competence related to IP (25-point deficit – but less important than stated). This was a priority for large entities, mainly for Patents and Industrial Design applications.

6) Information provided on everything you have to do to apply for IP protection (6-point deficit – the same as stated importance). This was a priority among Unrepresented Applicants, mainly for Copyright applications.

7) Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses (7-point deficit – greater than stated importance). This was not a priority for bio-technologies, and not linked to a specific product line.

8) Internal processes at CIPO that support your competitiveness (4-point surplus overall, but a 17-point deficit among Intermediaries and more important than stated). This was a priority for Intermediaries and bio-technologies, but was not linked to a specific product line.

2. Secondary Service Improvement Opportunities
This quadrant is defined by above-average satisfaction and importance. These service elements are strengths that do not require improvement. Depending on the surpluses / deficits for these elements and on their potential leverage effect on general satisfaction, they could be considered either as strengths to be maintained or as possible areas for further improvement in achieving service excellence.

Looking at the seven service elements within this quadrant, three showed a satisfaction deficit and none had a leverage effect greater than what respondents indicated.

· In the end you got what you needed from CIPO.

· Fair and equitable treatment.

· Spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand.

These three elements are potential candidates for inclusion in an improvement plan and could be linked to the priorities previously identified regarding Response Time and Information Value.

· For example, the way CIPO keeps clients informed -- about delays in granting or registering rights, when rights are or will be granted or registered, post granting or registration follow-up, offering options or corrective actions for cases beyond norms, etc. -- could address these quadrant 2 elements along with some in quadrant 1.

3. Low Priority for Improvement
This quadrant is defined by below-average satisfaction and importance. Improvement of these elements is not a priority at this time. One element is within this quadrant – services that make you feel self-sufficient. 

Derived importance of this element was much higher than what respondents indicated, which made it hard to classify. Overall, this element does not require corrective action.  It is not sector or product-specific and could be “overkill” for Intermediaries.
4. Possible Overkill
Four elements fall within this quadrant, with below-average importance and above-average satisfaction. None has a derived importance higher than what respondents indicated. These elements are opportunities to reallocate resources. Elements in this quadrant could be somewhat reconfigured, if required, to generate more margin of manoeuvre or to transfer resources to other service elements identified as priorities.

· Cost of service provided clearly belongs in this quadrant, and has even lower importance than what respondents directly stated, especially Intermediaries. 

· Cost of service provided was clearly “overkill” for Intermediaries and not a priority for Unrepresented Applicants. Even for the price-sensitive Copyright applications (rated by Unrepresented Applicants only), cost of service provided did not require attention.

· This is a signal that prices could be increased to allow for more services or better service.

Table 12a
SUMMARY OF IMPORTANCE AND


AND SATISFACTION GAP AVERAGES

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(654)

%
	Represented

(---)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Access to CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.1
	82.9
	
	82.7
	68.8

	· Importance
	81.6
	83.5
	
	83.5
	73.4

	· Gap
	-1.5
	-0.6
	
	-0.6
	-4.6

	Delivery of CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.9
	83.0
	
	83.0
	72.1

	· Importance
	88.4
	89.9
	
	89.9
	82.1

	· Gap
	-7.5
	-6.9
	
	-6.9
	-10.0

	Value of CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.0
	82.5
	
	82.5
	69.8

	· Importance
	80.5
	82.0
	
	82.0
	74.5

	· Gap
	-0.5
	0.5
	
	0.5
	-4.8

	

	General average

	· Satisfaction
	80.3
	82.8
	
	82.8
	70.2

	· Importance
	83.5
	85.1
	
	85.1
	76.7

	· Gap
	-3.2
	-2.3
	
	-2.3
	-6.5


N.B.
The gap is the difference between satisfaction and importance of top two box rating averages. “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
Table 12b
SUMMARY OF IMPORTANCE


AND SATISFACTION GAP AVERAGES

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	PATENTS

(341)

%
	T.-MARKS

(353)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(286)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(67)

%

	Access to CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.1
	72.6
	72.4
	91.8
	70.8

	· Importance
	81.6
	80.9
	76.5
	87.9
	72.4

	· Gap
	-1.5
	-8.3
	-4.1
	3.9
	-1.6

	Delivery of CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.9
	75.6
	75.7
	88.3
	74.3

	· Importance
	88.4
	87.3
	85.3
	93.0
	81.0

	· Gap
	-7.5
	-11.7
	-9.6
	-4.7
	-6.7

	Value of CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.0
	73.5
	77.5
	85.5
	72.8

	· Importance
	80.5
	79.0
	76.3
	86.0
	76.0

	· Gap
	-0.5
	-5.5
	1.3
	-0.5
	-3.2

	

	General average

	· Satisfaction
	80.3
	73.9
	75.2
	88.5
	72.6

	· Importance
	83.5
	82.4
	79.4
	89.0
	76.5

	· Gap
	-3.2
	-9.5
	-4.2
	-0.5
	-3.9


N.B.
The gap is the difference between satisfaction and importance of top two box rating averages. “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
Table 12c
SUMMARY OF IMPORTANCE


AND SATISFACTION GAP AVERAGES

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)

%
	SEGMENTS

	
	
	High-tech

(87)
	Biotech

(16)
	Small agents

(83)
	Large agents

(300)
	SME’s

(607)
	Large corpo.

(18)

	Access to CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.1
	78.0
	69.1
	67.1
	69.5
	82.9
	75.6

	· Importance
	81.6
	80.0
	83.4
	76.4
	72.6
	83.6
	80.8

	· Gap
	-1.5
	-2.0
	-14.3
	-9.3
	-3.1
	-0.7
	-5.2

	Delivery of CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.9
	81.7
	82.3
	72.4
	72.1
	83.6
	71.3

	· Importance
	88.4
	89.0
	87.4
	86.0
	81.4
	89.7
	91.4

	· Gap
	-7.5
	-7.3
	-5.1
	-13.6
	-9.3
	-6.1
	-20.1

	Value of CIPO’s services

	· Satisfaction
	80.0
	77.3
	76.3
	71.0
	69.8
	82.5
	86.5

	· Importance
	80.5
	76.8
	90.0
	79.8
	73.8
	82.0
	73.3

	· Gap
	-0.5
	0.5
	-13.7
	-8.8
	-4.0
	0.5
	13.2

	

	General average

	· Satisfaction
	80.3
	79.0
	75.9
	70.2
	70.5
	83.0
	77.8

	· Importance
	83.5
	81.9
	86.9
	80.7
	75.9
	85.1
	81.8

	· Gap
	-3.2
	-2.9
	-11.0
	-10.5
	-5.4
	-2.1
	-4.0


N.B.
The gap is the difference between satisfaction and importance of top two box rating averages. “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations.

(+) indicates a surplus, (-) a deficit.

Gap analysis was not possible with Represented Applicants (excluded from the table) because they did not rate satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
Table 13a
IP SERVICE ACCESS


Comparative Importance Ratings By Client Type

	ACCESS TO IP

SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q2.1 / Q3.6

	1. The time required to answer your questions 
	82
	82
	80
	84
	80

	2. The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns
	85
	85
	87
	84
	80

	3. The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights
	79
	79
	77
	80
	80

	4. The methods of contact available (i.e. in-person, telephone, fax, posted mail, e-mail and Internet)
	78
	79
	73
	85
	70

	5. Forms and procedures were easy to understand
	83
	84
	81
	87
	73

	6. Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient
	87
	87
	83
	91
	84

	10. Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else
	70
	71
	61
	80
	59

	11. Hours of service of CIPO were adequate
	69
	69
	61
	77
	61

	

	Overall average

	· % top two boxes
	79.1
	79.5
	75.4
	83.5
	73.4


N.B.
Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat important, and 5 – very important, combined).  “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations. Represented Applicants and Intermediaries rated the importance of CIPO’s services only.  Represented Applicants rated the importance of their Intermediary’s services only.
Table 13b
IP SERVICE ACCESS


Comparative Importance Ratings By Application Type

	ACCESS TO IP

SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	PATENTS

(567)

%
	T.-MARKS

(514)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(92)

%

	Q2.1 / Q3.6

	1. The time required to answer your questions 
	82
	81
	81
	86
	68

	2. The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns
	85
	83
	84
	89
	76

	3. The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights
	79
	75
	78
	85
	68

	4. The methods of contact available (i.e. in-person, telephone, fax, posted mail, e-mail and Internet)
	78
	76
	74
	88
	63

	5. Forms and procedures were easy to understand
	83
	80
	80
	91
	73

	6. Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient
	87
	81
	86
	95
	77

	10. Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else
	70
	62
	67
	84
	54

	11. Hours of service of CIPO were adequate
	69
	65
	66
	79
	54

	

	Overall average

	· % top two boxes
	79.1
	75.4
	77.0
	87.1
	66.6


N.B.
Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat important, and 5 – very important, combined).  “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations. Represented Applicants and Intermediaries rated the importance of CIPO’s services only.  Represented Applicants rated the importance of their Intermediary’s services only.
Table 14a
IP SERVICE DELIVERY


Comparative Importance Ratings By Client Type

	DELIVERY OF IP

SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q2.2 / Q3.9

	1. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection
	87
	88
	86
	91
	72

	2. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand
	91
	91
	91
	91
	88

	3. Consistency of  information and assistance received 
	91
	92
	91
	92
	88

	4. Courtesy
	84
	84
	77
	90
	81

	5. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property
	95
	95
	96
	94
	94

	6. Fair and equitable treatment
	92
	92
	90
	94
	92

	7. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses
	71
	72
	68
	77
	60

	

	Overall average

	· % top two boxes
	87.3
	87.7
	85.6
	89.9
	82.1


N.B.
Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat important, and 5 – very important, combined).  “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations. Represented Applicants and Intermediaries rated the importance of CIPO’s services only.  Represented Applicants rated the importance of their Intermediary’s services only
Table 14b
IP SERVICE DELIVERY


Comparative Importance Ratings By Application Type

	DELIVERY OF IP

SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	PATENTS

(567)

%
	T.-MARKS

(514)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(92)

%

	Q2.2 / Q3.9

	1. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection
	87
	89
	81
	95
	86

	2. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand
	91
	91
	89
	94
	80

	3. Consistency of  information and assistance received 
	91
	92
	90
	94
	83

	4. Courtesy
	84
	75
	83
	93
	84

	5. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property
	95
	95
	95
	96
	96

	6. Fair and equitable treatment
	92
	90
	92
	96
	82

	7. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses
	71
	66
	69
	82
	63

	

	Overall average

	· % top two boxes
	87.3
	85.4
	85.6
	92.9
	82.0


N.B.
Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat important, and 5 – very important, combined).  “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations. Represented Applicants and Intermediaries rated the importance of CIPO’s services only.  Represented Applicants rated the importance of their Intermediary’s services only.
Table 15a
IP SERVICE VALUE


Comparative Importance Ratings By Client Type

	VALUE OF IP

SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q2.1 / Q3.6

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness
	69
	70
	70
	70
	62

	8.
In the end you got what you needed from CIPO
	94
	95
	95
	95
	90

	9.
In the end you got value for your money
	85
	85
	87
	84
	80

	Q2.2 / Q3.9

	8.
Cost of service provided
	77
	79
	78
	79
	66

	

	Overall average

	· % top two boxes
	81.3
	82.3
	82.5
	82.0
	74.5


N.B.
Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat important, and 5 – very important, combined).  “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations. Represented Applicants and Intermediaries rated the importance of CIPO’s services only.  Represented Applicants rated the importance of their Intermediary’s services only.
Table 15b
IP SERVICE VALUE


Comparative Importance Ratings By Application Type-

	VALUE OF IP

SERVICES
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	PATENTS

(567)

%
	T.-MARKS

(514)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(92)

%

	Q2.1 / Q3.6

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness
	69
	68
	68
	74
	63

	8.
In the end you got what you needed from CIPO
	94
	93
	95
	95
	91

	9.
In the end you got value for your money
	85
	86
	83
	88
	78

	Q2.2 / Q3.9

	8.
Cost of service provided
	77
	73
	76
	84
	77

	

	Overall average

	· % top two boxes
	81.3
	80.0
	80.5
	85.3
	77.3


N.B.
Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat important, and 5 – very important, combined).  “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations. Represented Applicants and Intermediaries rated the importance of CIPO’s services only.  Represented Applicants rated the importance of their Intermediary’s services only.
Table 16
CIPO’S SERVICE ACCESS 


Stated and Derived Importance

	Total Unrepresented Applicants

and Intermediaries

(N = 1,047)
	RATINGS
	RANKINGS

	
	Stated*
	Derived**
	Stated
	Derived

	Q3.5 / Q3.6
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1.
The time required to answer your questions 
	83
	.51
	3
	3

	2.
The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns
	83
	.52
	3
	3

	3.
The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights
	80
	.59
	5
	1

	4.
The methods of contact available (i.e. in-person, telephone, fax, posted mail, e-mail and Internet)
	82
	.49
	4
	4

	5.
Forms and procedures were easy to understand
	84
	.33
	2
	7

	6.
Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient
	90
	.42
	1
	5

	10. 
Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else
	77
	.53
	6
	2

	11. 
Hours of service of CIPO were adequate
	74
	.39
	7
	6


*
% for top two box ratings on a 5-point scale.

**
Correlation coefficient (Pearson) with overall satisfaction level for CIPO’s services (Q3.10). The correlation coefficient varies from – 1 to + 1. The closer the coefficient to 1, the greater the link (i.e., importance). A coefficient close to 0 shows a non-existent relationship (i.e., no importance at all). All coefficients were significant (P < .01). 

Table 17
CIPO’S SERVICE DELIVERY


Stated and Derived Importance-

	Total Unrepresented Applicants

and Intermediaries

(N = 1,047)
	RATINGS
	RANKINGS

	
	Stated*
	Derived**
	Stated
	Derived

	Q3.8 / Q3.9
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	1. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection
	87
	.49
	5
	4

	2. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand
	90
	.47
	3
	5

	3. Consistency of  information and assistance received 
	91
	.55
	2
	2

	4. Courtesy
	89
	.37
	4
	6

	5. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property
	94
	.53
	1
	3

	6. Fair and equitable treatment
	94
	.49
	1
	4

	7. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses
	74
	.61
	6
	1


Table 18
CIPO’S SERVICE VALUE


Stated and Derived Importance

	Total Unrepresented Applicants

and Intermediaries

(N = 1,047)
	RATINGS
	RANKINGS

	
	Stated*
	Derived**
	Stated
	Derived

	Q3.5 / Q3.6
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness
	68
	.59
	4
	2

	8. In the end you got what you needed from CIPO
	94
	.61
	1
	1

	9. In the end you got value for your money
	83
	.51
	2
	3

	Q3.8 / Q3.9

	8.
Cost of service provided
	77
	.25
	3
	4


*
% for top two box ratings on a 5-point scale.

**
Correlation coefficient (Pearson) with overall satisfaction level for CIPO’s services (Q3.10). The correlation coefficient varies from – 1 to + 1. The closer the coefficient to 1, the greater the link (i.e., importance). A coefficient close to 0 shows a non-existent relationship (i.e., no importance at all). All coefficients were significant (P < .01). 

Table 19
QUADRANT CONTENT OF THE SATISFACTION-IMPORTANCE MATRIX

	1
	PRIMARY SERVICE IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

	         Higher importance and lower satisfaction than average – Immediate attention


	
	Derived vs. stated importance
	Satisfaction gaps (+/- points)
	Specificity

	
	
	Clients
	Products
	Clients
	Products
	Sectors

	· Time required to receive a grant or a registration of your rights
	++
	Total
- 23

UA
- 14

Intermediaries
- 62
	Patents
- 36

Trade-marks
- 45

Copyrights
+ 4

Industrial Designs
- 32
	All
	· Non-Copyrights

· Overkill for Copyrights
	Not a priority for SME’s and high-tech.

	· Consistency of information and assistance received
	=
	Total
- 15

UA
- 12

Intermediaries
- 27
	Patents
- 20

Trade-marks
- 22

Copyrights
- 7

Industrial Designs
- 15
	All
	· Non-Copyrights

· Not a priority for Copyrights
	Not a priority for high-tech and bio-tech.

	· The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns 
	=
	Total
- 7

UA
- 4

Intermediaries
- 18
	Patents
- 17

Trade-marks
- 10

Copyrights
+ 1

Industrial Designs
- 9
	· Intermediaries

· Not a priority for UA
	· Non-Copyrights

· Not a priority for Copyrights
	Priority for bio-tech.

	· The time required to answer your questions
	=
	Total
- 3

UA
  0    

Intermediaries
- 17
	Patents
- 12

Trade-marks
- 8

Copyrights
+ 6

Industrial Designs
- 15
	· Intermediaries

· Not a priority for UA
	· Non-Copyrights

· Overkill for Copyrights
	Priority for bio-tech.

	· Knowledge and competence related to IP
	-
	Total
- 13

UA
- 10

Intermediaries
- 25
	Patents
- 22

Trade-marks
- 13

Copyrights
- 9

Industrial Designs
- 32
	· Priority for large agents only
	Priority for Patents and Industrial Designs
	Priority for bio-tech and large corpo.

	· Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection
	=
	Total
- 6

UA
- 9

Intermediaries
+ 5
	Patents
- 6

Trade-marks
- 6

Copyrights
- 8

Industrial Designs
- 3
	· Unrepresented Applicants

· Overkill for Intermediaries 
	· All

· Mostly for Copyrights
	Not a priority for large corpo. and bio-tech.

	· Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses*
	++
	Total
- 7

UA
- 5

Intermediaries
- 15
	Patents
- 20

Trade-marks
- 8

Copyrights
- 1

Industrial Designs
- 15
	All
	Not linked to products
	Not a priority for bio-tech.

	· Internal processes that support your competitiveness
	+
	Total
+ 4

UA
+ 8

Intermediaries
- 17
	Patents
- 8

Trade-marks
-+ 2

Copyrights
+ 11

Industrial Designs
- 2
	· Intermediaries

· Not a priority for UA
	· Client-driven 

· not linked to products
	Priority for bio-tech.


N.B.
Inferred vs. perceived importance (+) higher inferred, (=) same, (-) lower inferred.


Classification of attributes into quadrants based on perceived and inferred importance.


UA = Unrepresented Applicants.

*
Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses was classified in quadrant 1 because its derived importance was much higher than its stated importance.

	2
	SECONDARY SERVICE IMPROVEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

	       Importance and satisfaction higher than average – Strength, no improvement required


	
	Derived vs. stated importance
	Satisfaction gaps (+/- points)
	Specificity

	
	
	Clients
	Products
	Clients
	Products
	Sectors

	· In the end you got what you needed from CIPO
	=
	Total
- 5

UA
- 3

Intermediaries
- 13
	Patents
- 12

Trade-marks
- 8

Copyrights
0

Industrial Designs
0
	All
	All
	Priority for bio-tech.

	· Fair and equitable treatment
	-
	Total
- 7

UA
- 5

Intermediaries
- 12
	Patents
- 11

Trade-marks
- 10

Copyrights
- 3

Industrial Designs
0
	All
	All
	All

	· Spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand
	-
	Total
- 7

UA
- 7

Intermediaries
- 10
	Patents
- 13

Trade-marks
- 11

Copyrights
- 4

Industrial Designs
+ 8
	All
	· Non-Industrial designs

· Overkill for Industrial Designs
	· Overkill for bio-techn.

· Priority for large corpo.

	· In the end you got value for your money
	=
	Total
+ 1

UA
  + 2    

Intermediaries
- 4
	Patents
- 8

Trade-marks
+ 4

Copyrights
+ 1

Industrial Designs
- 5
	· Intermediaries

· Overkill for UA
	· Non-Trade-marks

· Overkill for Trade-marks
	Overkill for SME’s and high-tech

	· Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient
	-
	Total
0

UA
- 1

Intermediaries
+ 8
	Patents
- 5

Trade-marks
+ 2

Copyrights
+ 1

Industrial Designs
- 3
	All
	All
	All

	· Courtesy
	-
	Total
+ 2

UA
0

Intermediaries
+ 14
	Patents
+ 10

Trade-marks
+ 3

Copyrights
- 1

Industrial Designs
+ 10
	All
	All
	Overkill for bio-tech.


N.B.
Inferred vs. perceived importance (+) higher inferred, (=) same, (-) lower inferred.


Classification of attributes into quadrants based on perceived and inferred importance.


UA = Unrepresented Applicants.

	3
	LOW PRIORITY FOR IMPROVEMENT

	      Lower importance and lower satisfaction than average – Not a priority at this time


	
	Derived vs. stated importance
	Satisfaction gaps (+/- points)
	Specificity

	
	
	Clients
	Products
	Clients
	Products
	Sectors

	· Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else
	++
	Total
+ 6

UA
+ 5

Intermediaries
+ 11
	Patents
0

Trade-marks
+ 7

Copyrights
+ 6

Industrial Designs
+ 15
	· UA

· Overkill for Intermediaries
	· Patents

· Overkill for non-Patents
	All


	4
	POSSIBLE OVERKILL

	             Lower importance and higher satisfaction than average – Opportunity to reallocate resources


	
	Derived vs. stated importance
	Satisfaction gaps (+/- points)
	Specificity

	
	
	Clients
	Products
	Clients
	Products
	Sectors

	· The methods of contact available
	=
	Total
+ 3

UA
+ 2

Intermediaries
+ 9
	Patents
+ 4

Trade-marks
+ 5

Copyrights
+ 2

Industrial Designs
+ 11
	All
	· Non-Copyrights

· Not a priority for Copyrights
	All

	· Forms and procedures were easy to understand
	--
	Total
- 1

UA
- 5

Intermediaries
+ 15
	Patents
- 5

Trade-marks
0

Copyrights
- 2

Industrial Designs
- 2
	· Mostly Intermediaries
	· Overkill for Trade-marks

· Not a priority for non-Trade-marks
	All

	· Cost of service provided
	-
	Total
- 2

UA
- 5  

Intermediaries
+ 15
	Patents
+ 6

Trade-marks
+ 7

Copyrights
- 14

Industrial Designs
+ 1
	· Intermediaries

· Not overkill but not a priority for UA
	· Non-Copyrights

· Not a priority for Copyrights
	Not a priority for SME’s

	· Hours of service at CIPO were adequate
	=
	Total
+ 13

UA
+ 12

Intermediaries
+ 17
	Patents
+ 5

Trade-marks
+ 16

Copyrights
+ 13

Industrial Designs
+ 22
	All
	All
	All


N.B.
Inferred vs. perceived importance (+) higher inferred, (=) same, (-) lower inferred.


Classification of attributes into quadrants based on perceived and inferred importance.


UA = Unrepresented Applicants.

5.2 TURNAROUND TIMES:  EXPERIENCED AND EXPECTED 

· Roughly half of all Applicants (47%) received grants or registrations in Canada in the past two years. Their distribution in the Applicant sample was as follows:

· Unrepresented Applicants:
43%

· Represented Applicants:
52%

· Patents:


39%

· Copyrights:


40%

· Industrial Designs:

49%

· Trade-marks:


56 %

· Applicants were asked if they knew turnaround times in Canada. Turnaround times were relatively well-known for Industrial Designs (81%), Patents (74%) and Trade-marks (67%), but less so for Copyrights (46%).

· Applicants and Intermediaries were also asked the following series of questions related to turnaround times.

1. How long did it take after filing for them to receive a decision?

2. What was an acceptable amount of time?

3. Did they know the turnaround times?

4. Were they willing to pay for faster turnarounds?

In the following analysis, all time measurements have been expressed in months. Figures for Unrepresented Applicants and Represented Applicants were pooled (Applicants) in order to be based on a sufficient sample size (see Table 20 for detailed findings).
TRADE-MARKS
· The average turnaround time clients experienced with Trade-mark applications was 10.2 months, a finding consistent across client groups, where turnaround time ranged from 11.5 (Intermediaries) to 9.8 (Applicants).

· The expected average turnaround time was 6.8 months, which resulted in a turnaround gap of 3.4 months.

· The turnaround gap was consistent across client groups, ranging from 2.6 months (Intermediaries) to 3.8 (Applicants).

· These findings indicate that to fulfill clients’ expectations, turnaround times for Trade-marks should be reduced by a third (33%).  In addition, more than half of all clients (55% -- including 69% Intermediaries and 51% Applicants) who “trade-marked” in the past two years were willing to pay for faster turnarounds.  

· This could indicate that an optional faster service on a payment basis might be positively received.

PATENTS
· Turnaround times for Patents were significantly the longest, with a reported average of 15.6 months.

· The average experienced turnaround time was not consistent across client groups. It was significantly longer for Intermediaries (23.4 months) than for Applicants (13.2).

· The average expected turnaround time was 13.9 months, which resulted in a turnaround gap of 1.7 months.

· 1.3 months for Applicants

· 2.4 months for Intermediaries

· These findings indicate that to fulfill clients’ expectations, turnaround times for Patents should be reduced by 10 percent, which was the lowest expected time reduction, compared to the other product lines.

· This average expected time reduction was consistent across client groups.

· More than half of all clients (58% -- including 80% Intermediaries and 52% Applicants) were willing to pay for faster turnarounds. 

· As was the case with Trade-marks, this is a signal that a “fast-track” option on a payment basis is also viable for Patents.

COPYRIGHTS
Intermediaries were not asked questions about copyright turnaround times.

· The average experienced turnaround time by Applicants for Copyrights was 1.3 months, the fastest of all product lines.

· Applicants thought that the acceptable amount of time to “copyright” was 0.9 months on average, which resulted in a turnaround gap of 0.4 months (roughly two weeks).

· These findings indicate that to fulfill Applicants’ expectations, turnaround times for Copyrights should be reduced by roughly one third (30%).

· Only 29 percent of Applicants were willing to pay for faster copyright turnarounds, the lowest percentage for the four product lines. This lower willingness to pay is likely due to experienced turnarounds that are already quite short. 

· It could also indicate that future efforts to reduce turnaround times should be concentrated on other product lines.

INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS
· The average experienced turnaround time was 12.5 months.

· Clients expected turnaround times for Industrial Designs to be an average of 7.7 months, which indicated a turnaround gap of 4.8 months.

· These findings indicate that to fulfill clients’ expectations, turnaround times for Industrial Designs should be reduced by roughly one third (38%), similar to the reduction for both Trade-marks and Patents.

· More than half of all clients (58%-- including 59% Intermediaries and 58% Applicants) were willing to pay for faster turnarounds.  

· This further reinforces the idea that a “fast-track” option on a payment basis is viable.

Table 20 
TURNAROUND TIMES:  EXPERIENCED AND EXPECTED

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

	
	
	Total
	Represented
	Unrepresented
	

	Trade-marks (average in months)
	(363)
	(178)
	(96)
	(82)
	(185)

	· Experienced 1 
	10.2
	9.8
	9.4
	10.5
	11.5

	· Expected
	6.8
	6.0
	5.3
	7.3
	8.9

	· Time gap
	3.4
	3.8
	4.1
	3.2
	2.6

	· Would pay for faster turnarounds
	55
	51
	49
	53
	69

	· Aware of turnaround times*
	67
	67
	68
	64
	

	Patents (average in months)
	(313)
	(148)
	(94)
	(54)
	(165)

	· Experienced 2 
	15.6
	13.2
	12.0
	16.9
	23.4

	· Expected
	13.9
	11.9
	11.4
	14.0
	21.0

	· Time gap
	1.7
	1.3
	0.6
	2.9
	2.4

	· Would pay for faster turnarounds
	58
	52
	51
	58
	80

	· Aware of turnaround times*
	74
	74
	73
	78
	

	Copyrights (average in months)
	(143)
	(143)
	(28)
	(115)
	

	· Experienced 3 
	1.3
	1.3
	1.5
	1.2
	

	· Expected
	0.9
	0.9
	1.3
	0.9
	

	· Time gap
	0.4
	0.4
	0.2
	0.3
	

	· Would pay for faster turnarounds
	29
	29
	38
	27
	

	· Aware of turnaround times*
	46
	46
	26
	49
	

	Industrial Designs (average in months)
	(62)
	(19)
	(12)
	(7)
	(43)

	· Experienced 4 
	12.5
	12.3
	11.2
	14.2
	12.8

	· Expected 5 
	7.7
	6.3
	5.5
	8.2
	9.9

	· Time gap 6 
	4.8
	6.0
	5.7
	6.0
	2.9

	· Would pay for faster turnarounds 7
	58
	58
	48
	82
	59

	· Aware of turnaround times*
	81
	81
	84
	75
	


N.B.
All figures have been based on respondents who received grants or registrations in the past 2 years.  “Can’t say” has been excluded from the computations.

*
Intermediaries have been excluded.

1
Q4.3
The last time you filed a Trade-mark application in Canada, how long did it take from the time of filing until the examiner’s first report?

2
Q4.3
The last time you filed a Patent application in Canada, how long did it take from the request for an examination until the examiner’s first action?

3
Q4.3
The last time you filed a Copyrights application in Canada, how long did it take from filing until the certificate of registration was mailed?
4
Q4.3
The last time you filed an Industrial Design application in Canada, how long did it take from filing until registration?

5
Q.4.4
What is an acceptable amount of time to (READ FROM DATABASE) in Canada?
6
Time gap = difference between experienced and expected response time.

7
Q4.5
Would you be willing to pay higher fees for faster turnarounds?

GENERAL SATISFACTION LEVELS

This section reviews the results of the questions asking clients to rate their overall levels of satisfaction with CIPO, on a few broad aspects (see Table 21).

1. Service access

2. Services offered in general

3. Complaints

4. CIPO’s reputation

5. Comparative impression of CIPO vs. IP agencies abroad

OVERALL SERVICE ACCESS
· Represented Applicants were not asked this question.

· The answers given to the general question “Q3.7: Overall, how satisfied were you with the accessibility of the service?  Would you say very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied?” confirmed the average detailed satisfaction ratings achieved by the series of CIPO’s service access elements.
· Overall, 83 percent of clients said they were satisfied with the accessibility of services vs. 80.1 percent for the average detailed satisfaction rating.
· While Intermediaries followed their usual pattern and gave a much lower overall rating (67%) than Unrepresented Applicants (87%), this overall figure was quite close to the average score of their detailed satisfaction ratings (68.8%).
SERVICES IN GENERAL
· Represented Applicants were not asked this question.

· This question measures the most general level of satisfaction with CIPO’s services and was used to derive the importance of each service element rated in the survey.
Q3.10
Now we have covered several aspects of the service offered by CIPO.  All things considered, how would you rate your overall level of satisfaction with the services related to (READ FROM DATABASE) provided by CIPO? Would you say very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied?
· 82 percent of the clients said they were satisfied as follows:

· 85% of Unrepresented Applicants

· 68% of Intermediaries.

· Following a usual pattern, satisfaction was much higher for Copyrights (95%) than for the three other product lines (72% - 74%).

· This general level of satisfaction (82%) is statistically identical to the average of all combined detailed satisfaction ratings (80.3%) for both client groups.  

· This indicates that respondents were very consistent in their ratings, a consistency that adds validity to the improvement priorities identified through quadrant analysis.

· Answers to the following question provide another indication of respondent consistency in rating satisfaction:

Q3.11
Considering all of your expectations when filing (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, to what extent has CIPO fulfilled or not your expectations?  Would you say CIPO has…?  (READ)
Overall, answers obtained on this four-point scale confirmed the large proportion of clients who were satisfied on the five-point overall satisfaction scale (Q3.10). 

· Expectations were met for 87% of all clients, while 82% said they were satisfied.

· 13 percent said that CIPO had fallen short of their expectations, as follows:

· 10% of Unrepresented Applicants

· 27% of Intermediaries

· only 4% were dissatisfied with Copyrights 

· 16%-21% were dissatisfied with the other product lines.

COMPLAINTS
· In the past two years, about one client out of five was tempted to complain (or had complained) about CIPO -- mainly Intermediaries and mainly for applications other than Copyrights, as set out below:

· 14% of Unrepresented Applicants

· 40% of Intermediaries

· only 8% for Copyrights

· 21%-28% for other product lines.

· Turnaround time was cited as the main temptation to complain (65%).

· In 72 percent of the cases, the problem was not resolved to the client’s satisfaction.

· These findings reinforce one of the key improvement priorities identified -- Response Time -- especially among Intermediaries.

GENERAL REPUTATION
· All clients (including Represented Applicants) answered questions related to CIPO’s reputation as an IP organization, which are analyzed in more detail in a subsequent section.  

· Here we present the answers to the question about the general impression of CIPO as an organization, in order to compare them with the answers on general satisfaction with services received.

Q5.3
Overall, what is your general impression of CIPO as an organization?  Would you say very unfavourable, somewhat unfavourable, mixed, somewhat favourable or very favourable?

· 83 percent of Unrepresented Applicants had a favourable general impression of CIPO, which is not only very close to their general satisfaction level with CIPO (85%), but also to their average detailed satisfaction rating (82.8%).

· 72 percent of Intermediaries shared a favourable impression of CIPO, compared to 68 percent who were satisfied overall and their average detailed satisfaction rating (70.2%).

· These findings are consistent with the answers provided by respondents.

· The general impression of CIPO was lowest among Represented Applicants (67%) who were less familiar with CIPO.

· Enhancing CIPO’s corporate image among Represented Applicants with the collaboration of Intermediaries seemed possible: 80 percent of all Intermediaries were willing to spend time and effort with CIPO to help improve CIPO’s overall level of service, and subsequently the level of service that Intermediaries could offer their clients. 

COMPARATIVE EVALUATION
· 46 percent of all clients had ever filed an application outside Canada, as follows:

· 77% of Intermediaries

· 62% of Represented Applicants.

· 23% of Unrepresented Applicants

· Those who had filed an application outside Canada were asked the following question:

Q5.8
Overall, how does CIPO compare in terms of the service provided with similar agencies outside Canada that you have dealt with?  Would you say…?  (READ)
· While about 1 in 5 felt CIPO’s services were worse (18%), the same proportion felt hey were better (17%).

· The comparison clearly worked to CIPO’s advantage in two instances – among the Unrepresented Applicant client group and the Copyright product line.  This could indicate that CIPO has a comparative strength in Copyrights.

· The comparison tended to be unfavourable to CIPO for Patents, Intermediaries and Represented Applicants.

Table 21a
GENERAL SATISFACTION LEVELS

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)*

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(654)

%
	Represented

(---)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q3.7
Overall, how satisfied were you with the accessibility of the service?

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	87
	
	87
	67

	· % can’t say
	0
	0
	
	0
	0

	Q3.10
Now we have covered several aspects of the service offered by CIPO.  All things considered, how would you rate your overall level of satisfaction with the services related to (READ FROM DATABASE) provided by CIPO?

	· % top two box ratings
	82
	85
	
	85
	68

	· % can’t say
	0
	0
	
	0
	0

	Q3.11
Considering all of your expectations when filing (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, to what extent has CIPO fulfilled or not your expectations?  Would you say CIPO has…?

	· Fallen short of my expectations
	13
	10
	
	10
	27

	· Met my expectations
	71
	72
	
	72
	68

	· Exceeded my expectations
	15
	17
	
	17
	4

	· Can’t say

	1
	1
	
	1
	0

	Q3.12
In the past two years, have you ever complained or been tempted to complain about CIPO?

	· Yes
	19
	14
	
	14
	40

	Q5.3
Overall, what is your general impression of CIPO as an organization?  Would you say very unfavourable, somewhat unfavourable, mixed, somewhat favourable or very favourable?

	
	(1512)**
	(1119)
	(465)
	(654)
	(393) 

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	76
	67
	83
	72

	· % can’t say
	7
	8
	15
	1
	1

	Q5.8
Overall, how does CIPO compare in terms of the service provided with similar agencies outside Canada that you have dealt with?  Would you say…?

	
	(801)***
	(471)
	(295)
	(176)
	(330)

	· Better
	17
	15
	8
	33
	24

	· Worse
	18
	16
	14
	20
	28

	· Net difference
	-1
	-1
	-6
	13
	-4

	Q3.19
Would you be willing to collaborate with CIPO to improve the overall level of service you provide to your clients, even if it would require from you time and efforts?

	
	(393)****
	
	
	
	(393)

	· Probably
	80
	
	
	
	80


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants did not rate CIPO’s services at Q3.7, Q3.10, Q3.11 and Q3.12. 

*
Total excluding Represented Applicants.

**
Total sample (including Represented Applicants).

***
Those who filed an application for IP outside Canada.

****
Intermediaries only.

Table 21b
GENERAL SATISFACTION LEVELS

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1047)*

%
	PATENTS

(341)

%
	T.-MARKS

(353)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(286)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(67)

%

	Q3.7
Overall, how satisfied were you with the accessibility of the service?

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	76
	75
	95
	71

	· % can’t say
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Q3.10
Now we have covered several aspects of the service offered by CIPO.  All things considered, how would you rate your overall level of satisfaction with the services related to (READ FROM DATABASE) provided by CIPO?

	· % top two box ratings
	82
	74
	72
	95
	72

	· % can’t say
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1

	Q3.11
Considering all of your expectations when filing (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, to what extent has CIPO fulfilled or not your expectations?  Would you say CIPO has…?

	· Fallen short of my expectations
	13
	18
	21
	4
	16

	· Met my expectations
	71
	72
	70
	72
	79

	· Exceeded my expectations
	15
	8
	8
	24
	5

	· Can’t say

	1
	2
	1
	0
	0

	Q3.12
In the past two years, have you ever complained or been tempted to complain about CIPO?

	· Yes
	19
	21
	28
	8
	27

	Q5.3
Overall, what is your general impression of CIPO as an organization?  Would you say very unfavourable, somewhat unfavourable, mixed, somewhat favourable or very favourable?

	
	(1512)**
	(567)
	(514)
	(339)
	(92) 

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	69
	71
	89
	63

	· % can’t say
	7
	11
	8
	2
	13

	Q5.8
Overall, how does CIPO compare in terms of the service provided with similar agencies outside Canada that you have dealt with?  Would you say…?

	
	(801)***
	(424)
	(262)
	(49)
	(66) 

	· Better
	17
	12
	19
	32
	12

	· Worse
	18
	20
	17
	7
	19

	· Net difference
	-1
	-8
	2
	25
	-7

	Q3.19
Would you be willing to collaborate with CIPO to improve the overall level of service you provide to your clients, even if it would require from you time and efforts?

	
	(393)****
	(165)
	(185)
	
	(43) 

	· Probably
	80
	80
	81
	
	68


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants did not rate CIPO’s services at Q3.7, Q3.10, Q3.11 and Q3.12.

*
Total excluding Represented Applicants.

**
Total sample (including Represented Applicants).

***
Those who filed an application for IP outside Canada.

****
Intermediaries only.

GENERAL IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO

This section is aimed at providing an overview on clients’ perceptions about CIPO, as an organization. All clients were asked these questions.

Respondents were asked for their views on a series of 22 aspects, using a five-point agreement scale. After rating the 22 aspects in terms of agreement and disagreement, respondents were asked to again use a five-point scale to rate the level of importance they attached to each aspect, as a client of IP services (see Table 22).

Impressions and importance ratings were then correlated, using quadrant analysis, to identify which areas of CIPO’s reputation (or corporate image) emerged as priorities for improvement (see Table 23). 

OVERVIEW OF IMPRESSIONS

· The 22 aspects of CIPO’s reputation received an average favourable endorsement of 63.4 percent (see Table 25).

· Overall, respondents were less enthusiastic about CIPO as an organization (63.4%) than they were satisfied with CIPO as a service provider (average detailed satisfaction rating of 80.3%).

· Unrepresented Applicants had a somewhat more favourable detailed impression of CIPO (69.5%) than either Intermediaries (54.4%) or Represented Applicants (58.1%).

· Answers to the question about the general impression of CIPO as an organization indicated that:

· 75 percent had a general favourable impression. This was higher than the average detailed impression (63.4%). 

· This difference between general impression and the average detailed impression was consistent across client groups and product lines, and could indicate a fragile corporate image.  

· In addition, the consistently high proportion of respondents who did not know CIPO well enough to rate it as an organization reinforces this observation.

HIGH AND LOW IMPRESSION RATINGS

· Intermediaries had much lower impressions of CIPO than Applicants, and Unrepresented Applicants shared the most positive views.

· Seven of the 22 perceptual attributes obtained significantly high ratings.

· CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients (75%).

· The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate (75%).

· CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use (74%).

· Information provided by CIPO has strategic value (73%).

· CIPO provides value for the money (71%).

· CIPO searches are thorough and complete (70%).

· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed, registered or granted (70%).

These seven most positively rated attributes also seem more related to service than to corporate image, which reinforces the assumption that CIPO is more strongly perceived through a service-provider-prism than through an IP-authority-prism.

· Six attributes received particularly low ratings overall, and were endorsed by less than 40 percent of Intermediaries.

· CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training (47% overall).

· CIPO attracts applicants from abroad (47%).

· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging field (51%).

· Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan (51%).

· CIPO promotes access to IP abroad (51%)

· CIPO is an organization that responds promptly to the needs of its clients (61%).

These six less positively rated attributes seem to be related more to the corporate aspect, which could indicate a weakness in the leadership dimension.

· Before establishing a more specific diagnosis on CIPO’s corporate image (strengths and weaknesses), views on CIPO need to be linked to the importance ratings provided by respondents for each perceptual attribute, as well as to the derived importance these attributes obtained through correlation analysis.

OVERVIEW OF IMPORTANCE RATINGS
· The 22 detailed importance ratings achieved an overall average of 77.2 percent, which was consistent across client groups and product lines.

· Since this overall average importance rating (77.2%) is much higher than the overall average impression rating (63.4%), we note a significant overall image gap (- 13.4 points) – one which is much wider than the overall satisfaction gap with CIPO’s services (- 3.2 points).

HIGH AND LOW IMPORTANCE RATINGS
· Seven attributes consistently stood out across client groups and product lines, and two additional attributes were very important to Intermediaries and less important to Applicants.

· The seven most important attributes for all clients were:

· IP protection CIPO provides is adequate (89%).

· CIPO’s searches are thorough and complete (89%).

· CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive (89%).

· CIPO is an organization that responds promptly to the needs of its clients (88%).

· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed, registered or granted (86%).

· CIPO’S internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients (85%).

· CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair (85%).

· The two attributes considered very important by Intermediaries were:

· Rules applied by CIPO are predictable (88%).

· Access to examiners at CIPO is easy (88%).

· Five attributes were the least important across client groups and product lines.

· CIPO attracts applicants from abroad (48%).

· CIPO offers flexible payment options (61%).

· CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices (65%).

· CIPO promotes access to IP abroad (66%).

· CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training (67%).

REPUTATION GAPS
· On average (see Table 27), there was a significant image deficit of - 13.9 points between impression and importance, which indicates that CIPO’s corporate image lacks balance or harmony.

· While CIPO’s overall reputation gap was wider among Intermediaries (- 18.3 points) and Represented Applicants (- 17.2 points), it was still substantial among Unrepresented Applicants (- 10.6 points), the group of clients who were most satisfied with the services they received from CIPO.

· Looking at product lines, the overall reputation gap was somewhat similar between Industrial Designs (‑ 19.6 points), Trade-marks (- 16.8 points) and Patents (- 15.2 points), and much lower for Copyrights (- 7.2 points).

· There were eight dissonant image attributes with a reputation gap of at minus 20 points overall, and most of them of at least 30 points among Intermediaries.

· CIPO is an organization that responds promptly to the needs of its clients (- 27 points overall).

· CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients (- 26 points).

· Access to examiners at CIPO is easy (- 24 points).

· Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan (‑ 23 points).

· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields (- 22 points)

· CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training (- 20 points).

· CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive (‑ 20 points).

· CIPO’s searches are thorough and complete (- 19 points).

· The following five attributes showed no image gap at all, but none obtained a reputation surplus of more than 1 point.

· CIPO has flexible payment options (1 point).

· CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices (1 point).

· CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients (0 point).

· Information provided by CIPO has strategic value (0 point).

· CIPO attracts applicants from abroad (- 1 point).

Table 22a
IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO

Perception and Importance Ratings

Q5.1
The following questions ask about your general views or just your impressions of CIPO, as an organization.  For each of the following statements about CIPO, tell me if you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree or disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with it. 

Q5.2
Now, for the same statements about CIPO, please tell me how important it is to you as a client of intellectual property services, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point.  You can give any number between 1 and 5.

	IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1512)
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	
	View

%
	Imp.

%
	View

%
	Imp.

%
	View

%
	Imp.

%
	View

%
	Imp.

%
	View

%
	Imp.

%

	1. CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients

	· % top two box ratings
	59
	85
	62
	85
	55
	86
	67
	85
	40
	82

	· % can’t say
	32
	8
	35
	8
	45
	11
	26
	6
	9
	3

	2. CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients

	· % top two box ratings
	61
	88
	65
	88
	53
	85
	73
	91
	36
	85

	· % can’t say
	19
	6
	21
	6
	36
	10
	6
	3
	2
	1

	3. CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity

	· % top two box ratings
	66
	76
	69
	78
	62
	74
	75
	81
	47
	62

	· % can’t say
	26
	9
	28
	9
	35
	11
	22
	8
	10
	4

	4. CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training

	· % top two box ratings
	47
	67
	50
	68
	44
	66
	54
	71
	31
	52

	· % can’t say
	39
	10
	42
	10
	48
	11
	35
	9
	20
	3

	5. Rules applied by CIPO are predictable

	· % top two box ratings
	63
	79
	63
	78
	53
	75
	70
	81
	62
	88

	· % can’t say
	30
	9
	33
	10
	44
	12
	23
	7
	4
	1

	6. CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	75
	74
	75
	74
	73
	74
	78
	77
	73

	· % can’t say
	24
	6
	26
	7
	34
	9
	18
	4
	9
	0

	7. Information provided by CIPO has strategic value

	· % top two box ratings
	73
	73
	74
	74
	69
	70
	77
	78
	66
	62

	· % can’t say
	21
	7
	23
	7
	31
	8
	15
	6
	6
	3

	8. Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan

	· % top two box ratings
	51
	74
	54
	75
	55
	78
	52
	72
	36
	69

	· % can’t say
	46
	13
	49
	14
	49
	14
	49
	15
	17
	4

	9. CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields

	· % top two box ratings
	51
	73
	54
	74
	47
	70
	60
	79
	36
	64

	· % can’t say
	41
	10
	45
	11
	50
	11
	39
	11
	15
	4

	10. CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair

	· % top two box ratings
	67
	85
	68
	84
	63
	83
	72
	85
	63
	89

	· % can’t say
	37
	9
	40
	9
	44
	10
	35
	8
	12
	2

	11. CIPO has flexible payment options

	· % top two box ratings
	62
	61
	63
	62
	52
	54
	68
	69
	57
	53

	· % can’t say
	40
	9
	43
	9
	60
	12
	27
	6
	17
	2

	12. CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed,  registered or granted

	· % top two box ratings
	70
	86
	69
	85
	59
	82
	75
	88
	80
	92

	· % can’t say
	33
	7
	36
	8
	46
	9
	26
	7
	5
	1

	13. CIPO offers secure electronic transactions

	· % top two box ratings
	68
	81
	70
	81
	59
	79
	76
	84
	59
	77

	· % can’t say
	50
	10
	51
	10
	62
	10
	40
	10
	43
	2

	14. CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use

	· % top two box ratings
	74
	84
	75
	84
	66
	82
	81
	85
	66
	85

	· % can’t say
	35
	9
	38
	10
	51
	12
	25
	8
	12
	1

	15. CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive

	· % top two box ratings
	69
	89
	71
	89
	66
	89
	74
	89
	55
	90

	· % can’t say
	30
	7
	33
	7
	45
	9
	22
	6
	6
	0

	16. Access to examiners at CIPO is easy

	· % top two box ratings
	58
	82
	56
	82
	42
	78
	64
	85
	67
	88

	· % can’t say
	38
	10
	43
	11
	56
	14
	30
	8
	2
	1

	17. CIPO provides value for your money

	· % top two box ratings
	71
	84
	72
	85
	62
	82
	78
	88
	67
	76

	· % can’t say
	19
	5
	21
	6
	36
	9
	7
	2
	3
	2

	18. CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices

	· % top two box ratings
	66
	65
	68
	68
	58
	64
	76
	72
	52
	43

	· % can’t say
	36
	13
	38
	14
	44
	14
	32
	14
	18
	8

	19. The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	89
	76
	89
	73
	88
	78
	89
	73
	88

	· % can’t say
	22
	6
	24
	6
	31
	9
	18
	4
	3
	2

	20. CIPO promotes access to IP abroad

	· % top two box ratings
	51
	66
	55
	68
	53
	65
	57
	71
	32
	47

	· % can’t say
	48
	13
	51
	14
	53
	14
	48
	13
	22
	5

	21. CIPO attracts applicants from abroad

	· % top two box ratings
	47
	48
	47
	47
	42
	45
	52
	50
	45
	49

	· % can’t say
	56
	15
	60
	16
	61
	17
	59
	15
	24
	6

	22. CIPO’s searches are  thorough and complete

	· % top two box ratings
	70
	89
	73
	89
	71
	89
	75
	90
	50
	86

	· % can’t say
	33
	8
	36
	8
	41
	11
	31
	6
	6
	1

	

	Overall average

	· % top two boxes
	63.4
	77.2
	64.9
	77.6
	58.1
	75.3
	69.5
	80.0
	54.4
	72.7

	

	Q5.3
Overall, what is your general impression of CIPO as an organization?

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	
	76
	
	67
	
	83
	
	72
	

	· % can’t say
	7
	
	8
	
	15
	
	1
	
	1
	


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat agree, and 5 – strongly agree, combined) of impression and importance.  “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations. 

Table 22b
IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO

Perception and Importance Ratings

Q5.1
The following questions ask about your general views or just your impressions of CIPO, as an organization.  For each of the following statements about CIPO, tell me if you strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree or disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with it. 

Q5.2
Now, for the same statements about CIPO, please tell me how important it is to you as a client of intellectual property services, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point.  You can give any number between 1 and 5.

	IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)
	PATENTS

(567)

%
	T.-MARKS

(514)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(92)

%

	
	View

%
	Imp.

%
	View

%
	Imp.

%
	View

%
	Imp.

%
	View

%
	Imp.

%
	View

%
	Imp.

%

	1. CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients

	· % top two box ratings
	59
	85
	55
	84
	51
	84
	78
	89
	53
	78

	· % can’t say
	32
	8
	39
	9
	30
	8
	31
	6
	37
	15

	2. CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients

	· % top two box ratings
	61
	88
	55
	87
	50
	85
	87
	95
	49
	79

	· % can’t say
	19
	6
	28
	7
	19
	6
	10
	4
	16
	14

	3. CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity

	· % top two box ratings
	66
	76
	62
	76
	58
	71
	84
	86
	64
	77

	· % can’t say
	26
	9
	25
	9
	30
	9
	21
	8
	23
	12

	4. CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training

	· % top two box ratings
	47
	67
	44
	63
	39
	63
	66
	78
	38
	64

	· % can’t say
	39
	10
	42
	9
	39
	10
	37
	10
	39
	16

	5. Rules applied by CIPO are predictable

	· % top two box ratings
	63
	79
	60
	78
	57
	79
	76
	82
	52
	80

	· % can’t say
	30
	9
	35
	9
	28
	8
	30
	9
	28
	15

	6. CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	75
	77
	73
	71
	74
	79
	79
	70
	72

	· % can’t say
	24
	6
	27
	7
	24
	6
	23
	5
	27
	11

	7. Information provided by CIPO has strategic value

	· % top two box ratings
	73
	73
	71
	73
	68
	70
	84
	80
	65
	60

	· % can’t say
	21
	7
	23
	8
	21
	6
	18
	7
	23
	14

	8. Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan

	· % top two box ratings
	51
	74
	60
	79
	42
	70
	60
	78
	44
	73

	· % can’t say
	46
	13
	36
	12
	45
	12
	57
	17
	37
	13

	9. CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields

	· % top two box ratings
	51
	73
	51
	72
	43
	67
	70
	87
	36
	67

	· % can’t say
	41
	10
	37
	11
	42
	9
	44
	11
	40
	18

	10. CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair

	· % top two box ratings
	67
	85
	66
	87
	66
	83
	73
	87
	49
	79

	· % can’t say
	37
	9
	42
	11
	31
	7
	44
	10
	39
	14

	11. CIPO has flexible payment options

	· % top two box ratings
	62
	61
	60
	55
	58
	56
	70
	76
	44
	59

	· % can’t say
	40
	9
	45
	10
	46
	9
	27
	5
	41
	17

	12. CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed,  registered or granted

	· % top two box ratings
	70
	86
	67
	86
	69
	85
	79
	86
	56
	81

	· % can’t say
	33
	7
	30
	9
	33
	6
	34
	9
	32
	18

	13. CIPO offers secure electronic transactions

	· % top two box ratings
	68
	81
	64
	78
	57
	79
	86
	87
	54
	75

	· % can’t say
	50
	10
	59
	12
	55
	8
	33
	9
	58
	20

	14. CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use

	· % top two box ratings
	74
	84
	71
	83
	68
	82
	86
	89
	58
	80

	· % can’t say
	35
	9
	38
	10
	40
	8
	23
	9
	46
	19

	15. CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive

	· % top two box ratings
	69
	89
	63
	88
	67
	89
	77
	91
	67
	85

	· % can’t say
	30
	7
	37
	8
	29
	5
	29
	7
	23
	11

	16. Access to examiners at CIPO is easy

	· % top two box ratings
	58
	82
	50
	81
	54
	81
	73
	85
	59
	87

	· % can’t say
	38
	10
	45
	10
	33
	9
	43
	11
	29
	13

	17. CIPO provides value for your money

	· % top two box ratings
	71
	84
	66
	83
	68
	82
	80
	90
	67
	76

	· % can’t say
	19
	5
	29
	8
	20
	5
	9
	2
	19
	11

	18. CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices

	· % top two box ratings
	66
	65
	60
	59
	60
	63
	84
	77
	51
	58

	· % can’t say
	36
	13
	35
	12
	39
	14
	32
	14
	33
	20

	19. The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	89
	74
	87
	73
	88
	83
	91
	65
	84

	· % can’t say
	22
	6
	27
	7
	22
	6
	19
	4
	17
	17

	20. CIPO promotes access to IP abroad

	· % top two box ratings
	51
	66
	55
	65
	42
	61
	67
	77
	43
	57

	· % can’t say
	48
	13
	44
	12
	48
	11
	51
	16
	37
	20

	21. CIPO attracts applicants from abroad

	· % top two box ratings
	47
	48
	44
	44
	44
	45
	58
	55
	44
	47

	· % can’t say
	56
	15
	56
	14
	52
	14
	65
	17
	51
	23

	22. CIPO’s searches are  thorough and complete

	· % top two box ratings
	70
	89
	64
	90
	70
	88
	77
	90
	50
	91

	· % can’t say
	33
	8
	37
	9
	27
	6
	40
	9
	37
	14

	

	Overall average

	· % top two boxes
	63.4
	77.2
	61.4
	76.0
	58.0
	74.8
	76.2
	83.4
	53.5
	73.1

	

	Q5.3
Overall, what is your general impression of CIPO as an organization?

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	
	69
	
	71
	
	89
	
	63
	

	· % can’t say
	7
	
	11
	
	8
	
	2
	
	13
	


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat agree, and 5 – strongly agree, combined) of impression and importance.  “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations. 

Table 23a
IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO

Reputation Gap Analysis

	IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	1. CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients
	-26
	-23
	-31
	-18
	-42

	2. CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients
	-27
	-23
	-32
	-18
	-49

	3. CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity
	-10
	-9
	-12
	-6
	-15

	4. CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training
	-20
	-18
	-22
	-17
	-21

	5. Rules applied by CIPO are predictable
	-16
	-15
	-22
	-11
	-26

	6. CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients
	0
	-1
	1
	-4
	4

	7. Information provided by CIPO has strategic value
	0
	0
	-1
	-1
	4

	8. Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan
	-23
	-21
	-23
	-20
	-33

	9. CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields
	-22
	-20
	-23
	-19
	-28

	10. CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair
	-18
	-16
	-20
	-13
	-26

	11. CIPO has flexible payment options
	1
	1
	-2
	-1
	4

	12. CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed,  registered or granted
	-16
	-16
	-23
	-13
	-12

	13. CIPO offers secure electronic transactions
	-13
	-11
	-20
	-8
	-18

	14. CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use
	-10
	-9
	-16
	-4
	-19

	15. CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive
	-20
	-18
	-23
	-15
	-35

	16. Access to examiners at CIPO is easy
	-24
	-26
	-36
	-21
	-21

	17. CIPO provides value for your money
	-13
	-13
	-20
	-10
	-9

	18. CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices
	1
	0
	-6
	4
	9

	19. The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate
	-14
	-13
	-15
	-11
	-15

	20. CIPO promotes access to IP abroad
	-15
	-13
	-12
	-14
	-15

	21. CIPO attracts applicants from abroad
	-1
	0
	-3
	2
	-4

	22. CIPO’s searches are  thorough and complete
	-19
	-16
	-18
	-15
	-36

	

	Average Gap
	-13.9
	-12.7
	-17.2
	-10.6
	-18.3


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of impression and importance. “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.


(+) indicates a surplus and (-) a deficit.

Table 23b
IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO

Reputation Gap Analysis

	IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	PATENTS

(567)

%
	T.-MARKS

(514)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(92)

%

	1. CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients
	-26
	-29
	-33
	-11
	-25

	2. CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients
	-27
	-32
	-35
	-8
	-30

	3. CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity
	-10
	-14
	-13
	-2
	-13

	4. CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training
	-20
	-19
	-24
	-12
	-26

	5. Rules applied by CIPO are predictable
	-16
	-18
	-22
	-6
	-28

	6. CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients
	0
	4
	-3
	0
	-2

	7. Information provided by CIPO has strategic value
	0
	-2
	-2
	4
	5

	8. Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan
	-23
	-19
	-28
	-18
	-29

	9. CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields
	-22
	-21
	-24
	-17
	-31

	10. CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair
	-18
	-21
	-17
	-14
	-30

	11. CIPO has flexible payment options
	1
	5
	2
	-6
	-15

	12. CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed,  registered or granted
	-16
	-21
	-16
	-7
	-25

	13. CIPO offers secure electronic transactions
	-13
	-14
	-22
	-1
	-21

	14. CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use
	-10
	-12
	-14
	-3
	-22

	15. CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive
	-20
	-25
	-22
	-14
	-18

	16. Access to examiners at CIPO is easy
	-24
	-31
	-27
	-12
	-28

	17. CIPO provides value for your money
	-13
	-17
	-14
	-10
	-9

	18. CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices
	1
	1
	-3
	7
	-7

	19. The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate
	-14
	-13
	-15
	-8
	-19

	20. CIPO promotes access to IP abroad
	-15
	-10
	-19
	-10
	-14

	21. CIPO attracts applicants from abroad
	-1
	0
	-1
	3
	-3

	22. CIPO’s searches are  thorough and complete
	-19
	-26
	-18
	-13
	-41

	

	Average Gap
	-13.9
	-15.2
	-16.8
	-7.2
	-19.6


N.B.
The gap is the difference between top two box ratings of impression and importance. “Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.


(+) indicates a surplus and (-) a deficit.

IMAGE ENHANCEMENT PRIORITIES

ANALYTICAL APPROACH
As was the case when analyzing satisfaction gaps and service improvement priorities, we used quadrant analysis to determine priorities for enhancing CIPO’s corporate image. Therefore, impression and importance ratings were inter-related to define four quadrants. The following graph illustrates these inter-relationships.

	IMPORTANCE
	1
	Above-average importance and below-average impression
	2
	Above-average importance

and impression

	
	
	Best opportunities
	
	Secondary opportunities

	
	3
	Below average importance and impression
	4
	Below-average importance and above-average impression

	
	
	Low priorities
	
	Possible overkill

	
	
	IMPRESSIONS


· In conjunction with stated importance, we also used derived importance measures in this general quadrant analysis. Table 24 presents the findings of the correlation analysis between detailed impression ratings and general impression (Q5.3). These correlations are indicators of derived importance. To facilitate the analysis, and instead of ranking, we used three categories to qualify stated importance and derived importance (above, below or around the average).

· As we can see, there are 13 attributes whose stated importance (as indicated by respondents) and derived (“true”) importance did not match.  These discrepancies had to be taken into account when determining which attributes would probably have the highest leverage on CIPO’s corporate image.

Four image attributes had a much stronger leverage effect than indicated by respondents 
· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields.

· CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity.

· CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices.

· CIPO promotes access to IP abroad.

These four attributes reflect leadership. Therefore, correlation analysis revealed that leadership is much more important than what respondents are saying. 

Three image attributes had a much weaker leverage effect than indicated by respondents 
· CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients.

· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications.

· CIPO offers secure electronic transactions.

The lower derived than stated importance of the last two attributes above could be explained if respondents considered these two services as “basic” requirements. 

RESULTS
· In the following, the first two quadrants are detailed and priorities take into account the correlation analysis on derived importance (see Tables 25).

3. Primary Image Enhancement Opportunities
Image enhancement opportunities are found in the “above-average importance and below-average impression” quadrant. Within this quadrant, opportunities were ordered according to the magnitude of the image deficit for each attribute: the higher the deficit, the higher the enhancement priority.

There were five attributes:

· CIPO is an organization that responds promptly to the needs of its clients (27-point deficit -- same importance as derived).

· CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients (26-point deficit -- same importance as derived).

· Access to examiners at CIPO is easy (24-point deficit -- same importance as derived -- very important for Represented Applicants).

· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields (22-point deficit -- much more important than stated).

· Rules applied by CIPO are predictable (16-point deficit -- as important as stated -- very important for Intermediaries).

What could be the underlying dimension of these five key image enhancement priorities? We believe it is the need for “active partnership”.

4. Secondary Image Enhancement Opportunities
This quadrant is defined by above-average impression and importance. They are the image attributes where CIPO performs the best “where it counts”. They have limited leverage on overall corporate image, but some attributes could be included in an overall image strategy to foster already established strengths and create a more favourable platform for improving weaknesses identified in quadrant 1.

Among the ten attributes found in this quadrant, four have deficits of at least 15 points and none have a derived importance greater than stated.

These four attributes within quadrant 2 are good image “reinforcers” rather than “enhancers”.

· CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive (20-point deficit).

· CIPO’s searches are thorough and complete (19-point deficit).

· CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair (18-point deficit).

· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed, registered or granted (16-point deficit).

We believe that the underlying dimension of these four quadrant 2 attributes is the “reliability of the application treatment processes”.

Table 24
IMPRESSIONS OF CIPO

Stated and Derived Importance

	All clients

(N = 1,512)
	RATINGS
	RANKINGS

	
	Stated*
	Derived from impression

(N=1512)**
	Derived from satisfaction

(N=1047)***
	Stated****
	Derived from impression****
	Derived from satisfaction

	1. CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients
	85
	.46
	.53
	Above
	Above
	Above

	2. CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients
	88
	.47
	.61
	Above
	Above
	Above

	3. CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity
	76
	.44
	.42
	Average
	Above
	Above

	4. CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training
	67
	.35
	.36
	Below
	Average
	Average

	5. Rules applied by CIPO are predictable
	79
	.33
	.37
	Average
	Average
	Average

	6. CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients
	75
	.08
	.05
	Average
	Below
	Below

	7. Information provided by CIPO has strategic value
	73
	.33
	.31
	Below
	Average
	Average

	8. Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan
	74
	.28
	.38
	Below
	Below
	Average

	9. CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields
	73
	.46
	.48
	Below
	Above
	Above

	10. CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair
	85
	.32
	.34
	Above
	Average
	Average

	11. CIPO has flexible payment options
	61
	.18
	.17
	Below
	Below
	Below

	12. CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed,  registered or granted
	86
	.23
	.20
	Above
	Below
	Below

	13. CIPO offers secure electronic transactions
	81
	.24
	.31
	Above
	Below
	Average

	14. CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use
	84
	.30
	.34
	Above
	Average
	Average

	15. CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive
	89
	.37
	.45
	Above
	Average
	Above

	16. Access to examiners at CIPO is easy
	82
	.41
	.44
	Above
	Above
	Above

	17. CIPO provides value for your money
	84
	.45
	.48
	Above
	Above
	Above

	18. CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices
	65
	.36
	.44
	Below
	Average
	Above

	19. The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate
	89
	.36
	.41
	Above
	Average
	Above

	20. CIPO promotes access to IP abroad
	66
	.35
	.42
	Below
	Average
	Above

	21. CIPO attracts applicants from abroad
	48
	.24
	.25
	Below
	Below
	Below

	22. CIPO’s searches are  thorough and complete
	89
	.29
	.36
	Above
	Average
	Average

	
Overall average
	77.2
	.33
	.37
	
	
	


*
Top two box rating on a five-point scale.

**
Correlation coefficient (Pearson) with general impression of CIPO (Q5.3). The correlation coefficient varies from– 1 to + 1. The closer the coefficient to 1, the greater the link (i.e., importance). A coefficient close to 0 shows a non-existent relation (i.e., no importance at all).  All coefficients were significant (P < .01). 

***
Correlation coefficient  with general satisfaction with CIPO’s services (Q3.10). All coefficients were significant (P < .01).

****
Above, Below or around the Average.

Table 25
QUADRANT CONTENT OF THE

IMPRESSION-IMPORTANCE MATRIX

	1
	PRIMARY IMAGE ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

	Higher importance and 

lower impression than average
	Impression gap

(+/- points)
	Derived vs. stated importance

	· CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients
	- 27
	=

	· CIPO’s internal processes are consistent and mesh seamlessly with those of clients
	- 26
	=

	· Access to examiners at CIPO is easy
	-24
	=

	· CIPO has a progressive approach to new business development and emerging fields
	- 22
	+

	· Rules applied by CIPO are predictable
	- 16
	=


	2
	SECONDARY IMAGE ENHANCEMENT OPPORTUNITIES

	Importance and 

Impression higher than average
	Impression gap

(+/- points)
	Derived vs. stated importance

	· CIPO’s examinations of applications are substantive and comprehensive
	-20
	 =*

	· CIPO’s searches are  thorough and complete
	- 19
	-

	· CIPO’s protest and opposition processes are rigorous and fair
	- 18
	-

	· CIPO offers easy access to databases for searching applications filed,  registered or granted
	- 16
	--

	· The IP protection CIPO provides is adequate
	- 14
	 -*

	· CIPO is an organization  that responds promptly to the needs of its clients
	- 13
	=

	· CIPO plays a lead role in strengthening Canada’s innovative capacity
	- 10
	+

	· CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use
	- 10
	-

	· CIPO has flexible payment options
	+ 1
	=

	· CIPO plays a unique role among other IP offices
	+ 1
	 +*


*
Much higher correlation with general satisfaction than with general impression (these elements have more influence on satisfaction than on corporate image – other elements have a comparable influence).
	3
	LOW PRIORITIES

	Lower than average importance and impression
	Impression gap

(+/- points)
	Derived vs. stated importance

	· Processes at CIPO are harmonized with those of the US, Europe and Japan
	- 23
	 =*

	· CIPO provides pro-active information, education and training
	- 20
	+

	· CIPO promotes access to IP abroad
	- 15
	+

	· CIPO attracts applicants from abroad
	- 1
	=


	4
	POSSIBLE OVERKILL

	Lower than average importance and higher than average impression
	Impression gap

(+/- points)
	Derived vs. stated importance

	· CIPO offers secure electronic transactions
	- 13
	 -*

	· CIPO’s directions, products and services could be influenced by consulting its clients
	0
	-

	· Information provided by CIPO has strategic value
	0
	+


N.B.
Inferred vs. stated importance. 

(+) more strongly inferred, (=) the same, (-) more weakly inferred.


Classification of attributes into quadrants was based on stated and inferred importance.

*
Much higher correlation with general satisfaction than with general impression (element has more influence on satisfaction than on corporate image – other elements have a comparable influence).
NEED FOR INFORMATION AND NEW SERVICES

This section includes questions aimed at determining the extent to which more information about CIPO’s offerings and the introduction or extension of services would reinforce client satisfaction and CIPO’s reputation.
NEED FOR INFORMATION (See Table 26)
· Overall, most applicants (59%) didn’t seek information or assistance from CIPO and any provided was not helpful in their decision to file.

· Half Represented Applicants (50%) said they never looked for CIPO information or assistance to help them decide whether or not to file for IP rights, and another third (30%) were not helped by what they obtained.

· Only 20 percent of Represented Applicants were helped by CIPO’s information.

· On the other hand, most Unrepresented Applicants (54%) used CIPO’s information or assistance in their decision to file.

· However, 18 percent never did so and 29 percent were not helped by the information or assistance they received.

· Once the decision to apply was made, about one in five Unrepresented Applicants (19%) said they required external help to complete their applications (most applications from Unrepresented Applicants are Copyrights - 51%).

· Only 7 percent of all clients said they were very familiar with the various information products and services offered by CIPO as indicated below:

· 30% – Intermediaries

· 6% – Unrepresented Applicants

· 3% – Represented Applicants.

However, about half of all clients were not familiar with CIPO’s information products and services (50%) as shown below:

· 63% – Represented Applicants

· 45% – Unrepresented Applicants

· 54% – Applicants overall

· 12% – Intermediaries.

· This lack of familiarity with CIPO’s information products and services along with the perceived uselessness of CIPO’s information in deciding whether or not to file do not translate into a strong need for information, as one might have expected.

· Most clients said that the information products and services already provided by CIPO met their needs (74%), and only 16 percent thought it did not.

· These findings were consistent across product lines, with one exception -- Unrepresented Applicants needed more external help completing Patent applications (33%) than completing Trade-marks (23%), Copyrights (13%) or Industrial Designs (13%).

NEED FOR NEW PRODUCTS AND SERVICES (See Table 27)
· Respondents were asked if there were any new services, products or options related to IP that they needed which were not currently offered by CIPO.

· We noted previously that slightly more than half of all Applicants (54%) were not familiar with CIPO’s various information products and services, including 12 percent of Intermediaries. It is therefore possible that some of these respondents thought that CIPO didn’t offer some of the services, products or options they needed, when in fact CIPO does.

· Overall, 20 percent of all clients expressed a need for CIPO to offer new services, products or options, as follows:

· 28% – Intermediaries

· 20% – Represented Applicants

· 17% – Unrepresented Applicants

· Looking at product lines in this context, more mentions were received by Industrial Designs (31%) and Patents (28%) than Trade-marks (17%) or Copyrights (15%).

· When prompted with a series of six new services to choose from, many more respondents said they were interested in one of these services (92%) than they initially thought when specific services weren’t mentioned (20%).

· This observation, consistent across client groups and product lines, indicates that the “offer creates the demand”, and reveals the existence of an untapped market potential.  This is further confirmed by answers to other survey questions about the intention to use and pay for some proposed new services.

· As noted previously, the cost of services CIPO currently provides was not an important concern, which reinforces the importance of exploring in greater depth the possibilities of developing and launching new products and services.

· Almost one in five clients (19%) across the three client groups expressed interest in all six proposed new services.

· One new service emerged clearly as fulfilling a need among all client groups and product lines. A comprehensive on-line search capability interested about half of the sample as follows:

· 51% – Intermediaries

· 48% – Represented Applicants

· 46% – Unrepresented Applicants

· 48% – overall.

· While personal advice and counselling was less needed by Intermediaries (21%), it did generate interest between 30%-35% of Applicants.

· Especially for Copyrights (34%).

· Express service interested about one in four clients, consistently, and Education and training seminars / workshops, about one in three clients.

· A complete on-site history of the file sparked interest among 33 percent of Intermediaries, and 28 percent of Applicants.

Respondents were asked specifically if they were willing to pay for better service or more services and for each of three new proposed services. 

· Results showed very high receptivity to what was proposed and confirmed the existence of a substantial market potential for CIPO.

Increased flexibility, special services and options
· This general question, about willingness to pay for better service or more services, confirmed the existence of a market potential for CIPO.

· 60 percent of all clients were willing to pay for better service or more services, including a higher proportion of Intermediaries (71%) and a respectable percentage of Applicants (59%).

· Looking at product lines, willingness to pay was lowest for Copyrights (50%) and somewhat higher for Patents, Trademarks and Industrial Designs (from 62%-69%).

Comprehensive on-line search capability
· 55 percent of all clients said they were willing to pay for this new service, including a high proportion of Intermediaries (72%) and about half of all Applicants (53%).

· Willingness to pay for this on-line search capability was consistent across client groups and three product lines (60%) but lower for Copyrights (41%).

Personal advice and counselling

· 48 percent of all clients were willing to pay for this new service, including half of all Applicants (50%) and only about one quarter of all Intermediaries (28%).

· The same percentage of Applicants was willing to pay for personal advice (50%) as they were for a comprehensive on-line search capability (53%).

Early patent novelty search

· This new service was proposed only to clients who evaluated Patents. Response was very positive: overall, 61 percent were willing to pay for this new service.

NEED OF REPRESENTED APPLICANTS FOR NEW SERVICES FROM THEIR INTERMEDIARIES
· Represented Applicants were asked if they needed new services, products or options related to IP not presently offered by Intermediaries.

· 10 percent said yes, which is significantly less than their general need for new services from CIPO (20%).

· The most frequent unprompted services mentioned by those who said they needed new services from their Intermediaries were as follows:

· on-line access (52%)

links to complementary services (30%). 

Table 26a 
NEED FOR INFORMATION ABOUT IP PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1119)*

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(---)

%

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q1.3
To what extent did information or assistance you obtained from CIPO help you decide whether or not to file for IP rights?  Would you say…?

	· A little or not at all or never looked for
	59
	59
	75
	42
	

	Q3.1
Did you require any external help completing your applications for (READ FROM DATABASE)?

	
	(654)**
	(654)
	
	(654)
	

	· Yes
	19
	19
	
	19
	

	Q6.1
How familiar are you with the various information products and services offered by CIPO?  Would you say…?

	
	(1512)***
	(1119)
	(465)
	(654)
	(393)

	· Not familiar (not very and not at all)
	50
	54
	63
	45
	12

	Q6.2
Overall, to what extent do the information products and services provided by CIPO for (READ FROM DATABASE)  meet your needs?  Would you say…?

	· Only in part or not at all
	16
	15
	16
	14
	19


*
Applicants only (Intermediaries excluded).

**
Unrepresented Applicants only.

***
Total sample.

Table 26b 
NEED FOR INFORMATION ABOUT IP PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1119)*

%
	PATENTS

(402)

%
	T.-MARKS

(329)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(49)

%

	Q1.3
To what extent did information or assistance you obtained from CIPO help you decide whether or not to file for IP rights?  Would you say…?

	· A little or not at all or never looked for
	59
	70
	63
	41
	69

	Q3.1
Did you require any external help completing your applications for (READ FROM DATABASE)?

	
	(654)**
	(176)
	(168)
	(286)
	(24)

	· Yes
	19
	33
	23
	13
	13

	Q6.1
How familiar are you with the various information products and services offered by CIPO?  Would you say…?

	
	(1512)***
	(567)
	(514)
	(339)
	(92)

	· Not familiar (not very and not at all)
	50
	49
	51
	48
	51

	Q6.2
Overall, to what extent do the information products and services provided by CIPO for (READ FROM DATABASE)  meet your needs?  Would you say…?

	· Only in part or not at all
	16
	18
	16
	11
	26


*
Applicants only (Intermediaries excluded).

**
Unrepresented Applicants only.

***
Total sample.

Table 27a 
NEED FOR NEW PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1512)*

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	Q2.4/Q3.15
Are there any new services, products or options related to intellectual property that you need and are not presently offered by (intermediaries / CIPO)?

	· Yes
	20
	18
	20
	17
	28

	Q3.16
Among the following services, which one would interest you the most?

	· Comprehensive on-line search capability
	29
	29
	29
	28
	33

	· Express service
	7
	6
	5
	6
	16

	· Personal advice and counselling
	13
	14
	11
	17
	3

	· Education and training seminars / workshops
	9
	9
	9
	9
	6

	· Patent novelty search
	6
	7
	8
	6
	3

	· Complete history of the file on site
	10
	9
	9
	9
	15

	· All of the above
	19
	19
	19
	18
	18

	· Other
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0

	· None
	6
	6
	6
	5
	4

	· Can’t say
	2
	2
	2
	2
	0

	Q3.17
Would you be willing to pay for increased flexibility, special services and options if these were offered to you by CIPO?

	· Yes probably
	60
	59
	63
	54
	71

	Q3.18
If the following services were offered to you by CIPO, would you be willing to pay for…?

	a)
Comprehensive on-line search capability?

	· Yes probably
	55
	53
	58
	48
	72

	c)
Personal advice and counselling?

	· Yes probably
	48
	50
	51
	50
	28

	b)
Early patent novelty search?

	
	(567)**
	(402)
	(226)
	(176)
	(165)

	· Yes probably
	61
	61
	60
	63
	66


*
Total sample.

**
Non-patent respondents excluded.
Table 27b 
NEED FOR NEW PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)*

%
	PATENTS

(567)

%
	T.-MARKS

(514)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(92)

%

	Q2.4/Q3.15
Are there any new services, products or options related to intellectual property that you need and are not presently offered by (intermediaries / CIPO)?

	· Yes
	20
	28
	17
	15
	31

	Q3.16
Among the following services, which one would interest you the most?

	· Comprehensive on-line search capability
	29
	26
	32
	25
	30

	· Express service
	7
	2
	10
	5
	3

	· Personal advice and counselling
	13
	10
	11
	20
	13

	· Education and training seminars / workshops
	9
	7
	8
	12
	9

	· Patent novelty search
	6
	10
	4
	7
	13

	· Complete history of the file on site
	10
	11
	10
	9
	5

	· All of the above
	19
	26
	18
	14
	17

	· Other
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	· None
	6
	4
	5
	8
	9

	· Can’t say
	2
	2
	2
	1
	1

	Q3.17
Would you be willing to pay for increased flexibility, special services and options if these were offered to you by CIPO?

	· Yes probably
	60
	65
	62
	50
	69

	Q3.18
If the following services were offered to you by CIPO, would you be willing to pay for…?

	a)
Comprehensive on-line search capability?

	· Yes probably
	55
	60
	60
	41
	61

	c)
Personal advice and counselling?

	· Yes probably
	48
	46
	49
	48
	42

	b)
Early patent novelty search?

	
	(567)**
	(567)
	
	
	

	· Yes probably
	61
	61
	
	
	


*
Total sample.

**
Non-patent respondents excluded.

PREFERRED WAYS TO OBTAIN IP SERVICES

· Of the six ways to obtain IP services, electronic methods (the Web and e-mail) dominated across client groups and product lines. The least-preferred method was in-person (see Table 28).

3. E-mail

· On average, a higher proportion of clients (31%) preferred e-mail the most and a smaller proportion of clients (9%) preferred e-mail the least, which resulted in a net preference of + 22 points.

· E-mail was clearly the preferred method among Represented Applicants (+ 33 points).

· While it was the preferred method among Intermediaries (+ 12 points), e-mail virtually tied with the Web (+ 11 points).

· It was the second most preferred method among Unrepresented Applicants (+ 14 points), after the Web (+ 24 points).

4. The Web
· On average, the Web was the second most preferred method and quite close to e-mail. 

· The Web was the first choice of 26 percent of clients and the last choice of 10 percent, for a net preference of + 16 points.

· It was clearly the first choice of Unrepresented Applicants (+ 24 points).

· Among Intermediaries, the Web was at tie for first choice (11 points) with e-mail (+ 12 points).

· The Web was clearly the second choice of Represented Applicants (+ 11 points).

5. Posted letter and fax
· These traditional print methods received more mentions as the least preferred methods than the most preferred, especially faxes.

6. In-person and by telephone
· The telephone received the same score for both the most and the least preferred method. All client groups tended to be somewhat neutral towards this method.

· In-person clearly ranked last overall (- 15 points), especially among Intermediaries (‑ 29 points).  Among Applicants, it shared the last position with the posted letter.

· These findings illustrate the importance of CIPO’s on-line and electronic IP services.  The next section detailing the most and least preferred ways to communicate information about CIPO’s products and services will confirm this importance.

Table 28a 
PREFERRED WAYS



TO OBTAIN IP SERVICES

Q2.6/Q3.21
Among the following means to obtain services for (READ FROM DATABASE) applications from (an intermediary / CIPO), please tell me which one you prefer?

Q2.8/Q.3.23
And what would be your least preferred means?

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	1. In-person

	· Most
	9
	10
	15
	6
	2

	· Least
	24
	23
	22
	24
	31

	· Net preference
	-15
	-13
	-7
	-18
	-29

	2. By telephone

	· Most
	17
	17
	21
	13
	14

	· Least
	17
	17
	20
	15
	15

	· Net preference
	0
	0
	1
	-2
	-1

	3. Through the Internet / World Wide Web

	· Most
	26
	27
	24
	31
	18

	· Least
	10
	10
	13
	7
	7

	· Net preference
	16
	17
	11
	24
	11

	4. By-email

	· Most
	31
	32
	44
	21
	20

	· Least
	9
	9
	11
	7
	8

	· Net preference
	22
	23
	33
	14
	12

	5. Posted letter or written communication

	· Most
	18
	18
	16
	19
	24

	· Least
	23
	24
	29
	19
	19

	· Net preference
	-5
	-6
	-13
	0
	5

	6. Fax

	· Most
	9
	9
	14
	5
	12

	· Least
	17
	18
	17
	19
	8

	· Net preference
	-8
	-9
	-3
	-14
	4


N.B.
Net preference = % Most minus % Least.

Table 28b 
PREFERRED WAYS



TO OBTAIN IP SERVICES

Q2.6/Q3.21
Among the following means to obtain services for (READ FROM DATABASE) applications from (an intermediary / CIPO), please tell me which one you prefer?

Q2.8/Q.3.23
And what would be your least preferred means?

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	PATENTS

(567)

%
	T.-MARKS

(514)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(93)

%

	1. In-person

	· Most
	9
	20
	5
	8
	16

	· Least
	24
	17
	30
	19
	16

	· Net preference
	-15
	3
	-25
	-11
	0

	2. By telephone

	· Most
	17
	19
	17
	13
	20

	· Least
	17
	18
	16
	16
	29

	· Net preference
	0
	1
	1
	-3
	-9

	3. Through the Internet / World Wide Web

	· Most
	26
	24
	25
	33
	14

	· Least
	10
	14
	8
	8
	11

	· Net preference
	16
	10
	17
	25
	3

	4. By-email

	· Most
	31
	35
	34
	22
	28

	· Least
	9
	12
	8
	6
	20

	· Net preference
	22
	23
	26
	16
	8

	5. Posted letter or written communication

	· Most
	18
	21
	17
	18
	26

	· Least
	23
	29
	22
	19
	22

	· Net preference
	-5
	-8
	-5
	-1
	4

	6. Fax

	· Most
	9
	9
	13
	3
	16

	· Least
	17
	16
	14
	25
	5

	· Net preference
	-8
	-7
	-1
	-22
	11


N.B.
Net preference = % Most minus % Least.

PREFERRED WAYS TO OBTAIN INFORMATION ABOUT CIPO’S PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

· Electronic means (CIPO’s Web site and e-mail) dominated the preferred choices to obtain information about what CIPO can provide (see Table 29). Traditional information methods such as faxes, information sessions and advertising or featured articles in industry publications ranked last.

· Pamphlets or booklets received in the mail came second after electronic means, and clients were somewhat neutral towards newsletters.

3. CIPO’s Web site
· The CIPO site was clearly the first choice across client groups and product lines, and received much higher scores than any other methods.

· On average, it was the first choice of 37 percent and the last choice of only 7 percent, for a net preference of + 30 points.

4. E-mail
· E-mail was clearly the second choice overall (+ 13 points), and among Intermediaries (+15 points) and Represented Applicants (+ 17 points).

· For Unrepresented Applicants, e-mail came second (+ 8 points) and tied with pamphlets or booklets in the mail (+ 8 points).

5. Pamphlets or booklets in the mail, and newsletters
· Pamphlets or booklets tended to be the third choice among Applicants (+ 4 points) although somewhat close to newsletters (+ 4 points).

· Intermediaries tended to pick newsletters as their third choice over pamphlets or booklets.

6. Faxes
· Faxes were chosen last by Applicants, with a negative net preference (- 17 points) somewhat comparable to advertising or featured articles in industry publications (-13 points).

· Faxes obtained a negative net preference among Intermediaries (- 8 points), but this client group’s last choice was advertising or featured articles (- 22 points) and information sessions (- 19 points).

7. Information sessions
· This method was tied as the Intermediaries’ last choice, along with advertising or featured articles. 

· Among Applicants, information sessions (- 10 points) obtained a negative net preference, but advertising or featured articles and faxes received even lower net preferences (- 13 and – 17 points respectively).

8. Advertising or featured articles in industry publications
· This was clearly the last choice of Intermediaries (- 22 points) and close to information sessions (- 19 points).

· It was also the last choice of Applicants (- 13 points), and close to faxes (- 17 points).

· The dominance of electronic methods as the favoured ways to obtain IP-related information and services reflects the strategic importance of the Internet for CIPO’s communications and services.   The next section will present more detailed findings on usage and interest in CIPO’s electronic services.

Table 29a 
PREFERRED WAYS TO OBTAIN

INFORMATION ON CIPO’S PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Q6.3

Among the following means that CIPO can use for informing you about their products and services, please tell me which one you prefer. 

Q6.5
And what would be your least preferred means?

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(393)

%

	
	
	Total

(1119)

%
	Represented

(465)

%
	Unrepresented

(654)

%
	

	1. Advertising or featured articles in industry publications

	· Most
	3
	4
	5
	3
	2

	· Least
	18
	17
	17
	18
	24

	· Net preference
	-15
	-13
	-12
	-15
	-22

	2. Pamphlets / booklets in the mail

	· Most
	16
	17
	14
	20
	8

	· Least
	13
	13
	14
	12
	13

	· Net preference
	3
	4
	0
	8
	-5

	3. Information on the Internet and CIPO’s Web site

	· Most
	37
	37
	34
	40
	40

	· Least
	7
	8
	6
	9
	5

	· Net preference
	30
	29
	28
	31
	35

	4. E-mail

	· Most
	22
	22
	25
	18
	26

	· Least
	9
	9
	8
	10
	11

	· Net preference
	13
	13
	17
	8
	15

	5. Newsletters

	· Most
	8
	8
	7
	8
	13

	· Least
	4
	4
	4
	4
	5

	· Net preference
	4
	4
	3
	4
	8

	6. Information sessions

	· Most
	2
	2
	2
	3
	1

	· Least
	13
	12
	11
	12
	20

	· Net preference
	-11
	-10
	-9
	-9
	-19

	7. Fax

	· Most
	3
	3
	4
	3
	2

	· Least
	19
	20
	20
	20
	10

	· Net preference
	-16
	-17
	-16
	-17
	-8


N.B.
Net preference = % Most minus % Least.

Table 29b 
PREFERRED WAYS TO OBTAIN



INFORMATION ON CIPO’S PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

Q6.3

Among the following means that CIPO can use for informing you about their products and services, please tell me which one you prefer. 

Q6.5
And what would be your least preferred means?

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1512)

%
	PATENTS

(567)

%
	T.-MARKS

(514)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(339)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(92)

%

	1. Advertising or featured articles in industry publications

	· Most
	3
	3
	3
	4
	7

	· Least
	18
	14
	21
	16
	21

	· Net preference
	-15
	-11
	-18
	-12
	-14

	2. Pamphlets / booklets in the mail

	· Most
	16
	15
	14
	20
	22

	· Least
	13
	13
	13
	12
	16

	· Net preference
	3
	2
	1
	8
	6

	3. Information on the Internet and CIPO’s Web site

	· Most
	37
	35
	37
	40
	31

	· Least
	7
	7
	6
	9
	7

	· Net preference
	30
	28
	31
	31
	24

	4. E-mail

	· Most
	22
	22
	24
	18
	18

	· Least
	9
	9
	9
	9
	10

	· Net preference
	13
	13
	15
	9
	8

	5. Newsletters

	· Most
	8
	11
	7
	7
	10

	· Least
	4
	4
	4
	4
	1

	· Net preference
	4
	7
	3
	3
	9

	6. Information sessions

	· Most
	2
	4
	2
	2
	3

	· Least
	13
	9
	15
	12
	15

	· Net preference
	-11
	-5
	-13
	-10
	-12

	7. Fax

	· Most
	3
	3
	5
	2
	3

	· Least
	19
	24
	16
	21
	12

	· Net preference
	-16
	-21
	-11
	-19
	-9


N.B.
Net preference = % Most minus % Least.

CIPO ON-LINE

This section contains all the questions regarding CIPO’s electronic services found throughout the questionnaire (see Table 30). 

· As noted previously, electronic methods of obtaining information about CIPO’s services are consistent first choices across client groups and product lines.

EXPERIENCE WITH CIPO’S WEB SITE
· About six out of 10 clients (59%) had already visited CIPO’s Web site at least once.

· 57% in the last two years.

· 42% several times in the last two years.

· Almost all Intermediaries had visited CIPO’s Web site (91%), as had most Unrepresented Applicants (69%), and less than half Represented Applicants (44%).

· When Unrepresented Applicants were asked where they went first to get information to file or to decide to file, 41 percent said CIPO’s Web site.

· Many more clients who evaluated Copyrights had already visited CIPO’s Web site (71%) compared to those who evaluated other product lines as shown below:

· Patents (58%)

· Trade-marks (57%)

· Industrial Designs (46%)

· Most of those who visited CIPO’S Web site (79%) were satisfied with the experience offered by the site.

INTENTION TO USE CIPO’S WEB SITE
· Most of those who had already visited CIPO’s Web site (73%) said they would like to use this site more often, if they required IP services.

· Only 4 percent said they would use the site less often

· This was a consistent finding across client groups and product lines.

· Most of those who had already visited CIPO’s Web site (79%) said it is likely that they would file an on-line application, if they had one to file in the future.

· This was the case for a high proportion of Unrepresented Applicants (85%) than Intermediaries (77%) or Represented Applicants (70%).

· On-line applications would more likely be filed for Copyrights (85%) and Trade-marks (83%) than Industrial Designs (77%) and Patents (64%).

· Since only 25 percent of Unrepresented Applicants and 9 percent of Intermediaries currently file most of their applications on-line, findings on the very high propensity to file on-line indicate that on-line filing can increase dramatically in the future.

· It was previously noted that an on-line search capability was strongly preferred among a series of six proposed new services (by 48% of all respondents).

· Slightly more than half of all respondents indicated they would probably pay for a comprehensive on-line search capability (55%).

· Almost half of those who had already visited CIPO’s Web site (45%) said they were likely to consider integrating CIPO’s electronic services with their internal business processes, including:

· A majority of Intermediaries (64%) 

· A strong minority of Applicants (41%)

GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF CIPO WEB-BASED SERVICES
· 74 percent of all respondents perceived CIPO Web-based services as comprehensive and easy to use. Although not a key priority for improvement, this perception of CIPO Web-based services was less positive among Represented Applicants and Intermediaries.

· 68 percent of all respondents perceived that electronic transactions with CIPO were secure.

· Represented Applicants and Intermediaries were a lot less convinced that CIPO offered secure electronic transactions.

· The security of CIPO’s electronic services was not a current key priority for improvement.

· All of the above survey results indicate that CIPO’s on-line and Internet marketing could potentially improve satisfaction or enhance CIPO’s reputation rather quickly among clients, especially when one knows that timeliness is a key improvement priority and that clients would like CIPO to be an “active partner”.

· Therefore, even if electronic services were not directly linked to top improvement priorities, all findings suggest they could be very powerful tools to address those priorities identified using quadrant analysis. In this regard, the security of electronic transactions should be well established in clients’ minds, even though security did not emerge from this study as an improvement priority.

Table 30a 
CIPO’S ELECTRONIC SERVICES

Usage and Interest

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

%

	
	
	Total

%
	Represented

%
	Unrepresented

%
	

	Q3.2
Where did you first go to get information or assistance to file or to decide to file a (READ FROM DATABASE) application?

	
	(654)*
	(654)
	
	(654)
	

	· CIPO’s Web site
	41
	41
	
	41
	

	Q3.4
How did you file most of your (READ FROM DATABASE) applications?

	
	(1047)**
	(654)
	
	(654)
	(393)

	· CIPO’s Web site
	22
	25
	
	25
	9

	· Email
	1
	1
	
	1
	1

	Q3.16
Among the following services, which one would interest you the most?

	
	(1512)***
	(1119)
	(467)
	(652)
	(393)

	· Comprehensive on-line search capability

	48
	48
	48
	46
	51

	Q3.18
If the following services were offered to you by CIPO, would you be willing to pay for…?

	a) 
Comprehensive on-line search capability?
	55
	53
	58
	48
	72

	Q5.1/13  CIPO offers secure electronic transactions ****

	· Agree (strongly or somewhat)
	68
	70
	59
	76
	59

	· Important (very or somewhat)
	81
	81
	79
	84
	77

	· Gap
	-13
	-11
	-20
	-8
	-18

	Q5.1/14  CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use ****

	· Agree (strongly or somewhat)
	74
	75
	66
	81
	66

	· Important (very or somewhat)
	84
	84
	82
	85
	85

	· Gap
	-10
	-9
	-16
	-4
	-19

	Q6.3
Means that CIPO can use for informing you about their products and services – CIPO’s Web site

	· Most preferred
	37
	37
	34
	40
	40

	· Least preferred
	7
	8
	6
	9
	5

	          Net preference
	30
	29
	28
	31
	35

	Q7.1
In the past two years, did you visit CIPO’s Web site?

	· Never visited
	39
	42
	55
	29
	7

	· Visited but not in the 2 years
	2
	3
	2
	3
	1

	· Once or twice in the past 2 years
	15
	16
	13
	20
	5

	· Several times in the past 2 years
	42
	37
	29
	46
	85

	· Can’t say

	1
	1
	2
	1
	1


*
Unrepresented Applicants only.

**
Represented Applicants were excluded.

***
Total sample.

****
“Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1029)*

%
	APPLICANTS
	INTER-MEDIARIES

(364)

%

	
	
	Total

(665)

%
	Represented

(209)

%
	Unrepresented

(456)

%
	

	Q7.3
Should you require intellectual property services in the future, would you like to use CIPO’s Web site more, as presently or less?

	· More
	73
	73
	77
	70
	72

	· Less
	4
	4
	3
	5
	1

	          Net intention
	69
	69
	74
	65
	71

	Q7.5
Overall, how satisfied were you with the experience offered by CIPO’s Web site?  Would you say…? **

	· % top two box ratings
	79
	79
	71
	84
	80

	· % can’t say
	4
	4
	4
	3
	3

	Q7.6
How satisfied are you with CIPO’s electronic commerce services?  Would you say…?

	· % top two box ratings
	72
	75
	64
	80
	55

	· % can’t say
	47
	46
	54
	41
	49

	Q7.7
If you had to file an application for (READ FROM DATABASE), would you be willing to file on-line?

	· Yes probably
	79
	79
	70
	85
	77

	Q7.8
Would you consider integrating CIPO’s electronic services with your internal business processes?

	· Yes probably
	45
	41
	40
	41
	64


*
Visited CIPO’s Web site.

**
“Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.

Table 30b 
CIPO’S ELECTRONIC SERVICES

Usage and Interest

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

%
	PATENTS

%
	T.-MARKS

%
	COPYRIGHTS

%
	IND. DESIGNS

%

	Q3.2
Where did you first go to get information or assistance to file or to decide to file a (READ FROM DATABASE) application?

	
	(654)*
	(176)
	(168)
	(286)
	(24)

	· CIPO’s Web site
	41
	27
	34
	49
	21

	Q3.4
How did you file most of your (READ FROM DATABASE) applications?

	
	(1047)**
	(341)
	(353)
	(286)
	(67)

	· CIPO’s Web site
	22
	3
	10
	42
	0

	· Email
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1

	Q3.16
Among the following services, which one would interest you the most?

	
	(1512)***
	(567)
	(514)
	(339)
	(92)

	· Comprehensive on-line search capability

	48
	52
	50
	39
	50

	Q3.18
If the following services were offered to you by CIPO, would you be willing to pay for…?

	a) 
Comprehensive on-line search capability?
	55
	60
	60
	41
	61

	Q5.1/13  CIPO offers secure electronic transactions ****

	· Agree (strongly or somewhat)
	68
	64
	57
	86
	54

	· Important (very or somewhat)
	81
	78
	79
	87
	75

	· Gap
	-13
	-14
	-22
	-1
	-21

	Q5.1/14  CIPO Web-based services are comprehensive and easy to use ****

	· Agree (strongly or somewhat)
	74
	71
	68
	86
	58

	· Important (very or somewhat)
	84
	83
	82
	89
	80

	· Gap
	-10
	-12
	-14
	-3
	-22

	Q6.3
Means that CIPO can use for informing you about their products and services – CIPO’s Web site

	· Most preferred
	37
	35
	37
	40
	31

	· Least preferred
	7
	7
	6
	9
	7

	          Net preference
	30
	28
	31
	31
	24

	Q7.1
In the past two years, did you visit CIPO’s Web site?

	· Never visited
	39
	40
	42
	28
	51

	· Visited but not in the 2 years
	2
	2
	3
	2
	3

	· Once or twice in the past 2 years
	15
	12
	13
	24
	11

	· Several times in the past 2 years
	42
	44
	41
	45
	32

	· Can’t say

	1
	2
	1
	1
	2


*
Unrepresented Applicants only.

**
Represented Applicants were excluded.

***
Total sample.

****
“Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.

	
	TOTAL CLIENTS

(1029)*

%
	PATENTS

(391)

%
	T.-MARKS

(339)

%
	COPYRIGHTS

(240)

%
	IND. DESIGNS

(59)

%

	Q7.3
Should you require intellectual property services in the future, would you like to use CIPO’s Web site more, as presently or less?

	· More
	73
	75
	78
	64
	79

	· Less
	4
	4
	2
	6
	0

	          Net intention
	69
	71
	77
	58
	79

	Q7.5
Overall, how satisfied were you with the experience offered by CIPO’s Web site?  Would you say…? **

	· % top two box ratings
	79
	68
	83
	87
	69

	· % can’t say
	4
	5
	3
	3
	5

	Q7.6
How satisfied are you with CIPO’s electronic commerce services?  Would you say…?

	· % top two box ratings
	72
	54
	65
	88
	46

	· % can’t say
	47
	60
	50
	32
	53

	Q7.7
If you had to file an application for (READ FROM DATABASE), would you be willing to file on-line?

	· Yes probably
	79
	64
	83
	85
	77

	Q7.8
Would you consider integrating CIPO’s electronic services with your internal business processes?

	· Yes probably
	45
	42
	48
	41
	55


*
Visited CIPO’s Web site.

**
“Can’t say” was excluded from the computations.

SCREENER

QUESTIONNAIRE

DETAILED TABLES ON IMPORTANCE AND SATISFACTION BY SECTOR OF ACTIVITY


CIPO’S SERVICE ACCESS

Importance and Satisfaction Ratings

	ACCESS TO CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	SEGMENTS

	
	
	High-tech

(87)
	Biotech

(16)
	Small agents

(83)
	Large agents

(300)
	SME’s

(607)
	Large corpo.

(18)

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.5 / Q3.6 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7. The time required to answer your questions 

	· % top two box ratings
	80
	83
	81
	85
	57
	97
	65
	81
	63
	80
	84
	84
	78
	92

	· % can’t say
	10
	2
	17
	2
	8
	0
	5
	0
	3
	0
	12
	3
	12
	1

	8. The time required to establish contact with the person who dealt with your concerns

	· % top two box ratings
	76
	83
	65
	82
	68
	94
	58
	82
	64
	80
	79
	85
	79
	77

	· % can’t say
	16
	5
	21
	5
	16
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	19
	6
	22
	4

	9. The time required to receive a grant or registration of your rights

	· % top two box ratings
	57
	80
	62
	78
	37
	85
	17
	81
	18
	80
	67
	80
	46
	91

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	2
	0
	20
	4
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0

	10. The methods of contact available 

	· % top two box ratings
	85
	82
	88
	82
	69
	85
	74
	79
	81
	67
	87
	85
	84
	80

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	0
	0
	4
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0

	11. Forms and procedures were easy to understand

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	84
	74
	81
	70
	70
	86
	80
	89
	71
	81
	87
	68
	81

	· % can’t say
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	3
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	12. Filing at CIPO was easy and convenient

	· % top two box ratings
	90
	90
	84
	94
	97
	90
	94
	85
	91
	84
	90
	91
	84
	86

	· % can’t say
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	12. Services offered by CIPO made you feel independent and self-sufficient, able not to rely on anyone else

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	77
	82
	76
	80
	56
	71
	60
	70
	59
	86
	81
	78
	71

	· % can’t say
	6
	4
	2
	0
	4
	5
	19
	13
	13
	13
	4
	2
	5
	0

	13. Hours of service of CIPO were adequate

	· % top two box ratings
	87
	74
	88
	62
	75
	90
	72
	63
	80
	60
	89
	76
	88
	68

	· % can’t say
	8
	3
	8
	2
	13
	5
	2
	4
	2
	0
	9
	3
	4
	2

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.1
	81.6
	78.0
	80.0
	69.1
	83.4
	67.1
	76.4
	69.5
	72.6
	82.9
	83.6
	75.6
	80.8


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants are excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.5
The questions that follow ask about the way the service was delivered to you by CIPO when you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications. For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.6
Now, for the same aspects of service provided to you by CIPO, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point.  You can give any number between 1 and 5. 

 

CIPO’S SERVICE DELIVERY

  Importance and Satisfaction Ratings 

	DELIVERY OF CIPO’S SERVICES
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	SEGMENTS

	
	
	High-tech

(87)
	Biotech

(16)
	Small agents

(83)
	Large agents

(300)
	SME’s

(607)
	Large corpo.

(18)

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.8 / Q3.9 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	8. Information provided on everything you had to do to apply for IP protection

	· % top two box ratings
	81
	87
	73
	92
	77
	90
	74
	80
	79
	70
	82
	91
	87
	85

	· % can’t say
	3
	1
	2
	2
	5
	0
	6
	1
	6
	2
	2
	1
	5
	0

	9. The spoken language and written communications were clear and easy to understand

	· % top two box ratings
	83
	90
	80
	91
	75
	80
	81
	92
	77
	87
	84
	90
	63
	97

	· % can’t say
	1
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	10. Consistency of  information and assistance received 

	· % top two box ratings
	76
	91
	84
	96
	76
	100
	61
	84
	61
	90
	81
	92
	60
	97

	· % can’t say
	4
	1
	2
	0
	5
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0

	11. Courtesy

	· % top two box ratings
	91
	89
	95
	82
	91
	73
	95
	88
	95
	80
	90
	90
	95
	91

	· % can’t say
	9
	2
	7
	0
	8
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	11
	3
	6
	0

	12. Knowledge and competence related to  intellectual property

	· % top two box ratings
	81
	94
	84
	98
	74
	100
	75
	95
	67
	94
	85
	94
	62
	100

	· % can’t say
	8
	2
	9
	0
	15
	4
	0
	0
	1
	0
	9
	2
	6
	0

	13. Fair and equitable treatment

	· % top two box ratings
	87
	94
	94
	97
	96
	100
	80
	93
	80
	92
	90
	94
	83
	95

	· % can’t say
	6
	2
	7
	0
	30
	5
	2
	0
	2
	0
	6
	2
	6
	0

	14. Sensitivity to the needs of local businesses

	· % top two box ratings
	67
	74
	62
	67
	87
	69
	41
	70
	46
	57
	73
	77
	49
	75

	· % can’t say
	27
	11
	23
	4
	46
	27
	29
	11
	22
	10
	28
	11
	27
	7

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.9
	88.4
	81.7
	89.0
	82.3
	87.4
	72.4
	86.0
	72.1
	81.4
	83.6
	89.7
	71.3
	91.4


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants were excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.8 
When you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, a number of aspects of CIPO’s service may have affected your experience.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied. 

Q3.9
For each of the same aspects of CIPO’s service, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point (you can give any number between 1 and 5), how important is…

 
CIPO’S SERVICE VALUE

Importance and Satisfaction ratings

	
	TOTAL

CLIENTS

(1047)
	SEGMENTS

	
	
	High-tech

(87)
	Biotech

(16)
	Small agents

(83)
	Large agents

(300)
	SME’s

(607)
	Large corpo.

(18)

	
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.
	Sat.
	Imp.

	Q3.5 / Q3.6 1
UNREPRESENTED APPLICANTS AND INTERMEDIARIES ONLY

	7.
Internal processes at CIPO supported your competitiveness

	· % top two box ratings
	72
	68
	66
	57
	65
	100
	51
	72
	44
	61
	78
	70
	76
	58

	· % can’t say
	32
	20
	31
	18
	35
	17
	29
	28
	26
	16
	34
	21
	13
	6

	8.
In the end you got what you needed from CIPO

	· % top two box ratings
	89
	94
	88
	97
	73
	100
	71
	91
	78
	91
	93
	95
	84
	95

	· % can’t say
	2
	0
	2
	0
	0
	4
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0

	9.
In the end you got value for your money

	· % top two box ratings
	84
	83
	80
	77
	77
	97
	81
	84
	75
	79
	85
	83
	95
	84

	· % can’t say
	6
	2
	7
	1
	9
	9
	7
	8
	3
	1
	6
	2
	8
	8

	Q3.8 / Q3.9 2

	8.
Cost of service provided

	· % top two box ratings
	75
	77
	75
	76
	90
	63
	81
	72
	82
	64
	74
	80
	91
	56

	· % can’t say
	2
	1
	0
	0
	10
	4
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	5
	5

	

	Overall average 

	· % top two boxes
	80.0
	80.5
	77.3
	76.8
	76.3
	90.0
	71.0
	79.8
	69.8
	73.8
	82.5
	82.0
	86.5
	73.3


N.B.

Top two box ratings (4 – somewhat satisfied, and 5 – very satisfied, combined) of satisfaction and importance.  “Can’t say” excluded from the computations. 

Represented Applicants were excluded from the table because they did not rate the importance of and satisfaction with CIPO’s services.
1
Q3.5
The questions that follow ask about the way the service was delivered to you by CIPO when you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were very dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.6
Now, for the same aspects of service provided to you by CIPO, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point.  You can give any number between 1 and 5. 

2
Q3.8
When you filed (READ FROM DATABASE) applications, a number of aspects of CIPO’s service may have affected your experience.  For each of the following aspects, please tell me if you were dissatisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, mixed, somewhat satisfied or very satisfied.


Q3.9
For each of the same aspects of CIPO’s service, please tell me how important it is to you, using a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 means not at all important and 5 means very important and 3 is the middle point (you can give any number between 1 and 5), how important is…

� 	http://www.tbs-sct.gc.ca/si-si/sii-ias/howto/index_e.shtml


� 	Only 18% by Intermediaries.


� 	Only 45% by Intermediaries.


� 	Only 45% by Intermediaries.


� 	Minus 62 points among Intermediaries.


� 	This model puts in relation satisfaction and importance ratings (based on the CMT - see section 4.9 for more details).





� 	The more a service attribute is correlated with the overall level of satisfaction, the higher the derived or inferred importance of this attribute.


� 	Excerpt from A How-to Guide for the Service Improvement Initiative of the TBS.  March, 2001.


� 	These measures are key.  With the Service Improvement Initiative, TBS set a five year government – wide objective of at least 10% improvement in the level of satisfaction.  Results to these questions are used to determine the desired future state.


� 	Also called Gap Analysis, Quadrant Analysis, Service Improvement Matrix. See Section 4.9 in “Methodology”.  For more details, see “Listening to Customers: An Introduction prepared by S.A. Woodhouse et al. For the Service Quality B.C. Secretariat. Government of British Columbia 1993.





�	Percentage point differences between top two ratings boxes for importance and satisfaction.


�	Access to services (8), deliver (7) and value (4) for a total of 19 attributes.


� 	1. High-technology – High-tech. + Computer related + Electrical / Physics + Technological Industries (N = 87).  2. Bio-technologies – Biotech. + Organic Chemistry + Other Chemistry (N = 16).  3. Small Intermediaries with 5 or less employees (N = 83).  4. Large Intermediaries with more than 5 employees (N = 300).  5. SMEs – with 500 or less employees (N = 607) and 6. Large Corporations (N = 18).





� 	% obtained through boxes 4 & 5 on a five-point scale.





� 	Gap in percentage points between satisfaction and importance ratings.





� 	Detailed tables on importance and satisfaction ratings for each of the three drivers categories by sector of activity will be found in Appendix 3.


� 	These discrepancies reinforce the necessity in any customer satisfaction survey to verify what respondents are claiming to be important and not rely blindly on what they say.


� 	Trade-marks and Patents: examiner’s first decision.


	Copyrights and Industrial Designs (registration).


� 	Intermediaries did not rated copyright applications.





