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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES 

Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada’s (ISED) 2016-2021 Service Management 
Strategy stipulates that ISED will establish “baseline client satisfaction measures and develop a 
proposal to measure horizontal client satisfaction” before the end of the 2017-18 fiscal year. 

The Canadian Intellectual Property Office (CIPO) Client Satisfaction Survey was developed as a 
standardized measure of client satisfaction and conducted as a baseline in 2017-18 against which 
future waves can be compared to assess progress and trends over time. This project also included 
initial focus groups that informed the questions asked in the quantitative survey. 

The objectives of the project were to: 

 Develop a series of baseline performance measurement metrics relating to customer 
satisfaction for CIPO; 

 Outline client priorities for CIPO’s service delivery; and, 

 Collect data to support other business intelligence needs related to CIPO’s clients. 

B. METHODOLOGY 

1. Qualitative phase 

Environics Research conducted a series of nine focus groups between December 6, 2017 and 
January 16, 2018. Seven focus groups were held in person (in Ottawa, Toronto, Montreal and 
Vancouver) and two were conducted by telephone conference call. The groups were segmented by 
client type, as follows: 

 Agents (3 groups: 2 patent/industrial design and 1 trademark) – Agents are Intellectual 
Property (IP) professionals who prosecute IP applications on behalf of their clients or the 
companies they work for (in-house counsel) 

 Unrepresented clients (2 groups: primarily trademark) – Clients who have completed the 
process to obtain IP without the help of an agent 

 Represented clients (4 groups: 3 in Canada and 1 in the United States, mixed patent and 
trademark) – Clients who used an agent to complete the process to obtain IP 

Focus group participants were selected according to the Standards for the Conduct of Government 
of Canada Public Opinion Research – Qualitative Research

1
. More detailed information on 

qualitative methodology is provided in Appendix A of the full report, along with a copy of the research 
instruments (Appendices B and C). 

                                                      
1  Standards for the Conduct of Government of Canada Public Opinion Research – Qualitative Research. https://www.tpsgc-

pwgsc.gc.ca/rop-por/documents/rechqual-qualres-eng.pdf 

https://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/rop-por/documents/rechqual-qualres-eng.pdf
https://www.tpsgc-pwgsc.gc.ca/rop-por/documents/rechqual-qualres-eng.pdf
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Statement of limitations: Qualitative research provides insight into the range of opinions held within 
a population, rather than the weights of the opinions held, as would be measured in a quantitative 
study. The results of this type of research should be viewed as indicative rather than projectable to 
the population. 

2. Quantitative phase 

The quantitative phase of this research project involved an online survey with 1,136 clients of CIPO, 
from February 21 to April 22, 2018. The margin of error for the total sample of 1,136 is +/- 2.9 
percentage points, at the 95% confidence level (margin of error is greater for subgroups). 

The sample provided by CIPO included three client groups: agents, unrepresented clients and 
represented clients. The agent group was selected from a list of registered agents representing both 
national and international clients.  The latter two groups of clients were selected from a list of 
Canadian applicants if, between June 1, 2016 and November 1, 2017, they were: granted/registered 
IP; their applications were refused/abandoned/ withdrawn; or if their application was still in progress. 
This survey represents an attempted census of eligible clients for whom email information is 
available. 

The distribution of completed interviews was as follows: 

 
Patent ID TD Total 

Margin 
of Error* 

% 
Actual** 

Agents 113 84 236 433 ± 4.7 38% 

Unrepresented clients 88 20 476 584 ± 4.0 51% 

Represented clients 20 3 23 46 ± 14.4 10% 

Mixed clients*** 21 6 46 73 ± 11.5 - 

Total 242 113 781 1136 ± 2.9 100% 

Margin of Error* ± 6.3 ± 9.2 ± 3.5  

*Margins of sampling error shown are at the 95% confidence level 

**Represents the actual proportion of emails in the database provided by CIPO 

*** Mixed clients are those who indicated that they sometimes used an agent and sometimes interacted with CIPO on their 
own behalf in the previous 18 months. 

When clients indicated experience with more than one line of business in the past 18 months, the 
survey programming selected a line of business for respondents to respond about, prioritizing those 
with fewer sample records (Industrial Design and Patent) to ensure these are sufficiently 
represented in the data. The data were statistically weighted to the proportions of agents, 
unrepresented and represented clients having e-mails in the original sample file. 

A more detailed description of the quantitative methodology is presented in Appendix A, and the 
questionnaire is included as Appendix D. 

C. CONTRACT VALUE 

The cost of this research was $147,083.06 (HST included). 
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D. REPORT 

This report begins with an executive summary outlining key findings and conclusions, followed by a 
detailed analysis of the survey data and a detailed analysis of the focus group. Provided under 
separate cover is a detailed set of “banner tables” presenting the results for all quantitative survey 
questions by population segments as defined by client group, IP type, region and other subgroups. 
These tables are referenced by the survey question in the detailed analysis. 

In this report, quantitative results are expressed as percentages unless otherwise noted. Results 
may not add to 100% due to rounding or multiple responses. Net results cited in the text may not 
exactly match individual results shown in the tables due to rounding. 

E. USE OF FINDINGS OF THE RESEARCH 

The qualitative research conducted as part of this project was used to develop and finalize the 
questionnaire content. The CIPO Client Satisfaction Survey is intended to be a standardized 
measure of client satisfaction, used to establish a baseline in 2017-18 and subsequently updated 
every three years to assess progress and trends over time. 

The 2018 CIPO Client Satisfaction Survey Report has garnered valuable feedback from clients and 
stakeholders regarding the quality of service that CIPO provides to its clients. CIPO will use this 
information to put in place service quality improvements that align with the Government of Canada 
Service Strategy, which aims to improve service for Canadians and put the client first. Going 
forward, CIPO will continue to measure and monitor the implementation of service delivery and 
share results through existing mechanisms such CIPO’s Annual Report to ensure that information 
about the organization’s continuous improvement efforts is accessible to clients and stakeholders. 

 

F. KEY FINDINGS – QUANTITATIVE PHASE 

The findings of the quantitative survey reveal moderate satisfaction with CIPO, with substantial room 
for improvement. Half of clients (51%) are satisfied overall with the service it provides, compared to 
two in ten (22%) who are neutral and one-quarter (27%) who are dissatisfied. This pattern in client 
satisfaction (roughly half satisfied, the remainder almost evenly divided between neutral and 
negative opinions) is remarkably similar across the service aspects measured, including ease of 
access to service and the time to receive their IP registration or grant.  

 Where satisfaction is slightly higher is with services related to filing (57% overall among 
those who filed an application in the past 18 months); satisfaction is slightly lower for 
services related to examination (48%) and the quality of office actions (46%). 

 CIPO receives its highest scores for providing services in the clients’ official language of 
choice (87% agree); for an easy to use electronic payment process (73%); and, for the 
professionalism of its staff (67%), the latter of which was also a key strength raised in the 
focus groups. 

 Perhaps not surprisingly, service satisfaction is linked to success at achieving 
registered/granted IP. Overall satisfaction and satisfaction with specific service aspects is 
generally higher among those who have received a registration/grant in the past 18 months, 
and lower among those whose IP was abandoned or refused. 
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Overall satisfaction with CIPO service is broadly consistent by client type, despite the varying 
degrees of interaction and experience that agents, unrepresented and represented clients have with 
CIPO. 

 Where differences do exist is with respect to filing and examination services. Satisfaction 
with service received during filing is higher among agents (64%, vs. 55% of unrepresented 
clients). Notably, agents give higher ratings for the efficiency of the process and that forms 
are easy to complete than about CIPO’s databases being easy to use and giving them the 
information they need – while the opposite is true for unrepresented clients. 

 In turn, satisfaction with service received during examination is lower among agents (44%, 
vs. 50% for unrepresented clients). Compared to unrepresented clients, agents give higher 
ratings for ease of understanding office actions and verbal discussions with examiners, and 
lower ratings for the consistency of decisions between examiners and the timeliness of first 
office actions. 

 Represented clients are distinguished by a greater tendency to use the “neutral” or “no 
opinion” categories to describe their views of CIPO, reflecting the fact that they interact 
primarily with their agent rather than CIPO itself. Otherwise, the relative proportion of positive 
versus negative views is similar to other client types (i.e., they are no more likely than others 
to be satisfied or dissatisfied with CIPO’s service).  

Overall client satisfaction is higher for industrial design (ID) services (68%) than for patent (55%) or 
trademark (49%) services. 

 This cannot be attributed to the higher proportion of agents who handle ID because of its 
complexity (48% of those responding about ID are agents, vs. 22% for patents and 12% for 
trademarks) – since agents are no more likely than other to report overall satisfaction with 
CIPO services. Instead, the data points to significantly higher satisfaction with the time to 
receive a registered ID (67%, vs. 54% for a granted patent and 46% for a registered 
trademark). 

 While overall satisfaction is statistically similar for patent and trademark services, views 
about trademarks are distinguished by higher levels of dissatisfaction. Clients who received 
trademark services are more likely to be dissatisfied with filing, examination, the quality of 
office actions and the time to receive to a registered trademark. 

Beyond the impact of client type and line of business, client satisfaction tends to be higher among 
represented and unrepresented clients with more IP experience (as measured by a larger number of 
applications in the past 18 months) and lower among agents who work with international clients 
requiring Canadian IP services (compared to agents who work only with domestic clients). Client 
satisfaction (both overall and with specific aspects of CIPO’s services) does not vary in a meaningful 
way by gender, client location, industry, or company size. 

Given the variation in ratings of CIPO’s service aspects, overall and by key subgroups, a more in-
depth analysis was conducted to determine which service aspects are the key “drivers” or factors 
influencing clients’ overall satisfaction with CIPO service. 

 Clients are most likely to have a favourable impression if they are satisfied with services 
provided during filing and examination and with the timeliness of the process. The views of 
represented and unrepresented clients are also influenced by perceptions that CIPO staff “go 
the extra mile” to fulfill their needs. 



 

v 

 A performance analysis indicates that CIPO receives relatively weaker ratings for the 
following service aspects: Developing and adjusting filing and examination 
processes/services with user needs in mind; timeliness, both of office actions and time from 
initial filing to registered/granted IP; consistency of decisions between examiners (this is a 
particularly weak perception among agents); and among represented and unrepresented 
clients, perceptions that CIPO staff go the extra mile. Thus, the extent to which CIPO can 
address these issues/concerns likely provides the greatest opportunity to improve overall 
client satisfaction with its services. 

CIPO has recently developed a program to raise awareness of and educate Canadians about IP. 
These services included a range of informational material about IP, seminars and events, as well as 
access to CIPO staff who can help Canadians better understand the value of IP and discuss their IP 
strategy. At this early stage in the program, one in five unrepresented and represented clients say 
they are aware of these services. However, there is widespread agreement (69%) that these types 
of services are useful to businesses/individuals. 

 

G. KEY FINDINGS – QUALITATIVE PHASE 

The focus groups revealed two main orientations towards CIPO’s service, in terms of their 
expectations and experience: 

 On one hand are the experts, which include agents and certain represented clients. This 
audience wants service customized to their specific needs as high-volume, very experienced 
users. Service improvements should focus on: enhancing the functionality of the IP search 
databases (particularly the trademark database); improving the consistency of examination 
across examiners and time periods, and in relation to laws/regulations; and, improving the 
consistency of the IP process between the three lines of business. 

 On the other hand are the laypersons, which mainly include unrepresented clients and less 
experienced represented clients. This audience likes the automated, self-service online IP 
process, but often encounters problems without an advanced level of knowledge about IP. 
Their priority areas for service improvement are more clarity around information 
requirements and adequate support that backs up their ability to submit a successful IP 
application. 

There were also common themes related to client service that were raised across client types: 

 The most consistent praise was for CIPO staff, who were consistently described as 
professional, courteous and good to work with. Agents were most likely to see further room 
for improvement, in terms of accessibility (i.e., desire for a direct contact over the general call 
centre) and knowledge, both among examiners and other support staff (the latter with 
respect to how their role fits within the larger IP process and why it is important). 

 Areas for improvement that were consistently raised include: improving CIPO’s accuracy and 
ability to easily and quickly correct mistakes; improving the transparency of where an 
application is in process; and, developing its online capabilities (e.g., increasing use of email 
correspondence, putting all documents related to a file online). 

One of the goals of the focus groups was to determine the extent to which represented clients can 
comment on CIPO’s service, since contact is typically moderated by an agent. However, the 
research revealed that a sufficient number expressed the desire to “go it alone” and that some try to 
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do so before encountering problems. Because CIPO’s mandate includes helping clients navigate the 
IP process, represented clients were included in the quantitative survey, together with agents and 
unrepresented clients. 

H. POLITICAL NEUTRALITY STATEMENT AND CONTACT 
INFORMATION 

I hereby certify as a Vice President of Environics Research Group that the deliverables fully comply 
with the Government of Canada political neutrality requirements outlined in the Communications 
Policy on Communications and Federal Identity of the Government of Canada and Procedures for 
Planning and Contracting Public Opinion Research. Specifically, the deliverables do not contain any 
reference to electoral voting intentions, political party preferences, standings with the electorate, or 
ratings of the performance of a political party or its leader. 

 

Sarah Roberton 
Vice President, Corporate and Public Affairs 
Environics Research 
sarah.roberton@environics.ca / 613.699.6884 

mailto:sarah.roberton@environics.ca
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I INTRODUCTION 

A. BACKGROUND 

The Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada (ISED) 2016-2021 Service 
Management Strategy established specific year 1 & 2 initiatives, including a plan to establish and 
capture a baseline measure of client satisfaction horizontally across ISED sectors. Specifically, the 
Service Management Strategy stipulates ISED will establish “baseline client satisfaction measures 
and develop a proposal to measure horizontal client satisfaction.” 

The CIPO Client Satisfaction Survey was designed to be a standardized measure of client 
satisfaction, used to establish a baseline in 2017-18 and subsequently updated every three years to 
assess progress and trends over time. 

The survey incorporated a common set of questions that could be used across ISED to ensure a 
consistent approach to client satisfaction measurement. This project also included initial focus 
groups to explore service elements that clients value, as well as priorities for future initiatives. This 
information was used to develop and finalize the questionnaire content. 

B. RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

CIPO is seeking to better understand clients’ needs, prioritize its actions, and demonstrate the 
impact of its service initiatives and programs. Demonstrating the impact of its programs and services 
is also essential as new reporting requirements are introduced at the Government of Canada level. 
For example, new Management Accountability Framework requirements emphasize not only the 
systematic collection of client satisfaction information, but also require departments to demonstrate 
how service feedback is used to adjust and improve client service programs. Equally, the Services 
Fees Act and the Treasury Board of Canada Secretariat (TBS) Policy on Service emphasizes 
requirements for consulting on service standards as well as the importance of confirming clients 
level of satisfaction with current levels of service through client feedback and client satisfaction 
measurement. 

The specific objectives of this project were to: 

 Develop a series of baseline performance measurement metrics relating to customer 
satisfaction for CIPO; 

 Outline client priorities for CIPO’s service delivery; and, 

 Collect data to support other business intelligence needs related to CIPO’s clients. 

The research involved an initial qualitative research phase (focus groups), followed by a quantitative 
(online) survey. The target audience was clients with at least one official transaction with CIPO’s 
main lines of business (Patents, Trademarks and Industrial Designs) over the past 18 months. Client 
sample was provided by CIPO. This report begins with an executive summary outlining key findings 
and conclusions, followed by detailed analysis of the qualitative and quantitative results. A detailed 
set of “banner tables” is provided under separate cover; this presents results for all survey questions 
by segments such as client type and line of business. 
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Reading this report 

In this report, quantitative results are expressed as percentages unless otherwise noted. Results 
may not add to 100% due to rounding or multiple responses. Net results cited in the text may not 
exactly match individual results shown in the charts due to rounding. 

The data presented in this report are based on the total sample asked to respond to each question, 
and therefore reported results include those who did not have an opinion (i.e., who neither agree nor 
disagree, but instead indicated they “cannot say”). For most questions, the proportion without an 
opinion is modest (less than 10 percent), but for select questions, is much larger than that. As a 
result, it should be noted that some levels of agreement/satisfaction are lower as a function of a 
higher-than-average proportion who have no opinion of the service attribute, rather than 
agreement/satisfaction being inherently low.   
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II DETAILED FINDINGS – QUANTITATIVE 
PHASE 

A. OVERALL AND CHANNEL USE SATISFACTION 

1. Overall satisfaction with CIPO’s services 

Half of clients are satisfied with the service CIPO provided in the past 18 months. 

Clients from CIPO’s three main clients groups (agents, unrepresented, and represented clients) 
were asked about their overall satisfaction with CIPO services related to Intellectual Property (IP), 
that is, patents, trademarks or industrial designs (depending on the line of business used in the past 
18 months). Overall, clients are almost twice as likely to be satisfied as dissatisfied. Just over half 
(51%) express some level of satisfaction (including 15 percent who are very satisfied), while one-
quarter (27%) are dissatisfied (12% very dissatisfied). Two in ten are neutral. 

Overall level of satisfaction with CIPO services 

 
Q.4 Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided to you by CIPO related to ____? 

Overall satisfaction (very satisfied and satisfied) is higher among those who received service for an 
industrial design (68%), compared to patents (55%) or trademarks (49%). 

While overall satisfaction is similar by client type, agents are less likely than other clients to be very 
satisfied, and more likely to just be satisfied. It is also notable that represented clients are the most 
likely to be neutral (43%), perhaps reflecting a lack of personal experience with CIPO’s service. 
Dissatisfaction is most common among agents (24%) and unrepresented clients (29%), with the 
latter group most likely to express strong dissatisfaction (14%). 

15% 

8% 

17% 

9% 

21% 

15% 

15% 

19% 

36% 

45% 

35% 

37% 

26% 

34% 

40% 

49% 

22% 

22% 

19% 

43% 

32% 

21% 

23% 

18% 

15% 

19% 

15% 

7% 

11% 

16% 

13% 

8% 

12% 

5% 

14% 

4% 

11% 

13% 

9% 

5% 

Total (n=1,136)

Agents (n=433)

Unrepresented clients
(n=584)

Represented clients (n=46)

Mixed clients (n=73)

Trademark (n=781)

Patent (n=242)

Industrial design (n=113)

Very satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied
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Overall satisfaction is also higher among those who successfully received an IP grant or registration 
(62%, vs. 40% who did not), and those who did not report an abandonment or refusal (57%, vs. 36% 
who did). Among represented and unrepresented clients, satisfaction increases as the number of 
applications increases (from 47% with one, up to 64% with three or more). Satisfaction is also higher 
among the minority of agents who work only with Canadian clients (67%, vs. 48% who have worked 
with international clients requiring Canadian IP services). 

2. Use of channels 

The CIPO website via a desktop computer is the most widely used service channel. The small 
number using the in-person channel are mainly satisfied. Beyond this, telephone is the 
channel with the highest level of satisfaction. 

a) Channels used in past 18 months 

Clients were shown a list of channels and asked which they had used to access CIPO services in 
the past 18 months (multiple responses were allowed). By far the most widely used channel is the 
CIPO website via desktop (86%); eleven percent have also used the CIPO website via mobile 
device. After the website, the next most popular channel is telephone (53%), followed by email 
(39%) and regular mail (29%). Relatively few have used other channels (fax, in-person visits). 

Channels used to access CIPO products and services in past 18 months 

Channel 
Total 

(n=1,136) 

Client group 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73)* 

CIPO website – via 
desktop 

86% 93% 86% 70% 86% 

Telephone 53% 68% 52% 24% 48% 

Email 39% 38% 39% 28% 48% 

Regular mail 29% 41% 28% 11% 21% 

Fax 13% 39% 8% 2% 10% 

CIPO website – via 
mobile device 

11% 18% 9% 15% 10% 

In-person visit 3% 5% 3% - 1% 

None of the above 1% 1% <1% 22% 3% 

Q5 Which of the following channels have you used to access CIPO’s products and services related to [IP TYPE: patents / 
trademarks / industrial designs] in the past 18 months? Select all that apply 

* Mixed clients are those who indicated that they sometimes used an agent and sometimes interacted with CIPO on their own 
behalf in the previous 18 months 
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Website via desktop is the most used channel across client subgroups. Reported use of each of 
these channels (except email and in-person) is most widespread among agents and least so among 
represented clients. There is little differentiation in channel use by line of business. 

Reported use of the telephone service channel (58% vs 49% of men) and fax (18% vs 10% of men) 
are higher among female clients, while use of email is higher among male clients (41% vs. 33% of 
women). 

b) Satisfaction with channels 

Users of each channel were asked to rate their level of satisfaction with it. Majorities of channel 
users are satisfied with telephone (65%), in-person visits (64%), email (59%) and website via 
desktop (59%). About half of users are satisfied with fax (50%), regular mail (49%) and website via 
mobile device (48%). Roughly two in ten in each case are dissatisfied, although this level is inflated 
for regular mail (27% dissatisfied); the remainder are neutral. 

Overall level of satisfaction with CIPO service by channel – among channel users 

 
Q6 How satisfied are you with the service CIPO provided (by/on)…? 
  

30% 

29% 

19% 

16% 

13% 

11% 

10% 

34% 

36% 

40% 

43% 

37% 

38% 

38% 

18% 

16% 

22% 

21% 

29% 

24% 

31% 

9% 

9% 

10% 

12% 

11% 

16% 

14% 

9% 

9% 

10% 

7% 

10% 

11% 

7% 

In-person visits (n=37)

Telephone (n=644)

Email (n=439)

Website – via desktop (n=999) 

Fax (n=222)

Regular mail (n=359)

Website – via mobile device (n=146) 

Very satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied
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Overall level of satisfaction with CIPO service – by client group and IP type 

Channel – number of 
users and net 
satisfied 
(% very + somewhat) 

Total 

Client group IP type 

Agents 
Unrepre-
sented 
clients 

Repre-
sented 
clients 

Mixed 
clients 

Trade-
mark 

Patent ID 

Website via desktop - 
# of users 

999 403 501 32 63 686 207 106 

Net satisfied – website 
via desktop 

60% 59% 59% 66% 60% 59% 63% 60% 

Telephone–# of users 644 294 304 11* 35 442 150 52 

Net satisfied – 
telephone 

66% 62% 67% BTS 63% 63% 71% 80% 

Email–# of users 439 165 226 13* 35 309 101 29* 

Net satisfied - email 59% 58% 59% BTS 57% 57% 65% BTS 

Regular mail - # of 
users 

359 176 163 5* 15* 227 91 41 

Net satisfied – regular 
mail 

49% 61% 47% BTS BTS 45% 59% 60% 

Q6 How satisfied are you with the service CIPO provided (by/on)…? 

* BTS indicates base is too small to report 

Satisfaction with service by regular mail or fax is higher among agents (61% and 58%, respectively), 
and lower among unrepresented clients (47% and 41%), who in turn are more likely than others to 
say they are dissatisfied with these two channels. 

While agents and unrepresented clients are similarly likely to be satisfied with service received by 
telephone and website via desktop, strong satisfaction (“very satisfied” as opposed to “satisfied”) is 
higher among the latter group. 

Satisfaction with several of these channels is linked to overall satisfaction with CIPO services in 
general. Satisfaction with the website via desktop increases as the number of applications filed 
increases. 
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B. APPLICATION PROCESS 

1. If applied for IP in past 18 months 

Over eight in ten agents and seven in ten represented and unrepresented clients submitted 
an IP application in the past 18 months. 

As the survey covered clients in various stages of the IP process, questions were asked to 
determine who had submitted an IP application in the past 18 months (agents were asked if they had 
filed applications on behalf of clients in that time period). Seven in ten represented and 
unrepresented clients, and over eight in ten agents, submitted applications in that time frame. 

If submitted IP application [Patent/TM/ID) to CIPO in past 18 months 
- represented and unrepresented clients (n=703) 

 
Q7 REP/UNREP (n=703): In the past 18 months, did you submit an IP application for [IP TYPE: a patent(s) / a trademark(s) / an 

industrial design(s)] to CIPO? 

Represented clients are somewhat less likely to have submitted an application in this time period 
(52% vs. 71% of unrepresented and 73% of mixed clients). Represented and unrepresented clients 
who are responding about a trademark are more likely to have submitted an application in the past 
18 months (74%) than are those reporting about a patent (53%), which may be because the IP 
process is longer for patents than for trademarks. 

Over eight in ten agents have submitted an application for IP on behalf of a client in the past 18 
months, and the rate is statistically similar by type of IP (86% trademark, 79% patent and 83% for 
industrial design). Having submitted an application is higher among agents with international clients 
(90% vs. 66% without) and increases with length of experience in the IP field (from 73% with 10 or 
fewer years, up to 90% with 21 years or more). 

70% 

23% 

7% 

Yes

No

Not sure
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If submitted IP application [Patent/TM/ID) to CIPO in past 18 months 
- agents (n=433) 

 
Q7 AGENT (n=433): In the past 18 months, did you submit an IP application for [IP TYPE: a patent(s) / a trademark(s) / an 

industrial design(s)] on behalf of a client? 

84% 

16% 

Yes

No
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2. Overall satisfaction with filing process services 

More than half who applied are satisfied with CIPO’s service during the filing process. 

Clients who had filed an application in the past 18 months (n=852) were asked to indicate their level 
of satisfaction with the services CIPO provided during the filing process. More than half (57%) 
express some level of satisfaction (15% very satisfied); around two in ten are neutral, and one-
quarter are dissatisfied (11% very dissatisfied). 

Overall level of satisfaction with CIPO’s service during IP application 
among those who submitted an application in the past 18 months 

 
Q8 Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided to you by CIPO during the filing process? 

SUBGROUP: Submitted an IP application in past 18 months (n=852) 
*NOTE: The base of represented clients is too small to report (n=24) 

Satisfaction is higher among agents (64%) than among unrepresented clients (55%) and mixed 
clients (50%), who in turn are more likely to express dissatisfaction (27% and 28%, respectively). 

Satisfaction is similar by type of IP, although dissatisfaction is higher among those reporting on a 
trademark (27%). It is unclear whether this is due to differences in the application process for 
trademarks, or because the other types of IP are more linked to agents who presumably have more 
experience with the process. 

Finally, satisfaction with the application process is closely correlated to overall satisfaction with 
CIPO. 

15% 

12% 

16% 

8% 

14% 

18% 

14% 

42% 

52% 

39% 

42% 

41% 

41% 

47% 

18% 

18% 

17% 

23% 

17% 

23% 

23% 

14% 

14% 

15% 

11% 

15% 

12% 

8% 

11% 

5% 

12% 

17% 

12% 

6% 

8% 

Total (n=852)

Agents (n=362)

Unrepresented clients (n=413)

Mixed clients (n=53)

Trademark (n=606)

Patent (n=159)

Industrial design (n=87)

Very satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied
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3. Agreement with statements about filing process services 

Among clients who submitted an IP application in the past 18 months, agreement is highest 
that CIPO’s searchable databases are easy to use and contain needed information. 

Those with recent application experience were shown a series of statements with respect to filing 
services and asked to indicate their level of agreement with each. Overall agreement (strongly agree 
and agree) is highest that CIPO’s searchable database contained the information needed (67%) and 
was easy to use (64%). Agreement is somewhat lower, but close to six in ten, that the filing process 
was efficient (59%), that applications forms were easy to complete (57%), and that they were 
informed of everything they needed to do to apply for intellectual property (57%). Agreement is 
lowest that “the filing process was designed with your needs in mind” (45%). 

Level of agreement with statements about CIPO service during IP application 
among those who submitted an application in the past 18 months

 
Q9 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the service provided by CIPO during the filing 

process? 

SUBGROUP: Submitted an IP application in past 18 months (n=852) 

27% 

25% 

18% 

19% 

15% 

14% 

37% 

42% 

39% 

40% 

42% 

31% 

17% 

17% 

17% 

16% 

17% 

24% 

10% 

8% 

15% 

12% 

11% 

16% 

7% 

5% 

8% 

11% 

10% 

11% 

3% 

3% 

3% 

3% 

4% 

3% 

Searchable database was easy to use

Searchable database contained the
information you needed

The application forms were easy to complete

The process of filing an application was
efficient

You were informed of everything you had to
do to apply for intellectual property protection

The filing process was designed with your
needs in mind
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Level of agreement with statements about CIPO service 
during IP application – by client group and IP type 

Net Overall agreement (strongly 
agree + agree) with statements 
about filing process service 

Client group* IP type 

Agents 
(n=362) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=413) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=53) 

Trade-
mark 

(n=606) 

Patent 
(n=159) 

ID 
(n=87) 

CIPO’s database contained the 
information you needed. 

59% 70% 53% 69% 57% 57% 

CIPO’s database was easy to use 56% 67% 49% 65% 59% 55% 

The process of filing an 
application was efficient 

66% 59% 47% 59% 56% 60% 

The application forms were easy 
to complete 

71% 55% 55% 56% 57% 67% 

You were informed of everything 
you had to do to apply for 
intellectual property protection 

58% 58% 55% 57% 58% 61% 

The filing process was designed 
with your needs in mind 

48% 45% 43% 46% 42% 46% 

Q9 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the service provided by CIPO during the filing 
process? 
*NOTE: The base of represented clients is too small to report (n=24) 

SUBGROUP: Submitted an IP application in past 18 months (n=852) 

Unrepresented clients are most likely to agree that CIPO’s database contained the information they 
needed (70%) and was easy to use (67%). In turn, the more experienced agents are more apt to 
agree that the process of filing was efficient and that the application forms were easy to complete. 

Mixed clients are less likely than other client types to agree that the filing process was efficient or 
that the databases were easy to use and contained the necessary information; although it cannot be 
determined conclusively, this may have contributed to their decision to choose the representation on 
an agent at some point in their IP journey. 

Agreement that the searchable database contains needed information is highest among those who 
reported on a trademark (69%), contrary to what we heard during the focus groups. This likely 
reflects the fact that a higher proportion of those reporting on trademarks are unrepresented clients 
(who express greater satisfaction with CIPO’s databases as a whole). 

Agreement with most statements is higher among represented and unrepresented clients who sub-
mitted three or more applications, compared to those submitting one or two applications. Levels of 
agreement are generally similar by agents’ length of experience, but agents with international clients 
are less likely to agree that CIPO’s databases are easy to use (52%, vs. 75% without international 
clients) and that the filing process is designed with clients in mind (44% vs. 60%). 
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C. EXAMINATION 

1. Overall satisfaction with examination process services 

Just under half are satisfied with CIPO’s examination services; the balance is evenly split 
between neutral opinions and dissatisfaction. 

All clients were asked about how satisfied they were with the service provided by CIPO during the 
process of examining their IP application. Close to half (48%) report being satisfied to some extent 
(15% very satisfied), while just over one-quarter (27%) are dissatisfied (14% very dissatisfied). Two 
in ten are neutral, and another five percent cannot say. 

Overall level of satisfaction with CIPO’s service during the examination process 

 
Q10 The next few questions are about the examination of IP applications. Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided 

to you by CIPO during the process of examining an application for [IP TYPE: a patent / a trademark / an industrial design]? 

Reported satisfaction with CIPO’s examination services is highest among unrepresented clients 
(50%) and lowest among represented clients (37%), among whom close to half are neutral or cannot 
say, reflecting their lack of direct experience with the process. Dissatisfaction with examination is the 
minority opinion, but skews higher among agents. 

Overall satisfaction is generally similar by IP type, with those reporting on a trademark being 
somewhat more likely to be dissatisfied (30%, vs. 22% patent and 20% ID). 

Satisfaction with examination is higher in client organizations with fewer than 100 employees (50%) 
and lower among those working for the largest entities (32% with 500 or more employees). It does 
not vary by years of agent experience, but is higher among agents who work only with domestic IP 
clients (57%, vs. 41% who also have international clients). As with other measures, satisfaction with 
examination services is linked to being satisfied with CIPO overall, to having received a registration 
or grant, and to not having abandoned or refused IP. 
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33% 

28% 

27% 
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5% 
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4% 

17% 
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9% 
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Unrepresented clients (n=584)

Represented clients (n=46)

Mixed clients (n=73)

Trademark (n=781)

Patent (n=242)

Industrial design (n=113)

Very satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very dissatisfied Cannot say
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2. Agreement with statement about examination process service 

Clients are most likely to agree that examiners are knowledgeable, and that both examiners 
and their reports are easy to understand; they are least likely to agree that decisions are 
consistent across examiners. 

Clients were asked their level of agreement with a series of statements about examiners and the 
examination process. Just under half agree to some extent that examiners were knowledgeable 
(47%), that their written reports are easy to understand (47%), and that they were easy to 
understand when spoken to directly (45%). Just under four in ten agree that examiners were easy to 
reach (37%). One-third or fewer agree with two other statements: that the examination process was 
designed with their need in mind, and that decisions are consistent between examiners. 

Level of agreement with statements about CIPO service during examination 

 
Q11 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the service provided by CIPO during 

examination? 

18% 

18% 

15% 

13% 

11% 

9% 

29% 

27% 

32% 

24% 

22% 

18% 

21% 

16% 

20% 

18% 

24% 

21% 

6% 

6% 

13% 

13% 

16% 

11% 

5% 

6% 

10% 

9% 

12% 

9% 

21% 

28% 

11% 

23% 

15% 

32% 

Examiners were knowledgeable

When you spoke to an examiner(s), they were
easy to understand

The examiners’ report(s) (i.e. office actions) 
is/are easy to understand 

Examiners were easy to reach

The examination process was designed with
your needs in mind

Decisions are consistent from one examiner
to the next

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Cannot say
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Level of agreement with statements about CIPO service during 
examination – by client group and IP type 

Net agreement (strongly and 
agree) with statements about 
CIPO service during 
examination 

Client group IP type 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Trade-
mark 

(n=781) 

Patent 
(n=242) 

ID (n=113) 

Examiners were knowledgeable 50% 48% 17% 41% 45% 51% 54% 

The examiners’ report(s)(i.e. office 
actions) is/are easy to understand 

52% 46% 39% 36% 46% 46% 47% 

When you spoke to an 
examiner(s), they were easy to 
understand 

57% 46% 20% 25% 45% 45% 45% 

Examiners were easy to reach 36% 39% 17% 32% 36% 42% 35% 

The examination process was 
designed with your needs in mind 

28% 36% 22% 21% 33% 33% 29% 

Decisions are consistent from one 
examiner to the next 

21% 30% 17% 16% 27% 28% 29% 

Q11 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the service provided by CIPO during examination? 

Agreement that examiners and their written reports are easy to understand is higher among agents 
(57% and 52%, respectively), while agreement that the examination process was designed with their 
needs in mind (36%) and that decisions are consistent (30%) is higher among unrepresented clients. 
As with other measures, agreement is lower among represented clients because they are the most 
likely to hold neutral or no opinions. 

Agreement with these statements is statistically similar by type of IP. 

Agreement with most statements is also higher among represented and unrepresented clients with a 
higher volume of IP applications in the past 18 months. In common with other measures, agreement 
with these statements about examination services is linked to being satisfied with CIPO overall, to 
having received a registration or grant, and to not having abandoned or refused IP. 
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3. Overall satisfaction with written reports 

Just under half are satisfied with the quality of office actions. 

Clients were asked about their level of satisfaction with the quality of examiners’ written reports (i.e. 
office actions). Just under half (46%) are satisfied (14% very satisfied) while just under one-quarter 
(23%) are dissatisfied (10% very dissatisfied); two in ten are neutral and one in ten cannot say. 

Overall level of satisfaction with quality of examiners’ written report(s) 

 
Q12 Overall, how satisfied are you with the quality of examiners’ written report (s) (i.e. office actions)? 

Satisfaction with the quality of office actions is highest among unrepresented clients (48%) and 
lowest among represented clients (28%) who, as before, are the most likely to be neutral or unable 
to say (two-thirds fall into those two categories) – indicating they may know the outcome but not the 
details of examination. Overall satisfaction is statistically similar by IP type, although dissatisfaction 
is somewhat higher among those reporting on a trademark. 

Satisfaction with examiners’ written reports, as with other measures, is correlated to overall 
satisfaction with CIPO, and linked to having successfully registered IP and to not having an 
abandoned or refused application. There is no notable difference in overall satisfaction by number of 
years of agent experience in IP, or among represented and unrepresented clients, by number of IP 
applications filed in the past 18 months. 
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4. Opinions about timeliness of office actions 

Overall, close to half agree office actions are received in a reasonable amount of time, 
compared to three in ten who disagree. However, agents are equally likely to disagree as 
agree about the timeliness of first office actions. 

CIPO clients were asked about the timeliness of first and subsequent office actions. Half (52%) 
agree to some extent that first office actions are received within a reasonable amount of time, and 
just under half (47%) agree this is the case for subsequent office actions. Disagreement sits at three 
in ten in both cases; the balance are neutral or do not have an opinion. 

Opinions about timeliness of office actions 

 
Q13 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? (Base: total sample, n=1136) 

Level of agreement with statements about office actions 
– by client group and IP type 

Net agreement (strongly agree 
and agree) with statements 
about office actions 

Client group IP type 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Trade-
mark 

(n=781) 

Patent 
(n=242) 

ID (n=113) 

In general first office actions are 
received within a reasonable 
amount of time 

38% 56% 43% 42% 51% 55% 53% 

You received subsequent office 
actions within a reasonable 
amount of time 

46% 48% 46% 40% 44% 55% 59% 

Q13 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

Agents are about equally likely to disagree (40%) as agree (38%) that first office actions are 
received in a timely manner, but their agreement about the timeliness of subsequent office actions is 
on par with represented and unrepresented clients. Agreement about the timeliness of first office 
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actions is similar by IP type, but those reporting on trademarks are less likely than others to agree 
subsequent actions are timely. 

Among agents, disagreement about the timeliness of first office actions is higher among those who 
have international IP clients (44%, vs. 27% who do not); views about timeliness of subsequent office 
actions are similar between the two groups. 

In general, agreement about the timeliness of office actions is higher among clients who are satisfied 
with CIPO services overall and those who have received a registration or grant. Agreement about 
the timeliness of subsequent office actions is lower among those with abandoned or refused IP 
(there is no significant variation in opinion for first office actions). 

5. Accelerated examination services 

Four in ten agents and one in ten unrepresented clients have used CIPO’s accelerated 
examination services for patent or ID; two-thirds of users are satisfied with this service. 

a) Use of accelerated examination service 

Those who were reporting on their experience with a patent or industrial design (n=355) were asked 
if they used CIPO’s premium accelerated examination service in the past 18 months. Two in ten 
clients have overall, but this skews to agents (39%) compared to unrepresented clients (11%). Use 
of the service is statistically similar between the two IP types. 

Use of accelerated examination service for patent or ID 

 
Q14 In the past 18 months, did you use CIPO’s accelerated examination service (a premium service used to fast-track the 

examination)? 

SUBGROUP: Patent/ID (n=355) 
*The bases of represented (n=23) and mixed (n=27) clients are too small to report 

Use of the accelerated service is higher among those who report receiving a registration or grant 
(35% vs 10%) but is similar regardless if someone had an abandonment or refusal. Use is higher 
among agents with international IP clients (42% with vs. 19% without) and among client 
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organizations with 100 or more employees (36%, vs. 7% of those who are self-employed). Use of 
this service is not linked to overall satisfaction with CIPO services. 

b) Overall satisfaction with accelerated examination service 

Those who used the accelerated examination service (n=101) were asked to rate their overall level 
of satisfaction with it. Two-thirds express satisfaction (two in ten very satisfied). Two in ten are 
neutral, and 13 percent are dissatisfied. 

Satisfaction with CIPO’s accelerated examination service for patent or ID 
- among users of the service 

 
Q15 Overall, how satisfied are you with CIPO’s accelerated examination service? 

SUBGROUP: Patent/ID and used CIPO’s accelerated examination service (n=101) 

The subgroup bases for those using this service are generally small and further analysis is not 
advisable. 
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D. REGISTRATION OR GRANT 

1. Received registered TM or ID or granted patent in past 18 
months 

A majority of clients successfully received an IP registration/grant in the past 18 months; this 
proportion is higher among agents and among unrepresented/represented clients with a 
greater volume of applications. 

More than half (54%) of clients successfully received a registered trademark or industrial design, or 
a granted patent, in the past 18 months. This skews strongly to agents (79%), who typically 
represent multiple clients. The likelihood of successfully receiving IP registration/grant is also higher 
among represented and unrepresented clients with a higher volume of applications in process (68% 
of those with three or more applications, vs. 48% with only one or two). 

Received a registered TM, granted patent or registered ID in past 18 months 

 
Q16 In the past 18 months, did you receive [IP TYPE: a registered trademark(s) / a granted patent(s) / a registered Industrial 

Design(s)] [AGENTS: on behalf of your clients]? 

Among agents, success in receiving IP registration/grant in the past 18 months is linked to a longer 
experience in the IP field (83% with more than ten years in the IP field, vs. 67% with ten years or 
less) and having international clients who are pursuing Canadian IP (88% who do, vs. 56% who do 
not). 

Reported success in receiving IP is higher for trademark (57%) and industrial design (56%) 
registrations than for patent grants (42%). 

The likelihood of receiving registered or granted IP in the past 18 months is higher among women, 
although this is likely because a greater proportion of them are agents and receiving trademark 
services (vs. being due to their gender per se). The proportion who have received registered or 
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granted IP is lower in the Atlantic provinces (35%) and among those who are self-employed (46%, 
rising to 80% of those in firms with 100 or more employees). 

2. Overall satisfaction with time to receive registered/granted IP 

Among those who received their IP registration/grant in the past 18 months, half are satisfied 
with the length of time it took; satisfaction is higher among industrial design clients. 

Half of clients who received their IP registration/grant in the past 18 months are very (11%) or 
somewhat (38%) satisfied with the length of time it took, while two in ten (21%) are neutral and three 
in ten (29%) are dissatisfied. 

Satisfaction is highest for industrial design (67%) compared to patents (54%) and trademarks (46%). 
In turn, trademark clients are most likely to be dissatisfied with the length of time it took to receive 
their registration (34%, vs. 15% for industrial design and 13% for patents). 

Satisfaction levels do not vary significantly by client type (agents vs. unrepresented clients). 

Overall level of satisfaction with time it took to receive 
registered TM/granted patent/registered ID 

among those who received IP registration/grant in the past 18 months 

 
Q17 Overall, how satisfied are you with the time it took to receive [SELECT BASED ON IP TYPE: a registered trademark(s) / a 

granted patent(s) / a registered Industrial Design(s)]? 

SUBGROUP: Received registered TM, granted patent or registered ID in past 18 months (n=685) 
*The base of represented clients is too small to report (n=23) 
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3. Abandoned or refused IP applications 

Four in ten represented and unrepresented patent clients, and two in ten represented and 
unrepresented trademark/ID clients, had IP applications abandoned in the past 18 months. 
These groups give lower satisfaction ratings with CIPO’s overall service. 

a) Abandoned patent applications in past 18 months 

A patent application becomes abandoned if the client does not request examination and pay the 
related fee within five years of the Canadian filing date. 

Almost four in ten (38%) represented and unrepresented patent clients indicated that they had a 
patent application abandoned in the past 18 months. This group is considerably less likely to be 
satisfied with CIPO’s overall service related to patents (43%) than those who did not have an 
abandoned patent application (64%). 

If represented and unrepresented clients had a Patent application 
that was abandoned in past 18 months 

 
Q18 In the past 18 months, did you have a Patent application that was abandoned? 

SUBGROUP: Represented and unrepresented patent clients (n=114) 
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b) Abandoned or refused TM/ID applications in past 18 months 

An application for trademark registration is considered abandoned if the applicant does not finish all 
the steps in the application process. An application for an industrial design is considered abandoned 
if the applicant does not reply within the proper timeframe to any notice or report from the Industrial 
Design Office. 

Almost two in ten (18%) represented and unrepresented trademark or industrial design clients had 
an application abandoned in the past 18 months; the same proportion had an application refused. 
The subsample size of industrial design clients (n=24) is too small to analyze the results separately 
by this line of business. 

As with a patent abandonment, overall satisfaction with CIPO’s service is lower among clients who 
had a trademark or industrial design application abandoned (35%) than those who did not (59%). 
Lower overall satisfaction is also evident among those who had a trademark or industrial application 
refused (36%, vs. 60% who did not). 

If represented and unrepresented clients had a TM/ID application 
abandoned or refused in past 18 months 

 
Q19 In the past 18 months, did you experience any of the following scenarios? 

SUBGROUP: Represented and unrepresented TM/ID clients (n=536) 
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E. ADDITIONAL SERVICE ASPECTS 

1. Perceptions about aspects of CIPO service 

A majority of clients hold positive opinions about access to CIPO employees and to relevant 
documents, and signalled that, ultimately, they got the information they needed. 

Clients were asked their level of agreement with five statements about aspects of CIPO’s service. 
Just under six in ten (58%) agree (strongly agree and agree) that CIPO provided the information 
they needed in the end. Over half (55%) also agree they could easily access documents pertaining 
to their files, and a similar proportion (52%) agree they were able to get through to a CIPO employee 
using their preferred channel. 

Under half (46%) agree it was clear whom to contact to receive CIPO service, and four in ten (40%) 
agree it was easy to reach the right person. The level of strong agreement is fairly consistent across 
statements (ranging between 13 and 18 percent), as is net disagreement (ranging from 16 to 25 
percent). 

Level of agreement with statements about aspects of CIPO service 

 
Q20 Still thinking about CIPO’s service related to [IP TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs], to what extent do you agree 

or disagree with the following statements? 
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In the end, CIPO provided you with the
information you needed

You were able to get through to a CIPO
employee by your preferred channel

You were easily able to access documents
pertaining to your file(s)

It is clear who to contact within CIPO to
receive service

It is easy to reach the right CIPO employee
to address your problem or need

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Cannot say
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Level of agreement with statements about aspects of CIPO service 
- by client group and IP type 

Net agreement (strongly agree 
+ agree) with statements about 
CIPO service 

Client group IP type 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Trade-
mark 

(n=781) 

Patent 
(n=242) 

ID 
(n=133) 

In the end, CIPO provided you 
with the information you needed 

59% 59% 30% 53% 59% 53% 53% 

You were easily able to access 
documents pertaining to your 
file(s) 

44% 59% 35% 53% 57% 55% 35% 

You were able to get through to a 
CIPO employee by your preferred 
channel (e.g. phone, email, in- 
person) 

50% 55% 28% 47% 52% 58% 42% 

It is clear who to contact within 
CIPO to receive service 

43% 48% 17% 45% 48% 41% 36% 

It is easy to reach the right CIPO 
employee to address your 
problem or need 

36% 43% 13% 36% 40% 42% 41% 

Q20 Still thinking about CIPO’s service related to [IP TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs], to what extent do you agree 
or disagree with the following statements? 

Unrepresented clients are more likely than agents to agree they were able to easily access needed 
documents, and that it is easy to reach the right CIPO employee to address their problem or need. 
As with other agreement questions, agreement with these items tends to be lower among 
represented clients, who are in turn the most likely to be neutral or hold no opinion. 

Agreement with these statements is generally similar by IP type, but industrial design clients are less 
likely than others to agree they were able to easily access their documents or that they were able to 
get through to an employee by their preferred channel – likely reflecting the larger proportion of 
agents who responded about industrial design services. 

Net agreement with these statements tends to be higher among agents who do not have 
international IP clients. It is also linked to overall satisfaction with CIPO and to having received a 
registration or grant. Agreement is somewhat higher among those who did not have an abandoned 
or refused application that they got what they needed in the end (62% vs. 43%), that they were able 
to get through on their preferred channel (54% vs. 45%), and that it is easy to reach the right person 
(43% vs. 30%). 
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2. Overall satisfaction with ease of access to service 

A slim majority are satisfied with their ability to access CIPO’s services, while the remainder 
are equally divided between neutral opinions and dissatisfaction. 

Half of clients (51%) are satisfied with the ease of accessing CIPO’s services overall (11% very 
satisfied). One-quarter are neutral and about one-quarter are dissatisfied (11% very dissatisfied). 

Overall level of satisfaction with ease of access to CIPO’s services 

 
Q21 Overall, how satisfied were you with the ease of accessing CIPO’s services? 

While overall satisfaction with ease of service access is similar for agents and unrepresented clients, 
the latter are more likely to express extreme views (13% very satisfied, and 13% very dissatisfied). 
As with similar measures, satisfaction is lower among represented clients, with almost half who say 
they are neutral (and may be using to register “no opinion”, since that answer category was not 
provided). Satisfaction with ease of service access is generally similar by IP type. 

There are few other noteworthy subgroup differences. Satisfaction with access to service is highest 
among agents with 10 years’ experience or less (56%) and decreases as years of experience 
increases (to 40% with 21 or more years). Satisfaction is also higher among agents without 
international IP clients (66% vs. 43% with IP clients from outside Canada). Level of satisfaction with 
ease of access is strongly correlated to level of satisfaction with CIPO services overall, and 
satisfaction is also higher among those who have received a registration or grant and those who did 
not have their IP abandoned or refused. 
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3. Awareness of the status of the IP application 

Clients are twice as likely to agree as to disagree that they were aware of the status of their IP 
application throughout, although unrepresented and lower volume clients express less 
certainty. 

One of the findings of the qualitative phase was a desire for greater transparency about the status of 
their IP application. The survey results indicate that more than half of clients (54%) agree that they 
were aware of the status of the IP application(s) at all stages of the process, while one-quarter 
disagree (24% overall; 8% strongly). Just under two in ten are neutral. 

Level of agreement that client was aware of the 
IP application status at all stages of the process 

 
Q22 To what extent do you agree or disagree that: You were aware of the status of the IP application(s) at all stages of the 

process 

Overall agreement that they were aware of the status of their IP application throughout the process 
is similar by client type; however, unrepresented clients are most likely to disagree (25%), while 
agents and represented clients are more likely to be neutral. Agreement is also similar by IP type. 

Overall agreement is higher among represented and unrepresented clients with a higher volume of 
applications (66% with three or more applications, vs. 51% with one or two). Net agreement also 
increases along with an increase in size of firm (from 51% of sole proprietors up to 67% with 500 or 
more employees). As with many other measures, agreement is linked to having received or been 
granted IP, and to being more satisfied with CIPO overall. 
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4. Opinions about CIPO service provision aspects 

Clients hold largely positive opinions about CIPO staff, and particularly about their level of 
professionalism. 

Clients were asked to rate their level of agreement about eight statements pertaining to CIPO staff. 
Agreement is strongest that they received service in their preferred official language (87% net 
agreement), and two-thirds (67%) agree that CIPO staff were professional. 

Just under half of clients agree staff understood their needs (48%), took a reasonable amount of 
time to respond to requests (48%), and were knowledgeable (47%), while slightly fewer agree that 
issues were easily resolved (43%). Clients are least likely to agree that staff went the extra mile to 
ensure they got what they needed (34%); this statement is admittedly hard for clients to assess, as 
they may not be able to discern what is normal, expected job performance, and what is above and 
beyond. For each statement, the remaining clients typically hold a neutral or no opinion (the latter 
represented by choosing “cannot say” on the survey); no more than one-quarter disagreed with any 
statement. 

Level of agreement with statements about CIPO service provision 

 
Q23 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements when thinking about CIPO’s service related to [IP 

TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs]? 

 * Data represents net disagree (including strongly disagree and disagree) 
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3% 

5% 

8% 

16% 

21% 

11% 

20% 

23% 

6% 

14% 

24% 

16% 

13% 

25% 

16% 

19% 

You were provided service in the official language
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Level of agreement with statements about CIPO service provision 
 – by client group and IP type 

Net agreement (strongly + 
agree) with statements about 
aspects of CIPO service 

Client group IP type 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Trade-
mark 

(n=781) 

Patent 
(n=242) 

ID 
(n=133) 

You were provided service in the 
official language of your choice 

87% 89% 54% 77% 88% 83% 81% 

CIPO staff were professional 77% 67% 33% 60% 65% 71% 75% 

CIPO staff understood your needs 52% 51% 22% 40% 48% 47% 59% 

CIPO staff takes a reasonable 
amount of time to respond to 
enquiries and requests 

47% 49% 28% 42% 46% 52% 55% 

CIPO staff (other than examiners), 
such as frontline and support staff, 
were knowledgeable 

51% 48% 17% 44% 46% 52% 46% 

CIPO staff understand the 
importance of their role in the IP 
process 

45% 45% 20% 40% 42% 51% 44% 

Any issues that you encountered 
in the service process were easily 
resolved 

40% 46% 15% 32% 44% 38% 41% 

CIPO staff went the extra mile to 
make sure you got what you 
needed 

30% 36% 13% 36% 33% 37% 33% 

Q23 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements when thinking about CIPO’s service related to [IP 
TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs]? 

Agreement levels for agents and unrepresented clients are generally similar, except agents are more 
likely to acknowledge the professionalism of CIPO staff (77% vs. 67%). Once again, represented 
clients are less likely than others to agree to any of these statements and more likely to hold no 
opinion, reflecting the fact that they interact primarily with their agent rather than CIPO staff. 
Responses are quite similar by IP type. 

Positive opinions about the knowledge of CIPO staff and issue resolution are higher among less 
experienced agents (with 10 or fewer years in IP). Agreement that CIPO staff understand the 
importance of their role in the IP process is higher among higher-volume represented and 
unrepresented clients (59% with three or more applications, compared to 40% with one or two). 

Agreement with these statements is linked to satisfaction with CIPO overall. Those who did not have 
IP registered or granted and those who had an application abandoned or refused are as likely as 
others to report receiving service in their official language of choice, but less likely to agree with 
other statements about CIPO staff. 
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5. Online service 

Slight majorities agree information provided via the CIPO website will be protected, it is easy 
to complete online transactions, that online services are easy to find, and that they meet 
client needs. For those who say it does not meet their needs, the most common reason is 
problems locating file history for review/multiple tabs or that the site is not user friendly or 
easy to navigate 

a) Opinions about CIPO’s online services and information offerings 

Clients were asked their level of agreement about eight statements regarding different aspects of 
CIPO’s online service. Slight majorities agree (strongly agree and agree) they are confident personal 
information provided through the CIPO website will be protected (58%), it is easy to complete online 
transactions (58%), that CIPO’s online services are easy to find (58%) and that they meet clients’ 
needs (56%). 

Just under half agree that the information they were looking for online was easy to find (48%) and 
that the CIPO website had information tailored to their needs (48%). Fewer (40%) agree CIPO’s 
website was designed with their needs in mind, or that CIPO’s online services are consistent across 
the business lines (40% among those who have had experience with more than one type of IP). The 
level of strong agreement ranges from 10 to 20 percent for each statement; total disagreement from 
8 to 27 percent. 

Level of agreement with statements about CIPO’s online service 

 
Q24 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 * Data represents net disagree (including strongly disagree and disagree) 

 **SUBGROUP: Those with multiple LOB (n=209) 
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Level of agreement with statements about CIPO’s online service 
 – by client group and IP type 

Net agreement (strongly agree 
and agree) with statements 
about CIPO’s online service 

Client group IP type 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Trade-
mark 

(n=781) 

Patent 
(n=242) 

ID 
(n=133) 

It is easy to complete online 
transactions 

57% 60% 30% 58% 61% 48% 52% 

You are confident that personal 
information provided through 
CIPO’s website is protected 

52% 61% 41% 51% 59% 55% 52% 

CIPO’s online services are easy 
to find 

55% 58% 50% 59% 59% 54% 49% 

CIPO’s online services met your 
needs 

50% 58% 41% 56% 58% 48% 51% 

The information you were looking 
for online was easy to find 

44% 50% 41% 49% 50% 47% 44% 

CIPO’s website had information 
tailored to your needs 

42% 50% 33% 48% 48% 47% 44% 

CIPO’s website was designed 
with your needs in mind 

31% 42% 28% 42% 41% 36% 35% 

Q24 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

In general, unrepresented clients are more likely than agents to agree with each of the statements, 
except for the ease of locating online services and completing online transactions (where there is 
little difference in opinion between the two groups). Agreement is largely similar amongst 
unrepresented clients and mixed clients. As with other statement batteries throughout the survey, 
overall agreement is lower among represented clients, who are the most likely to be neutral or have 
no opinion. 

Agreement about CIPO’s online services is also generally similar by IP type, but trademark clients 
are more likely than others to agree it is easy to complete transactions online or that CIPO’s online 
services meet their needs. 

Agreement is similar by region, industry and business size, but is higher for most statements among 
clients who have received a registration/grant and those who have not had an IP 
abandonment/refusal. Agents with ten or fewer years of experience are more likely to agree that it is 
easy to complete online transactions, to have confidence that personal information will be protected 
and that the website was designed with their needs in mind. Agreement also tends to be higher 
among agents who do not have international IP clients. 
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b) Why online services have not met needs 

Clients who say that their needs are not being met by CIPO’s online services (23% of total sample) 
were asked to elaborate further (open-ended, without providing response options). The main 
concerns are problems finding/accessing CIPO file history for review (or that records are split into 
multiple tabs – 18%) or that the website is not user friendly/not easy to navigate (17%). Another 
common reason for online services not meeting needs is it takes too long time to complete each step 
of the process (14%). Lack of communication with personnel/slow responses and CIPO insistence 
on regular mail instead of electronic submissions were cited by 12% each. 

Why CIPO’s online services have not met needs 

 
Q25  You indicated that CIPO’s online services have not met your needs. In what ways were your needs not met? 

SUBGROUP: Those who disagreed that CIPO’s online service met their needs (n=273) 

There are some differences in mentions by client group. Agents are more likely than unrepresented 
clients to cite concerns about finding/accessing CIPO file histories for review (30% vs. 16%), CIPO’s 
requirements for regular mail for correspondence or documents (26% vs. 9%), that the trademark 
database is not user friendly (25% vs. 4%) and that CIPO’s systems are lacking compared to those 
of other IPOs (16% vs. 2%). Unrepresented clients are more likely than agents to mention a lack of 
clear instructions on what to do/steps to follow (10% vs. 2%) or that they feel pressured to hire an 
agent to assist in the process (7% vs. 1%). 

In terms of IP types, problems accessing file history are more prominent for patent and industrial 
design clients, while concerns about the length of time to complete each step in the process are 
more common among trademark and industrial design clients. Patent clients are also more likely 
than others to report payment-related issues, while trademark clients are more likely to raise 
concerns about the perceived push to hire trademark lawyers to assist in IP registration. 

Agents with greater experience (21+ years) are more likely than less experienced agents to express 
concerns about the time to complete each step of the process, and less likely to mention CIPO’s 
continued reliance on regular mail. 
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6. Opinions about payment process 

There is widespread agreement that the electronic payment process is easy to use. There is 
also more agreement than disagreement that payment questions are answered in a timely 
manner (among those who have an opinion). 

Clients generally agree that CIPO’s payment process is easy to use (73%), with three in ten who 
strongly agree (29%). Few clients disagree with this statement (8%), while a similar proportion 
cannot say (8%). 

When asked if questions about payment status are answered promptly, most clients agree (53%) 
and few disagree (6%), but a sizeable proportion cannot say (27%; presumably because they did not 
need to ask any questions) or are neutral – 14%. 

Level of agreement with statements about CIPO’s payment process 

 
Q26 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 * Data represents net disagree (including strongly disagree and disagree) 

Level of agreement with statements about CIPO’s payment process 
 – by client group and IP type 

Net agreement (strongly + 
agree) with statements about 
payments 

Client group IP type 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Trade-
mark 

(n=781) 

Patent 
(n=242) 

ID (n=113) 

CIPO’s electronic payment 
process is easy to use 

72% 75% 39% 71% 78% 54% 66% 

Questions regarding payment 
status are answered in a timely 
manner 

45% 58% 24% 44% 54% 54% 47% 

Q26 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

Agreement that the payment system is easy to use is similar by client type, but represented clients 
are much more likely than others to say they are unable to provide an answer (37% compared to 5% 
and 13% for agents and unrepresented clients, respectively). Trademark clients are more likely than 
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patent or industrial design clients to agree the process is easy, as are clients who have not had an 
abandonment or refusal, represented and unrepresented clients with a higher volume of 
applications, and agents who only work with domestic IP clients. 

Agreement that payment questions are answered promptly is higher among unrepresented clients 
(58%), but a large proportion of every client type does not hold an opinion (between 23% and 54%). 
Agreement is also higher among agents without international IP clients. 

7. Opinions about consistency and error management 

The slight majority of clients agree they received a consistent level of service during their 
interactions with CIPO; fewer indicate CIPO does not make mistakes or that it is easy to have 
errors corrected. 

Clients were asked to indicate their level of agreement with statements pertaining to CIPO’s 
consistency and error management. Agreement is highest when considering consistency in level of 
service received by CIPO during all interactions, with a majority of clients agreeing (57%) and only a 
small proportion disagreeing (16%). Level of agreement is lower when asked whether CIPO does 
not make mistakes/errors when providing services: only a third (33%) agree and one in five (21%) 
disagree, while a sizeable proportion of respondents provide either a neutral response (21%) or are 
unable to provide a response at all (24%). Results are similar when clients are asked whether it is 
easy to have errors corrected by CIPO: many clients appear not to have encountered this issue and, 
as a result, almost a quarter (22%) provide a neutral response and a third (32%) are unable to 
answer. A quarter of all clients agree (26%) and one in five disagree (21%). 

Level of agreement with statements about consistency and error management 

 
Q27 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
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Level of agreement with statements about consistency and error management 
 – by client group and IP type 

Net agreement (strongly agree 
and agree) with statements 
about CIPO service aspects 

Client group IP type 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Trade-
mark 

(n=781) 

Patent 
(n=242) 

ID (n=113) 

Overall, you received a consistent 
level of service during all 
interactions with CIPO 

50% 60% 35% 48% 59% 53% 46% 

Overall, CIPO does not make 
mistakes/errors when providing 
services 

28% 37% 15% 22% 34% 35% 25% 

It is easy to have errors corrected 
by CIPO 

31% 26% 13% 19% 25% 29% 28% 

Q27 To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

As in other instances, agreement with these statements are lower among represented clients, as this 
group is the most likely to be unable to provide an answer. Unrepresented clients are somewhat 
more likely than agents to agree they get a consistent level of service across all interactions with 
CIPO (60% vs 50%) or that CIPO does not make errors when providing service (37% vs 28%). 

Responses are similar for these questions among the different IP types, except trademark clients are 
more likely than industrial design clients to agree they get consistent levels of service from CIPO 
(59% vs 46%). Those who received a registration/grant and those who have not had an 
abandonment or refusal are also more likely to agree with these statements. Agreement that CIPO 
does not make mistakes or that they get a consistent level of service during their interactions with 
CIPO is higher among smaller businesses of 100 employees or fewer than for larger businesses. 
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8. Opinions about service cost 

Half of clients agree the products and services CIPO provides are worth the cost 

A slim majority of clients (51%) agree CIPO products & services are worth the cost (with 15% who 
strongly agree). One-quarter (26%) are neutral and 17% disagree (including one in ten who disagree 
strongly). 

Level of agreement that CIPO products and services are worth the cost 

 
Q28 To what extent do you agree or disagree that: Products and/or services that CIPO provides are worth the cost 

Agents are more likely to agree CIPO offers value than each of the other client groups (although 
level of strong agreement is virtually identical). Represented clients are more likely to report they 
cannot say than are the other groups (15%). Overall agreement is similar by IP type. 

Agreement is higher among men than women (55% vs 49%). There are no notable regional 
differences in terms of overall agreement. Level of agreement that CIPO products/services are worth 
the cost is strongly correlated with level of satisfaction with CIPO services overall. Agreement is also 
higher among those who have received a registration or grant, and those who did not have IP 
abandoned or refused. Satisfaction increases along with an increase in business size (number of 
employees) as well as number of applications (from 43% for represented and unrepresented clients 
with one application to 69% among those with three or more). 

15% 

14% 

16% 

13% 

14% 

14% 

18% 

22% 

36% 

47% 

35% 

30% 

32% 

36% 

39% 

37% 

26% 

24% 

25% 

30% 

33% 

26% 

23% 

29% 

8% 

7% 

8% 

9% 

12% 

9% 

7% 

3% 

9% 

3% 

11% 

2% 

5% 

10% 

7% 

3% 

6% 

4% 

5% 

15% 

4% 

5% 

7% 

7% 

Total (n=1,136)

Agents (n=433)

Unrepresented clients (n=584)

Represented clients (n=46)

Mixed clients (n=73)

Trademark (n=781)

Patent (n=242)

Industrial design (n=113)

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Cannot say
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F. OTHER SERVICES 

1. Opposition/summary cancellation proceedings 

One in six clients – but more than half of agents - were involved in opposition or summary 
cancellation proceedings in the past 18 months. A majority of these are satisfied with the 
service received from CIPO related to the proceedings. 

a) Involvement in opposition/summary cancellation proceedings 

Clients who have had any experience with trademarks over the past 18 months were asked whether 
they have been involved in any opposition/summary cancellation proceedings during that time. 
Overall, more than three quarters (77%) have not had this involvement; fewer than one in five (17%) 
have. This skews strongly to agents (55%) over unrepresented (9%) and mixed (25%) clients; no 
represented clients reported this experience. 

Involvement in opposition/summary cancellation proceedings in past 18 months 

 
Q29  In the past 18 months, were you involved in any opposition proceedings or summary cancellation proceedings? 

SUBGROUP: Experience with trademarks in past 18 months (n=947) 

Involvement in these types of proceedings is more widespread among agents with more experience 
and those with international IP clients, as well as among represented and unrepresented clients with 
a higher number of IP applications in process. 

17% 

55% 

9% 

25% 

77% 

44% 

85% 

89% 

61% 

6% 

1% 

6% 

11% 

14% 

Total (n=947)

Agents (n=339)

Unrepresented clients (n=508)

Represented clients (n=36)

Mixed clients (n=64)

Yes No Not sure
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b) Overall satisfaction with CIPO service during opposition or summary cancellation 
proceeding(s) 

A majority (52%) of clients who have been involved in opposition/summary cancellation proceedings 
in the past 18 months are satisfied with the service provided by CIPO during this process. Although 
fewer than one in ten clients consider themselves very satisfied, a plurality (44%) say they were 
satisfied; only one in five are dissatisfied (21%). Roughly a quarter rated their experience as neutral 
(27%). Given the small subgroup sample sizes, only overall results are provided here. 

Overall level of satisfaction with CIPO service during opposition 
or summary cancellation proceeding(s) 

 
Q30 Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided by CIPO during your experience with an opposition proceeding(s) or a 

summary cancellation proceeding(s)? 

 Please note: we are interested in your degree of satisfaction with the service you received, rather than with any decision that 
was made as a result of the proceedings. 

SUBGROUP: Experience with opposition or summary cancellation proceedings in past 18 months (n=248) 

8% 

44% 

27% 

12% 9% 

Very satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very dissatified
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2. Experience with Patent Appeal Board 

Few clients have experience with the Patent Appeal Board; satisfaction is mixed among those 
who do. 

Overall, very few clients (5%) have had experience with the Patent Appeal Board within the past 18 
months. Since dealing with the Board is a more complex undertaking, agents are more likely to have 
done so than the other client groups; still, only around one in ten agents have done so in the past 
year and a half (12%). Of the small number who had experience with the board (n=26), two are very 
satisfied, ten are satisfied, nine are neutral, and five are dissatisfied. 

Experience with Patent Appeal Board in past 18 months 

 
Q31 In the past 18 months, have you had experience with the Patent Appeal Board? 

SUBGROUP: Experience with patents/ID in past 18 months (n=355) 
*The bases of represented (n=23) and mixed (n=27) clients are too small to report 

Q32 Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided by CIPO during your experience with the Patent Appeal Board? 
Please note: we are interested in your degree of satisfaction with the service you received, rather than with any decision that 
was made by the Patent Appeal Board. 

SUBGROUP: Experience with opposition or summary cancellation proceedings (n=26) NOTE: VERY SMALL BASE SIZE. 

5% 

12% 

3% 

91% 

87% 

92% 

4% 

1% 

6% 

Total (n=355)

Agents (n=197)

Unrepresented clients (n=108)

Yes No Not sure



 

39 

G. INFORMATION SERVICES 

1. CIPO IP educational services 

a) Awareness of CIPO educational services 

There is currently limited awareness of CIPO’s IP education services among represented and 
unrepresented clients. 

Represented and unrepresented clients were asked if they knew about the educational services 
CIPO offers. One in five (19%) are aware that CIPO offers services to raise the awareness of, and 
educate Canadians about, IP. 

If aware of CIPO IP educational services 

 
Q33 Before today, were you aware that CIPO offers services to raise awareness of and educate Canadians about Intellectual 

Property? These services include a range of informational material about IP, seminars and events, as well as access to CIPO 
staff who can help you better understand the value of IP and discuss your IP strategy. 

SUBGROUP: Unrepresented, represented and mixed clients (n=703) 
*The industrial design base is too small to report (n=29) 

 

Awareness of CIPO’s IP education services is highest among represented clients (33%) compared 
to unrepresented (18%) and mixed (19%) clients. Overall awareness is statistically similar by type of 
IP. 

Awareness ranges from a low of 14 percent in the West to a high of 24 percent in Quebec. It is 
higher among represented and unrepresented clients with three or more applications in the past 18 
months, and also increases along with firm size (number of employees). 

19% 

18% 

33% 

19% 

17% 

22% 

73% 

73% 

59% 

77% 

74% 

69% 

8% 

9% 

9% 

4% 

8% 

8% 

Total (n=703)

Unrepresented clients (n=584)

Represented clients (n=46)

Mixed clients (n=73)

Trademark (n=545)

Patent (n=129)

Yes, aware No. not aware Not sure
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b) Usefulness of IP educational services 

There is widespread agreement among represented and unrepresented clients that CIPO’s IP 
educational services are useful to businesses/individuals. 

Regardless of their level of awareness of CIPO’s IP education services, represented and 
unrepresented clients were also asked how useful they believe such services are to businesses like 
theirs. Overall, seven in ten (69%) either strongly agree or agree that these services are useful, 
compared to fewer than one in ten (8%) who disagree. The remainder are neutral (15%) or had no 
opinion (8%). 

Level of agreement that IP educational services are 
useful to businesses/individuals 

 
Q34 To what extent do you agree or disagree that these types of IP services are useful to businesses like yours or individuals like 

you? 

SUBGROUP: Unrepresented, represented and mixed clients (n=703) 
*The industrial design base is too small to report (n=29) 

Agreement about the usefulness of these educational services is statistically similar across the 
represented, unrepresented and mixed client types. 

Strong agreement is higher among those who received service for a patent (39%) compared to 
trademarks (28%), although the overall level of agreement is similar for both. 

Notably, those who might benefit most from such services – those who did not receive an IP grant or 
registration, and those who had IP abandoned or refused – are moderately less likely to believe that 
these educational services would be of use to them. 

30% 

30% 

30% 

29% 

28% 

39% 

39% 

39% 

28% 

42% 

40% 

31% 

15% 

15% 

22% 

16% 

16% 

13% 

4% 

4% 

9% 

3% 

4% 

6% 

4% 

3% 

2% 

7% 

4% 

3% 

8% 

8% 

9% 

3% 

8% 

8% 

Total (n=703)

Unrepresented clients
(n=584)

Represented clients (n=46)

Mixed clients (n=73)

Trademark (n=545)

Patent (n=129)

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly disagree Cannot say
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2. Comments and suggestions 

The most commonly mentioned feedback for CIPO is to reduce the length of time between 
filing and examination. 

At the end of the survey, clients were asked if they had any additional feedback on how CIPO could 
improve its services and products (open-ended, without providing response options). 

A wide range of responses was provided, the most common being to shorten the period between 
filing and examination to make it more reasonable. Other commonly mentioned suggestions were to 
allow online/electronic communications and completion of forms (6%), having CIPO walk people 
through the process so they don’t need an agent/lawyer, and overhauling the website to make it 
more user friendly (5% each). 

Comments and suggestions 

 
Q35  Do you have any additional feedback or comments about how CIPO could improve its services and/or products? 

Agents are significantly more likely to request either electronic communications/forms or a better 
patent database than are other client types. Unrepresented and mixed clients are the most likely to 
request guidance/staff who can walk them through the process, so they can avoid the need for 
agents/lawyers. Represented clients are significantly more likely to not provide 
suggestions/feedback (close to three-quarters give no suggestion), most likely because they are 
more removed from the process. 

Responses are generally similar by IP type, but those with trademarks are the most likely to mention 
needing to shorten the examination period (14%, vs. 8% patent and 4% industrial design). 

Clients from large businesses (500+ employees), agents who have more than 20 years of 
experience and agents with international clients are more likely to request better training for TM 
examiners to increase their consistency in reports/decisions. 

12% 

6% 

5% 

5% 

4% 

4% 

3% 

3% 

3% 

2% 

2% 

2% 

2% 

2% 

2% 

2% 

12 % 

54 % 

Shorten the period between filing and examination

Allow online/electronic communications, completion of forms

Walk us through process, not force us to hire an agent/lawyer

Overhaul website/make it easy to understand/more user friendly

Simplify the process/make it easy for layman applicant

Thank you for the good service/keep the good work up

Better training for TM examiners/more consistent reports/decisions

Better/more timely/professional customer service should be provided

More timely status update would be very helpful

Look at how other international systems are designed

Better follow up/communication to be provided by personnel

A better patent database/ease of searching/access to files/documents

Make it clearer which forms should be completed/what steps to follow

Should have low/fixed amount of fees instead of pricy process

Protect privacy of information/secured against hackers

Improve product/service categories/make easier to classify

Other mentions (1% or less each)

Not stated/dk/no comments
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H. KEY DRIVER ANALYSIS 

One of the key objectives of the quantitative survey is to determine what service aspects influence or 
“drive” overall satisfaction with CIPO’s services, and particularly those aspects over which CIPO can 
exert some control (e.g., it is possible for CIPO to improve the timeliness of its responses but it 
cannot change how many IP applications a client submits nor on their views about the federal 
government’s IP policies). 

This analysis was undertaken in three stages: 

1. Factor analysis – A factor analysis identifies groups of survey questions that respondents 
think about in the same way and to which they provide similar responses. 

2. Key driver analysis – A multivariate statistical technique referred to as “key driver analysis” 
identifies significant drivers of overall client satisfaction. 

3. Performance analysis – A performance analysis identifies where to focus attention to 
maximize client satisfaction, by analyzing CIPO’s performance on the key drivers of 
satisfaction. 

1. KEY DRIVER ANALYSIS 

The key driver analysis identified four statistically significant drivers of how satisfied clients are with 
CIPO’s services overall. These four drivers account for almost half (46%) of the results, or “variance” 
in clients’ overall satisfaction with CIPO. 

 Examination – the extent to which clients are satisfied with the quality and clarity of written 
and verbal communications, the knowledge of examiners, and the consistency of decisions 
at the examination stage. 

 Filing – satisfaction with the service provided at the filing stage, including that the process 
was efficient and customized to their needs, forms were easy to complete, and it was clear 
what was required of them. 

 Extra mile – perception that CIPO staff go the extra mile to fulfill client needs. 

 Timeliness of decisions – first and subsequent office actions, as well as the IP 
registration/grants themselves, are received in a reasonable amount of time. 

The image below presents the “beta weight” for each factor, which is a statistical measure of its 
relative importance in predicting the outcome measure (in this case, overall client satisfaction) - the 
higher the value, the stronger the influence. The value of the beta weight is in direct proportion to the 
factor’s predictive power, so for instance, views on examination with a beta weight of .27 is more 
than twice as powerful in predicting overall client satisfaction as satisfaction with timeliness of 
decisions (with a beta weight of .11). 



 

43 

Service factors driving client satisfaction with CIPO overall 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Three of these factors – examination, filing and timeliness of decisions – are common drivers of 
satisfaction for both agents and represented and unrepresented clients. 

The view that CIPO goes the extra mile is a unique driver of overall satisfaction for represented and 
unrepresented clients. As we heard in the focus groups, this likely reflects the fact that represented 
and unrepresented clients are the ones who require CIPO’s support when they encounter difficulties 
(while agents simply want the process to work efficiently). 

  

Examination 

Filing 

Extra mile 

Timeliness 

Overall satisfaction with 
CIPO services 

.27 

.23 

.21 

.11 

Overall satisfaction with quality of written reports 

Examiners were knowledgeable 

Examiners’ reports are easy to understand 

Decisions are consistent from one examiners to the next 
When spoke to an examiner, they were easy to understand 

Examination process designed with your needs in mind 

Overall satisfaction with services provided during 
examination 

Process of filing was efficient 
Application forms were easy to complete 

Filing process designed with your needs in mind 

You were informed of everything you had to do to 
apply for IP protection 

Overall satisfaction with services provided during 
filing 

CIPO staff went the extra mile to make sure you got 
what you needed 

Overall satisfaction with time to receive 
registration/grant 
Received first office action in reasonable amount of 
time 

Received subsequent office actions in reasonable 
amount of time 
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2. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this part of the analysis is to identify the service attributes with lower performance 
ratings within each factor that is a significant driver of overall satisfaction. This points to areas where 
efforts by CIPO to improve performance are most likely to lead to a boost in client satisfaction. 

The colour coding in the table below uses blue for mean scores under 3.20, which are service 
attributes that are strong possibilities for improvement. Green indicates mean scores between 3.20 
and 3.39, and thus is the next priority tier. 

Overall, this analysis suggests that efforts to develop or adjust filing and examination processes/ 
services with user needs in mind are changes that would subsequently influence overall satisfaction 
scores. For agents, it will also be beneficial to address perceptions of consistency of decisions 
between examiners, which received the lowest mean performance score overall. The other strong 
possibility for improvement includes addressing the timeliness of first and subsequent office actions, 
as well as on the overall length of time to receive IP registration/grant. 

Performance scores are also relatively low for CIPO staff going the extra mile for both agents and 
represented and unrepresented clients. However, efforts to improve these perceptions should focus 
on represented and unrepresented clients, for whom this is a driving factor of overall satisfaction. 

Performance (mean scores) on survey questions that load on each factor 

Factors and survey items Total Agents 
Rep/unrep 

clients 

Examination 

Examination process was designed with your needs in mind 3.04 2.90 3.07 

Decisions are consistent from one examiner to the next 3.12 2.63 3.24 

Overall satisfaction with service provided during process of 
examining an application 

3.23 3.12 3.25 

Overall satisfaction with quality of examiners’ written report(s) 3.29 3.20 3.31 

Examiners’ report(s) are easy to understand 3.30 3.41 3.28 

Examiners were knowledgeable 3.63 3.48 3.66 

When you spoke to an examiner, they were easy to understand 3.64 3.76 3.62 

Filing    

The filing process was designed with your needs in mind 3.21 3.36 3.18 

Overall satisfaction with serviced provided during filing process 3.35 3.54 3.30 

You were informed of everything you had to do to apply for 
intellectual property protection 

3.42 3.68 3.37 

Process of filing an application was efficient 3.44 3.64 3.40 

Application forms were easy to complete 3.44 3.82 3.36 

Extra mile    

CIPO staff went the extra mile to make sure you got what you 
needed 

3.16 3.15 3.16 

Timeliness of decisions    

Overall satisfaction with time it took to receive IP registration/grant 3.18 3.28 3.15 

You received subsequent office actions within a reasonable amount 
of time 

3.21 3.18 3.22 

In general, first office actions are received within a reasonable 
amount of time 

3.25 2.82 3.34 
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I. CLIENT PROFILE 

1. Type of IP by client group 

Agents and represented clients are more likely than unrepresented clients to have recent 
experience with Patents. 

All client groups are most likely to have experience with trademark services. Experience with patent 
services is most widespread for represented clients (50%) and agents (41%), and least common 
among unrepresented clients (16%). Agents are also most likely of all groups to have experience 
with industrial design services (26%). 

LOB in past 18 months 

LOB in past 18 months 
Total 

(n=1136) 

Client group 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Trademark 85% 78% 87% 78% 88% 

Patent 22% 41% 16% 50% 32% 

Industrial design 8% 26% 4% 11% 12% 

Q3 Which of the following types of Intellectual Property (IP) have you had experience with in the past 18 months? 

2. Client characteristics 

Four in ten CIPO clients are located in Ontario; they tend to be small businesses (less than 100 
employees) that represent a wide range of sectors. IP clients are most likely to be male. 

The largest proportion of CIPO’s clients is based in Ontario (41%), with significant proportions in 
Quebec (22%), BC (18%) and Alberta (12%). Agents are more likely than represented and 
unrepresented clients to be Ontario-based (48% vs. 40%, respectively); in turn, represented and 
unrepresented clients are more likely to be based in BC (19% vs. 14% of agents). 

Location 

 
Q42 In what province or territory do you live? 

18 % 
12 % 

2 % 1 % 

41 % 

22 % 

3 % 

British Columbia Alberta Saskatchewan Manitoba Ontario Quebec Atlantic
provinces
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CIPO’s clients represent a wide range of industry sectors. The most common are retail trade (23%), 
manufacturing (22%) and professional, scientific and technical services (22%). All of these industry 
sectors are more widely reported by agents, because they act on behalf of clients across multiple 
industries. 

Industry sectors represented by IP clients 

 
Q39 IF AGENT: What industry sector(s) do you represent most often when acting on behalf of IP clients? Check all that apply 

 IF REP/UNREP: What industry sector does your IP relate to? Check all that apply.  

51% 

23% 

22% 

10% 

7% 

6% 

6% 

4% 

3% 

32% 

15% 

9% 

6% 

6% 

5% 

3% 

22% 

10% 

4% 

2% 

1% 

1% 

1% 

7 % 

NET: Resource/Constr/Secondary

      Retail Trade

      Manufacturing

      Wholesale Trade

      Agriculture/Fishing/Hunting/Forestry

      Oil/Gas/Mining

      Construction

      Utilities

      Transportation and Warehousing

NET: Other Service

    Art, Entertainment, Recreation

    Health care and social assistance

    Finance and Insurance

    Accommodation and Food Services

    Educational Services

    Real Estate and Rental/Leasing

Professional, Scientific and Technical Services

Information and Cultural Industries

Management of Companies and Enterprises

Admin/Support, Waste Mgmt, Remed. Services

Public Administration

Other services (except public administration)

Other

Prefer not to say
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Consistent with the general profile of Canadian companies, most clients (84%) can be categorized 
as small businesses (i.e., fewer than 100 employees), including one-quarter (27%) who are self-
employed. Unrepresented clients skew smaller (34% with no employees and a further 33% with only 
1-4 employees). Larger organizations with 100 or more employees are most common among agents 
(30%), followed by represented clients (21%). 

Number of employees 

Number of employees 
Total 

(n=1136) 

Client group 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

No employees (you are self-
employed) 

27% 15% 34% 10% 12% 

1-4 employees 29% 19% 33% 24% 24% 

5-49 employees 24% 27% 22% 21% 35% 

50-99 employees 4% 5% 3% 12% 6% 

100+ employees 11% 30% 3% 21% 16% 

Q38 How many employees work for your company across all locations in Canada? By this, we mean both full-time and part-time 
staff but not contract staff. Please include part-time staff as the number of full-time equivalents. 

NOTE: Six percent of clients preferred not to answer the question. 

 

Clients are twice as likely to be male (61%) than females (31%), while a small proportion (7%) 
choose not to say. The gender ratio is more evenly divided among agents (50% male/37% female) 
than represented and unrepresented clients. 

Gender 

LOB in past 18 months 
Total 

(n=1136) 

Client group 

Agents 
(n=433) 

Rep/unrep 
clients 
(n=703) 

Male 61% 50% 63% 

Female 31% 37% 30% 

Prefer not to say 7% 12% 7% 

Q44 How do you identify yourself?   

Client satisfaction (both overall and with specific aspects of CIPO’s services) does not vary in a 
consistent way by location, industry or company size (as defined by number of employees). The 
exception is a general pattern by gender whereby extreme opinions (e.g., very satisfied/dissatisfied 
or strongly agree/disagree) are more common among men, while neutral opinions are more common 
among women. 
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3. Agents 

The majority of agents have been working in the IP field for over 10 years. Seven in ten have 
worked with an IP client from outside Canada in the past 18 months. 

Most agents are experienced with IP. Seven in ten (72%) have been working in the IP field for more 
than ten years, including one-third (32%) who have more than 20 years of experience. 

Agent experience in IP in years 

 

Q40 How many years have you been working in the IP field? 

SUBGROUP: Agents (n=433) 

Most agents (72%) have worked with international clients requiring Canadian IP services in the past 
18 months, drawing primarily from the U.S. (68%) followed by Europe (57%) and Asia (45%). 

Have international clients requiring Canadian IP services 

 

Q41 In the past 18 months, have you, yourself, worked with any of the following international clients requiring Canadian IP 
services? 

Subgroup: Agents (n=433) 

11% 
17% 18% 

22% 

32% 

5 years or less 6 to 10 years 11 to 15 years 16 to 20 years 21 years or more

72 % 

68 % 

57 % 

45 % 

15 % 

22 % 

6 % 

Net: Have international clients

United States

Europe

Asia

Other

None of the above

Prefer not to say
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Generally speaking, satisfaction with CIPO overall and with specific services aspects (e.g., filing, 
examination, staff quality etc.) does not vary by agents’ length of experience, but is lower among 
agents with international clients than those who only work with domestic clients. 

4. Represented and unrepresented clients 

The majority of represented and unrepresented clients tend to have only one application 
underway with CIPO, for IP that is associated only with their company. However, 
unrepresented clients are more likely to have IP associated with them personally. 

Six in ten (61%) represented and unrepresented clients say their IP is associated with their 
company, although this skews to represented (74%) and mixed (71%) clients. While it is less 
common for the IP to be associated solely with the client personally (23%), this proportion is higher 
among unrepresented clients (26%). The remaining 16 percent say that some of their IP is 
associated with them personally and some with their company. 

Represented/unrepresented client use of IP 

LOB in past 18 months 
Total 

(n=703) 

Client group 

Unrepre-
sented 
clients 
(n=584) 

Repre-
sented 
clients 
(n=46) 

Mixed 
clients 
(n=73) 

Associated with your company 61% 59% 74% 71% 

Associated with you personally 23% 26% 9% 10% 

Some associated with you 
personally and some with your 
company 

16% 15% 17% 19% 

Q36 Which of the following best describes you? The Intellectual Property that you have applied for and/or had registered/granted 
is…? 

SUBGROUP: Unrepresented or represented clients (n=703)  
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The majority of represented and unrepresented clients (58%) have had one application in process 
with CIPO in the past 18 months, while one in five (19%) have two applications in process and 15 
percent have three or more (the remaining eight percent are unsure about the number of 
applications in process). 

Number of different IP applications in past 18 months 
 - represented/unrepresented clients 

 

 

Q37 Over the past 18 months, how many different [IP TYPE: patent / trademark / industrial design] applications do you have in 
process with CIPO? 

SUBGROUP: Unrepresented or represented clients (n=703) 

Unrepresented clients are most likely to have only one application in process (61%). The proportion 
with three or more applications underway is lowest among unrepresented clients (13%) and 
increases to one-quarter (23%) of represented clients and one-third (32%) of mixed clients. 

In general (although not for every survey item), represented and unrepresented clients with three or 
more applications underway express greater satisfaction with CIPO, both overall and with respect to 
specific service areas such as filing, examination and staff quality. This suggests that, among 
represented and unrepresented, experience contributes to greater satisfaction with the IP process.  

58% 

19% 

6% 3% 6% 8% 

One Two Three Four Five or more Not sure
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III DETAILED FINDINGS – QUALITATIVE 
PHASE 

A. OVERALL VIEWS OF CIPO SERVICE 

At the beginning of each focus group, participants were asked about what “service” means in the 
context of interacting with CIPO, and what those interactions have looked like from a service 
viewpoint. The three client types have different perspectives on CIPO’s service, and consequently, 
each identify different pain points. 

Agents 

Agents are Intellectual Property (IP) professionals who prosecute a large volume of IP applications. 
They have mixed views about CIPO’s service. They are most consistently positive about CIPO staff, 
describing them as professional, courteous, polite and respectful. CIPO employees are viewed as 
good people trying to do their best (“I’ve never had an interaction where they weren’t trying to help 
you”), but often hampered by CIPO’s systems. 

Agents’ frustrations lie primarily in their desire for service customized to their specific needs as high-
volume, very experienced users. The most commonly raised areas for service improvement were: 

 The online experience, especially the transition from paper to digital correspondence (e.g., 
too many errors, online access to some documents but not others) and the quality of the IP 
search databases (the trademark database in particular was described as “functionally 
useless”). 

 The lack of consistency between the lines of business (“There are three different CIPOS… 
you are dealing with three different departments”), which makes it more difficult to navigate 
the process (e.g., different forms, varying requirements, different locations on the website for 
information). 

 A perceived lack of consistency in examination, which they generally attribute to a lack of 
examiner knowledge and training. Beyond making it more difficult for them to successfully 
prosecute their clients’ IP applications, they point out it has the potential to negatively impact 
Canada’s reputation. 

Unrepresented clients 

Unrepresented clients have chosen to navigate the IP process without an agent. These clients 
describe a reasonably positive, successful service experience, primarily because of CIPO’s website 
and helpful phone support. 

They want and expect a great online experience, similar to Amazon (“Any improvement should have 
the consumer be self-sufficient. Don’t force me to go to an agent”). To meet this expectation, they 
feel CIPO could do a better job in two main areas: 

 Clarifying the information required for a successful application (“we’ll do the work if [CIPO] 
can clarify what the expectations are”); and, 
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 Improving transparency, in terms of their application’s status (“where am I in the process?”) 
and when they can expect things to happen. The second point is particularly important to 
inform their business planning and strategy. 

Represented clients 

The clients in these groups represent a range of situations and reasons for being represented. 

Some represented clients outsource their IP needs to an agent without question. They have the 
resources to hire an agent, find their time better spent elsewhere, and/or have “always done it this 
way.” Often, these are experienced clients with a higher volume of IP needs. These clients have very 
little in terms of direct service interactions with CIPO. A top service priority for these clients is CIPO’s 
quality and consistency of examination. 

There is another group of represented clients who would have liked to or tried to negotiate the 
system themselves. However, they found it intimidating or abandoned their attempts when they 
encountered problems or complications. Generally, these seem to be less experienced clients with a 
lower volume of IP needs. For these clients, a main service concern is the lack of clarity in the 
process: what is the “secret sauce” to getting IP registered or granted? When they have to provide 
information or answer CIPO’s questions, they want it to be clear what CIPO is looking for. As with 
unrepresented clients, this group is open to a do-it-yourself, primarily online process, but with service 
that backs up their ability to produce a successful application. 

Finally, there are clients who have a mix of both represented and unrepresented experiences. One 
participant described a situation where an agent helped trademark a logo but not a name. The client 
chose to proceed without an agent when trademarking the name, and was ultimately successful (“I 
thought why did I even bother going to an agent in the first place?”). 

For some represented clients, the focus group discussion piqued their interest in doing future filings 
on their own. 

B. LEAD UP TO FILING 

After discussing overall views of CIPO’s service, focus group participants walked through a step-by-
step customer journey, from the lead up to filing, to filing the application, through examination and 
registration or grant, and asked about their experiences and priorities at each stage. 

Agents 

A widespread source of frustration for agents is the lack of functionality of CIPO’s IP search 
databases. Agents described these search tools as “laborious,” “abysmal” and “an exercise in 
extreme frustration.” The criticism was most substantial for the trademark database, with agents 
wanting either a major overhaul or to go back to the previous version (before it was updated). Views 
about the patent database were more mixed, with some comments about the fact that documents 
are not presented intuitively or that it is difficult to follow the history of an application from start to 
finish. There were no specific complaints about the industrial design database. A few agents 
mentioned that their difficulties with the CIPO databases mean they use a paid service to 
supplement their search. 
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Unrepresented clients 

Unrepresented clients used the CIPO website as their main source of information prior to filing. 
Typically there was no phone or in-person interaction at this stage; online is clearly the default and 
participants don’t appear to have even considered alternate options. 

Unrepresented clients describe the website as efficient and navigable (i.e., it works, even if it’s not 
“sexy”). They appreciate that it is clearly Government of Canada-branded, which avoids confusion 
with non-official sites. These clients were reasonably happy with the trademark search database, 
found it helpful and informative, and felt they got what they needed. 

There were a small number of comments about wanting access to a phonetic search, and wishing 
the website was more integrated with the GC’s business registration site. 

Represented clients 

Represented clients prepare for filing in different ways: some go on the CIPO website, some do a 
Google search (which may or may not take them to the CIPO site), and some do nothing themselves 
and rely entirely on an agent. 

Those who do go to the CIPO website describe it as basic/simple, straightforward and easy to 
navigate, and say it contains good information (if text heavy). They appreciate that it is “non-flashy” 
and “what you see is what you get.” Notably, one participant who was considering applying for IP 
themselves at this stage (but ultimately used an agent) commented on how they were deterred by 
the website recommendations to engage a third party. 

There are mixed views about the search databases. Some do a preliminary search and then go to 
an agent to confirm and/or enhance the results. In part this may be a lack of confidence in their 
ability to interpret the results; one participant consulted an agent because she didn’t believe it when 
there were no hits on her search. Some more experienced represented clients use third party 
software or US or European databases before the Canadian versions, because they contain a bigger 
data set including global patents. One more experienced client also indicated he found the 
trademark database more confusing than the patent database. US represented clients preferred the 
United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO) databases over the CIPO equivalents for ease 
of use and functionality. 

C. FILING AN APPLICATION 

Agents 

In terms of channels, most agents choose to file online. A few prefer to submit hard copies by mail, 
fax or, in at least one case, in person. Typically, agents who choose hard copy delivery have 
encountered situations where CIPO has lost documents, making them more comfortable with a 
manual rather than a digital approach. 

Agents expressed mixed views about the online filing service. Some described it as straightforward, 
routine and non-controversial. Positive comments included: 

 The speed of receiving a filing receipt (typically within 24-48 hours) and the accuracy of that 
receipt (because of the electronic/automated nature of the process). 
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 Mistakes or errors made and identified at the filing stage (before examination) can be 
corrected relatively easily. 

Some agents, on the other hand, reported frustrations with the online filing service, including: 

 A lack of consistency in the filing process between the lines of business (e.g., one system 
allows immediate payment upon filing and another acknowledges receipt of the filing but 
does not allow payment; forms require different information in different places). For at least 
one participant, this inconsistency leads them to file applications by different channels 
depending on the line of business (e.g., online for trademark, on paper for patent). 

 The filing process is not effortless, but requires knowing the idiosyncrasies and where 
problems can occur, as well as tricks to get around those problems. 

 Not having access to a dedicated CIPO support person (rather than the general call centre) if 
the agent encounters a problem or glitch in the online filing process. 

Unrepresented clients 

Unrepresented clients all chose to file their application online. Online filing was their preferred 
approach, mainly for reasons of convenience (e.g., can file in the middle of the night, if need be), 
and they did not express a desire for other alternatives. 

Generally, they found the application process “easy to start, but hard to complete.” Most 
encountered a problem or got stuck at some point while filling out the application. Most often this 
difficulty related to the “art” of submitting an application that is going to be accepted without 
problems; there was also recognition that IP is more valuable the broader it is defined, and that this 
is challenging for unrepresented clients. 

Other types of difficulties that clients encountered in filing were: 

 Trouble interpreting the questions or the language in the application form. A few mentioned a 
lack of clarity about what language/wording needs to be used (i.e., language that needs to be 
followed exactly). 

 The interactive online application form allowed an incorrect response, which one client didn’t 
learn until they received a letter from CIPO six months later. Forms should be intuitive and 
fool-proof. 

When they encountered problems, unrepresented clients called CIPO. They typically found someone 
picked up when they called and were very pleased with how well the CIPO contact was able to 
easily and quickly guide them or answer their questions, so that ultimately, they were successfully 
able to file. 

Represented clients 

Represented clients who hired an agent as their intermediary found the application process 
straightforward and routine, with no difficulties or problems. There was no direct contact with CIPO 
at this stage. 

For represented clients who initially tried filing on their own, it was usually at the application stage 
where they encountered problems. They like the online, self-serve, automated process and found it 
was well laid out. Typically, they encountered problems related to providing the correct information 
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(e.g., description of good and services; correct codes or classifications for the core business) for a 
successful application. 

At this point, some would decide to hire an agent. At least one participant in this situation decided to 
work with an agent after being contacted by someone soliciting unrepresented clients listed on the 
CIPO website. 

Others would first choose to try to resolve the problem by reaching out to CIPO by phone. They 
found staff to be kind, courteous and professional, but ultimately were not able to resolve their 
questions or concerns without an agent. One individual recalled being told by CIPO staff that CIPO 
was here to assist him, but not to tell him what to put in his application/description. 

D. EXAMINATION 

Agents 

Aside from the search databases, the other key area of concern for agents is the examination phase. 
The primary issue is a perceived lack of consistency, whether between different examiners looking 
at the same application; positions changing from one time period to another; or, differences in how 
laws and court decisions are interpreted. One agent commented that, “what was accepted six 
months ago, is not accepted now. Every time we make a submission, they find something they want 
changed.” 

Other potential areas for improvement related to examiner’s reports include: 

 More detail in examiner’s reports, and specifically more explanations or arguments 
supporting the rejection of an application (similar to level of detail provided by the USPTO). 
Some agents indicated they are not interested in abridged reports for sake of brevity; they 
want as much detail as possible. 

 The opportunity to deal directly with examiners on minor changes or corrections, and that the 
USPTO examiners seem to have more flexibility in negotiating over the phone. 

On the positive side, some agents indicated that they appreciate examiners’ reports are not “final” 
and can be debated and evolved. 

In terms of the lines of business, comments were most positive about the examination with respect 
to industrial design and least so for trademarks. The few agents with specific industrial design 
experience typically found examination for that line of business to be simple and easy, and that small 
corrections were quite easily made. Trademark agents, on the other hand, perceive declining quality 
in examiners’ reports. 

Agents also offered both positive comments and areas for improvement with respect to examiners 
themselves. On the whole, agents find examiners to be professional, polite and courteous in their 
interactions. Agents suspect the lack of consistency in examination relates back to a lack of 
experience and training among examiners, and potentially a lack of mentoring (due to a loss of 
senior people within CIPO). 

Other concerns relate to difficulty accessing examiners. Agents often find them difficult to reach by 
phone and that they take too long to return phone calls. Also, the quality of the phone connection is 
sometimes poor enough to hamper communication; agents speculate that examiners are now often 
working from home on their cell phones. 
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Agents hold positive views about CIPO’s accelerated examination service. They consider it a good 
service that delivers on what it is designed for (i.e., fast-track or speed up examination). There were 
a few comments about the cost, including that it can be cost prohibitive for smaller clients and that 
the value is not entirely evident (i.e., if CIPO can do examination that fast, why not do it all the time 
without charging for it?) 

Unrepresented clients 

The main concern of unrepresented clients at this stage is the length of time of the entire process, 
and that they never really knew the status of their application or what came next. They felt they were 
missing key information from a business planning perspective: when can I start building my product 
or open my business, and when can I start marketing and public relations? One individual 
commented that “this is the phase where you go bankrupt.” This prompted suggestions that CIPO 
provide: (a) status updates (i.e., here’s where you are in the process), and (b) a “roadmap” to clarify 
the steps involved and how long each step typically takes (to help with business planning). 

As in the application filing stage, some unrepresented clients reached out to CIPO by telephone 
during examination. They described CIPO’s telephone support staff as competent, courteous, 
excellent, helpful and accessible. In a few cases, clients were told exactly what information to 
provide to get their application approved. 

A few clients were aware of CIPO’s accelerated examination service, but they didn’t have a clear 
idea of the timeframe involved, and none had experience with it. 

Represented clients 

Experienced (higher-volume) represented clients hold positive views about examination, remarking 
that they find examiners more reasonable and office actions more consistent than the USPTO. One 
comment was that they would like to see all office actions posted on the website, like in the U.S. One 
individual had had good experiences with the accelerated examination service, to the extent that his 
organization plans its filing strategy around it. 

Less experienced (lower-volume) represented clients had no comments (positive or negative) about 
CIPO service at the examination stage. 

E. REGISTRATION OR GRANT 

Agents 

For agents, the actual process of receiving the registration or grant is straightforward and seamless, 
mainly because it is automated and online (“not much to it”). 

The main comment for improvement is related to accuracy, and specifically to providing the 
opportunity to check and correct the description prior to advertisement. An example was given of an 
agent pointing out an error to CIPO three separate times during examination, but the error was 
missed in the final document and corrections cannot be made following registration. The suggestion 
was to allow corrective steps to be taken without clients having to file again from scratch or take the 
issue to federal court. 

Another comment was made that it would be nice to be able to print a hard copy of the final 
document (i.e., the declaration of use) for their clients.  
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Unrepresented clients 

For unrepresented clients, this stage involves receipt of notification about registration or grant; there 
is no other direct interaction with CIPO. Two areas for improvement were raised: 

 Desire for a more official final document or registration/grant letter – one participant tossed it 
aside because the document did not look important enough. 

 Automating the payment and renewal processes. Once they have received the 
grant/registration, they still have to log onto the CIPO website to pay. Similarly, they have to 
monitor the renewal deadline to ensure they pay on time. Clients would be interested in 
having CIPO automate these services, and at least one client said they would be willing to 
pay a small fee. 

Represented clients 

At this stage, represented clients receive notification of registration or grant through their lawyer; 
they have no direct interaction with CIPO (including payment, which is handled by their agent) and 
thus not comments on service. 

F. OTHER SERVICES 

Agents 

Agents hold uniformly positive views about the service provided by the trademark opposition board 
and patent appeal board. At that level, agents find themselves dealing with very experienced 
examiners (the “pros”). One agent expressed concern about a perceived decline in quality (i.e., 
knowledge) of the examiners on the patent appeal board. 

Unrepresented/represented clients 

Unrepresented clients in the focus groups had no experience with the trademark opposition board or 
the patent appeal board. Only one represented client had experience with the trademark opposition 
board; they felt the process was open (“nothing was hidden”) but intimidating, and not something to 
try to navigate on your own. 
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G. KEY SERVICE ATTRIBUTES 

Having explored the various elements of the customer journey, participants were asked to consider 
the key criteria on which they evaluate CIPO’s service. They were presented with a list of criteria, 
and discussed how they interpret each criteria (i.e., what it means), their relative priority, and 
whether any key criteria were missing. This input was used to decide which variables related to 
client satisfaction to include in the quantitative survey. 

 

Accessibility of service 

Agents 

Agents tended to distinguish between accessibility to CIPO through the online 
channel versus telephone, but in both cases, they are looking for service 
customized to their specific needs. 

From an online perspective, agents expressed a desire for an agent-specific web 
portal tailored to the features and/or links they use on a regular basis. They 
recognize that CIPO has increased the website content tailored to unrepresented 
clients, but do not want to have to search through that content to find what they 
need. Agents have “learned tricks” to make their lives easier when navigating the 
CIPO site; if they have not bookmarked the “professional” content, it can be difficult 
and time-consuming to search for. 

From a person-to-person perspective, agents would prefer a direct line to the person 
responsible for the service, rather than a general customer service (call centre) 
phone number. There is desire for direct access both to examiners (to discuss and 
resolve issues in examination) and to support staff (who can answer specific 
questions where an answer is needed “today”).  

Unrepresented clients 

Unrepresented clients express a strong preference for online interaction. The CIPO 
website is their first and main point of interaction. 

They turn to the telephone when they need help, and are largely pleased with the 
service they have received through this channel (e.g., getting through to someone 
when they call, individual can answer their questions).  

Represented clients 

For less experienced (lower-volume) represented clients who would have liked to 
have handled their own IP application, accessibility to service is a concern when 
they encounter problems. They are happy with a “self-serve” approach but don’t 
necessarily feel CIPO is there to back them up when needed (“It feels like you are 
on your own, like a department store – hello, is anyone out there?”) 

Common themes (across client types): Clients express a desire for greater online accessibility to 
service, in two key ways: 

(1) Improve electronic access to their file/account and documents. For agents, this means being able 
to view/download all documents related to an application and not just some; being able to download 
an entire application as one file rather than multiple files; and, improving the tags that specify the 
nature of specific documents online (e.g., “amendment” or “prosecution” can refer to many different 
types of documents). For clients, this is more about being able to check on the status of their 
application. 

(2) Replace fax or regular mail with email correspondence. Examples include: avoiding situations 
where CIPO mails a notice requesting a response within one month, but the notice is in the mail for a 
week, thereby reducing the client’s available response time; allowing agents/clients to submit 
questions of clarification to examiners by email, rather than always having to make a formal 
submission. 
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Information was clear and easy to understand 

Agents 
The clarity of information was not an area of concern for agents, given their depth of 
knowledge about the IP process.  

Unrepresented clients Both unrepresented and less experienced represented clients generally felt it was 
not clear what information was required from them to successfully file or register 
their IP rights without errors or problems (e.g., confusing or unclear instructions in 
the application form; paperwork returned to the client where it was unclear what 
needed to be corrected). 

Represented clients 

Common themes (across client types): Agents and clients alike both expressed a desire for more 
transparency about where an application is in the process (i.e., a status update).  

 

Timeliness of service 

Agents 

Agents discussed two main aspects of “timeliness.” First, they find that examiners 
do not always respond to enquiries in a timely manner. Agents suspect a possible 
reason is that some examiners may be intimidated by agents’ degree of knowledge, 
which may delay their response. 

A second and very important aspect is the timeliness of the overall process in 
generating the final product (i.e., a grant or registration), because of its impact on 
business planning. Agents discussed how clients want a decision as soon as 
possible and are sometimes surprised it takes so long. At least one agent 
commented that CIPO’s timeframes for the first examiners report in trademark (8-9 
months) compares poorly to their experience with the USPTO (3-4 months) 

Others commented that they are willing to wait for a quality product (“I don’t mind it 
taking extra time if it’s brilliant”).  

Unrepresented clients 

Unrepresented clients are unclear what takes the process so long from start to 
finish, but more importantly, what the timing means for their business plans. They 
feel this could be mitigated by telling clients where they are at (status update) and 
what to expect next (process roadmap with timing).  

Represented clients 
Timeliness was less often raised as an issue by represented clients, although there 
were some questions about the overall length of the process.  

Common themes (across client types): It was noted that timeliness of service is linked to accuracy. 
If CIPO or the agent/client makes mistakes at any point, it compounds the overall length of process. 
Also, there were comments from agents/represented clients that they sometimes choose to file with 
the USPTO first, which then speeds up the CIPO examination.  
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Employee interactions 

Agents 

Agents distinguish between professionalism/courtesy and knowledge when they 
discuss their interactions with CIPO employees. 

By all accounts, CIPO employees are courteous, respectful and polite. However, 
some agents expressed concerns about the level of knowledge/training among 
examiners. There were also some comments that support staff (other than 
examiners) are not knowledgeable about IP and the importance of their part of the 
process. Agents would like support staff to better understand how their piece fits 
within the bigger process, why the final product is important and how errors and 
delays reflect on the country’s reputation. Some agents also pointed out that a lack 
of knowledge among CIPO staff also impacts timeliness when questions cannot be 
answered and must be referred onwards. 

There is a perception among some agents that examiners and other support staff 
will “bend over backwards” to help unrepresented clients, but don’t feel obligated to 
help agents to the same extent (“if you don’t know, I’m not going to help you”).  

Unrepresented clients 
Unrepresented clients find CIPO employees to be very helpful and “bend over 
backwards” to the extent of providing clients with the language to use to get their 
application through.  

Represented clients 
Represented clients have relatively little (if any) direct interaction with CIPO 
employees to be able to comment on the level of service.  

 

Consistency of service 

Agents 

Agents’ comments about consistency of service fall into two main categories: 

1. Often agents feel they are dealing with three different CIPOs, since each 
line of business have a slightly different process (e.g., where to find things 
on the online application form; what information needs to be provided; 
payment process). 

2. Agents are most aware of inconsistencies in examination. As described in 
section C, agents have experienced inconsistent service between 
examiners, time periods and in relation to the interpretation of 
regulations/law. Often this is linked back to a perceived lack of training for 
and inexperience among examiners.  

Unrepresented clients 
Unrepresented clients in the focus groups generally did not have sufficient volume 
of IP experiences to comment on consistency of service.  

Represented clients 
One very experienced represented client commented on the greater consistency of 
CIPO office actions than in the U.S. Otherwise, most represented clients were 
unable to comment.  
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Accuracy 

Agents 

Errors on CIPO’s part are a well-known problem among agents. Examples include 
typos, lost documents and mailings gone astray. Agents comment that they have to 
be able to rely on the accuracy of CIPO’s products, and raise the concern that 
inaccuracies can reflect on Canada’s reputation abroad.  

Unrepresented clients Errors on CIPO’s part may be less evident to unrepresented clients (because they 
are less frequent users) and represented clients (because errors are handled by 
their agent). However, they can nonetheless have substantial implications. For 
example, one unrepresented client had a notification expire because it was sent to 
an incorrect mailing address and she never received it.  

Represented clients 

Common themes (across client types): Both agents and clients find it difficult and time-consuming 
to get CIPO to correct even relatively simple errors. 

The main criteria that was deemed to be missing from what was presented to them was cost or 
value for money, particularly for accelerated services. Participants did not identify any other criteria 
on which they would evaluate CIPO’s client service. 

H. INFORMATION NEEDS AND GAPS 

Agents 

Agents acknowledge that there is good general IP information available on the CIPO website, which 
they consider to be generally helpful although not vital for agents. Agents appreciate that CIPO is 
trying to promote the importance of IP “to the masses” and any further efforts in this area are 
generally seen as positive. They don’t identify anything they need to support them in better serving 
their clients or educating their clients about the IP process. 

Unrepresented clients 

Unrepresented clients raised three types of information needs: 

 Information to help them successfully navigate the process – what does a typical application 
look like? What have others in their industry done? 

 Developing their IP expertise – in what ways does a trademark or patent protect the owner 
(or not)? What is involved in extending IP rights internationally? 

 Unrepresented clients find themselves the target of solicitations and scams when their 
contact information gets published on the CIPO website. They would like to be warned in 
advance that this may happen, as well as receive advice or tips so they are well-prepared to 
deal with it. 

Represented clients 

Particularly for less experienced represented clients, the suggestion is to build awareness of the 
information available on CIPO’s website that might allow clients to navigate the IP process 
themselves. 
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I. COMPARISON TO OTHER IPOs 

Agents 

For agents, the CIPO website is the main starting point for comparisons to IPOs in other countries. 
CIPO’s website is generally considered to have a friendly look and feel and to contain good 
information. However, the website is considered weaker in terms of functionality – more difficult to 
use, navigate or search - compared to the US or Europe. 

Unrepresented clients 

Very few made comparisons between CIPO and other IPOs. For example, there are single 
comments each about CIPO introducing phonetic search similar to Mexico; the CIPO site looking 
more official than in Germany; and, can there be more links between countries (e.g., why does IP 
have to be registered separately in all NAFTA countries?) 

Represented clients 

Among experienced represented clients, there are mixed views about CIPO by comparison to the 
USPTO. Positive comparisons include that CIPO’s examiners are more reasonable and consistent 
than in the US. Some say the USPTO is faster when applications are filed in both countries at the 
same time; others say they tend to file in the US first which ultimately speeds up the Canadian 
process. US represented clients found CIPO faster than expected. 
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IV. CONCLUSIONS 
CIPO offers exacting and complex Intellectual Property services to some of the most knowledgeable 
and sophisticated clients in Canada in their respective fields, including lawyers (both agents and in-
house legal counsel) and companies that recognize the value of IP for their business. Among its 
specialized clientele, CIPO has achieved a modest level of satisfaction, both overall and with specific 
aspects of the service it provides, with substantial room for service improvement. The results of the 
qualitative and quantitative research are generally consistent in pointing to the service aspects that 
clients would most like to see addressed and are most likely to lead to improvements in overall 
satisfaction. 

A central opportunity to improve service delivery is to design or adjust filing and examination 
processes with user needs in mind. There is a wide range of experience levels among CIPO’s 
clients, but ultimately, they fall into two main groups: experts (agents and experienced represented 
and unrepresented clients) and laypersons (represented and unrepresented clients with limited IP 
experience). Experts want a highly efficient service customized to their needs as high-volume users; 
while laypersons also want an automated, self-serve approach, their lack of experience means that 
they need greater support from CIPO to successfully achieve IP protection. It is likely for this reason 
that perceptions about efforts by CIPO staff to go the extra mile to meet their needs are a key driver 
of overall satisfaction for represented and unrepresented clients. 

The second main area for improvement is around timeliness. Efforts to reduce the time between 
filing, first office actions and registered/granted IP would be well-received by clients of all types, 
particularly since it will support business planning in a competitive business environment. Finally, 
improving agents’ perceptions of the consistency of decisions between individual examiners is likely 
to boost overall client satisfaction with CIPO. 

This research has been conducted in support of a comprehensive on-going client satisfaction 
measurement program. Much has changed since CIPO’s 2008 client satisfaction survey, including 
the sample design (no longer includes copyright clients), survey methodology (online instead of 
telephone), question items and scale wording, as well as the real-world context (e.g., client 
expectations around online service delivery). For this reason, this report does not look back at 
historical comparisons, but focuses instead on the current data – which will serve as a robust 
baseline for tracking changes over time in response to CIPO’s future service initiatives.  
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APPENDIX A - METHODOLOGY 

1. Qualitative research 

The qualitative phase of this research project was designed to provide insight into client 
experiences, expectations and priorities, information which was used in the development of the 
quantitative questionnaire. 

The target audience was clients who have been granted a patent or registered a trademark or 
industrial design in the past 12 months. Groups were conducted with three client types: 

 Agents: IP professionals who prosecute IP applications on behalf of their clients or the 
companies they work for (in-house counsel) 

 Unrepresented clients: Clients who have completed the process to obtain IP without the 
help of an agent 

 Represented clients: Clients who used an agent to complete the process to obtain IP. This 
group was included to understand the extent of their interactions with CIPO and determine if 
they are a suitable target audience to include in the quantitative research (i.e., are the 
questions relevant to them and will they be able to answer). 

A series of nine focus groups was conducted across Canada from December 6, 2017 to January 16, 
2018. Seven of the groups were conducted in-person; two were conducted by telephone conference 
call. Each group lasted between 90 and 120 minutes. 

Group composition 

The table below presents the composition of the groups. This design was developed to: 

 Include the three client types 

 Include clients with experiences in each of CIPO’s lines of business (Patents, Trademarks 
and Industrial Design), where client numbers allow 

 Provide geographic distribution across Canada (Toronto, Ottawa, Montreal, Vancouver), as 
well as including Represented clients in the U.S.  

Date Client Group Line of business City 

In-person groups 

Dec 6, 2017 5:30pm Unrepresented clients Primarily Trademark Toronto 

Dec 6, 2017 8:00pm Represented clients Trademark Toronto 

Dec 11, 2017 5:30pm Agents Trademark Vancouver 

Dec 11, 2017 8:00pm Represented clients Patent/Industrial design Vancouver 

Dec 12, 2017 5:30pm Agents Patent/Industrial design Ottawa 

Dec 13, 2017 5:30pm Agents Patent Montreal (French) 

Dec 13, 2017 8:00pm Unrepresented clients Primarily Trademark Montreal (French) 

Telephone groups 

Dec 14, 2017 4:00 pm EST Represented clients (USA) Patent Across the USA 

Jan 12, 2018 5:00pm EST Represented clients (CAN) Mix Across Canada 
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A total of 62 participants was recruited and 52 attended. The focus groups with represented clients 
in Vancouver, Toronto and the U.S. phone group were challenging to recruit and not well-attended; 
thus, an additional telephone group with represented clients in Canada was conducted. 

Recruitment 

Environics developed the recruitment screener and finalized it in collaboration with CIPO and ISED 
representatives. Participants were recruited from client lists provided by CIPO, based on the 
eligibility requirements outlined in the screener and screened to ensure a mix of genders and that 
they would be comfortable voicing their opinions in front of others. 

Agents were also screened to ensure the groups included a mix of years in the IP field, and a mix of 
independent agents and those who are part of a firm. Unrepresented and represented clients were 
screened to include a mix of those whose IP is associated with a company or an individual, company 
sizes (small/medium/large), industry type and IP volume. 

Canadian participants were offered an honorarium of $180 CAD to encourage participation and 
thank them for their commitment; U.S. participants were offered $200 USD. 

Moderation 

All groups were video and audio recorded for use in subsequent analysis by the research team. 
During the recruitment process and at the session sign-in, participants were asked to consent to 
such recording. 

Derek Leebosh, Vice President, Environics, and Rick Nadeau moderated the sessions. All qualitative 
research work was conducted in accordance with the professional standards established by the 
Marketing Research and Intelligence Association (MRIA) and applicable PIPEDA (Personal 
Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act) legislation. 

Statement of limitations 

Qualitative research provides insight into the range of opinions held within a population, rather than 
the weights of the opinions held, as would be measured in a quantitative survey. The results of this 
type of research should be viewed as indicative rather than projectable.  
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2. Quantitative research 

The quantitative phase of this research project involved an online survey with 1,136 clients of CIPO, 
from February 21 to April 22, 2018. The margin of error for the total sample of 1,136 is +/- 2.9 
percentage points, at the 95% confidence level (margin of error is greater for subgroups). Data is 
reported only for base sizes of n=30 or higher (margin of error for a sample of 30 is +/-17.8 
percentage points, at the 95% confidence level). 

Background and purpose 

The Innovation, Science and Economic Development Canada (ISED) 2016-2021 Service 
Management Strategy established specific year 1 & 2 initiatives, including a plan to establish and 
capture a baseline measure of client satisfaction horizontally across ISED sectors. Specifically, the 
Service Management Strategy stipulates ISED will establish “baseline client satisfaction measures 
and develop a proposal to measure horizontal client satisfaction.” 

The CIPO Client Satisfaction Survey was designed to be a standardized measure of client 
satisfaction, used to establish a baseline in 2017-18 and subsequently updated every three years to 
assess progress and trends over time. 

Target audience 

CIPO provided lists of agents and represented and unrepresented clients, which were pulled based 
on the following criteria: 

Transaction phase or outcome Line of business Source & Selection criteria 

Granted or registered for represented and 
unrepresented clients 

Trademarks 
Industrial Design 
Patents 

Granted or registered anytime between 
June 1, 2016 and November 30, 2017 (18 
month period) 

Refused/Abandoned/Withdrawn for 
represented and unrepresented clients 

Trademarks 
Industrial Design 
Patents 

Refused, Abandoned or Withdrawn 
anytime between June 1, 2016 and 
November 30, 2017 (18 month period) 

Applied and still in progress for 
represented and unrepresented clients 

Trademarks 
Industrial Design 
Patents 

IP is laid open within the June 1, 2016 and 
November 30, 2017 period and still active. 

Agents Trademark Agents 
and Patent Agents 
as found on Agent 
lists 

All agents currently listed as active with 
CIPO.  

Environics compiled the lists, de-duplicated the records, and filtered to those with e-mail addresses. 
The following table provides the distribution of unduplicated records with e-mail addresses available 
for the survey: 

 
Patent ID TD Total 

Agents 36% 0% 64% 16% 

Unrepresented clients 5% 1% 94% 73% 

Represented clients 22% 2% 76% 11% 

Total 12% 1% 88% 100% 

In addition, Environics conducted telephone lookups with agents and represented and 
unrepresented clients for whom the lists did not contain email addresses. This generated 85 
additional email addresses for agents and 383 for represented and unrepresented clients. 



 

67 

The survey screened for clients who had had interactions with CIPO in the past 18 months. When 
clients indicated experience with more than one line of business in the past 18 months, the survey 
programming selected a line of business for respondents to respond about, prioritizing those with 
fewer sample records (Industrial Design and Patent) to ensure these are sufficiently represented in 
the data. 

The final distribution of completed interviews by client type and line of business is as follows: 

 
Patent ID TD Total 

Margin 
of Error* 

% 
Actual** 

Agents 113 84 236 433 ± 4.7 38% 

Unrepresented clients 88 20 476 584 ± 4.0 51% 

Represented clients 20 3 23 46 ± 14.4 10% 

Mixed clients*** 21 6 46 73 ± 11.5 - 

Total 242 113 781 1136 ± 2.9 100% 

Margin of Error* ± 6.3 ± 9.2 ± 3.5  

*Margins of sampling error shown are at the 95% confidence level 

**Represents the actual proportion of emails in the database provided by CIPO 

*** Mixed clients are those who indicated that they sometimes used an agent and sometimes interacted with CIPO on their 
own behalf in the previous 18 months. 

The final data were weighted to match the proportions of agents, unrepresented and represented 
clients having e-mails in the sample file. 

Questionnaire design 

The questionnaire was designed by Environics to address the objectives of the research, drawing on 
the results of the focus groups to identify service elements to incorporate. Feedback was sought 
from the CIPO Executive Team and the Steering Committee, prior to finalizing the instrument. Upon 
CIPO’s approval, Environics translated the questionnaire into French. 

Data collection 

Environics programmed the English and French versions of the questionnaire into its online survey 
software. The programming has checked by Environics and CIPO staff. The initial soft launch was 
broadcast February 21. No questionnaire changes were required following the soft launch. 

The full launch took place on February 26 and field closed on April 22. An extended field period and 
six reminder emails (March 2, 9, 16 and 23 and April 6 and 13) were used to generate the desired 
number of interviews. All six reminders generated a substantial boost in response (100+ completed 
surveys over the subsequent weekend), which is atypical (typically each reminder generates 
diminishing returns). CIPO also supported recruitment efforts through posts on its website and 
Twitter account, and through an email blast on April 5-6. 

All research work was conducted in accordance with the professional standards established by the 
MRIA, as well as applicable federal legislation (PIPEDA) and to the Privacy Act and Treasury Board 
of Canada Secretariat and Public Services and Procurement Canada (PSPC) privacy policies, 
directives and standards. The survey was registered with the National Survey Registration System, 
as is done as a matter of policy for all Environics surveys, and the research met all federal 
government and industry standards. 
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Response rate 

The initial survey invitation was broadcast to 12,788 contacts. 1,136 responses were received, for a 
calculated response rate of 11% overall. The response rate is shown below. 

Email disposition Total (N) 

Total number invited to participate  12,788 

Invalid (undelivered) 946 

Broadcasts delivered 11,842 

UNRESOLVED (U) 10,081 

 Did not respond 10,081 

IN SCOPE NON-RESPONDING (IS) 510 

 Qualified respondent break-off 510 

IN SCOPE RESPONDING (R)  1,251 

 Disqualified 115 

 Quota filled  0 

 Completed 1,136 

CONTACT RATE [(R+IS) / (U + IS + R)] - % 15% 

RESPONSE RATE [R / (U + IS + R)] - % 11% 
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Weighted sample profile 

The table below presents the weighted sample profile for agents and represented and 
unrepresented clients by key characteristics. 

Profile categories 
Agents 
(n=433) 

Rep/unrep 
clients 
(n=703) 

LOB experience in past 18 months   

Trademark 78% 87% 

Patent 41% 19% 

Industrial design 26% 5% 

Location   

Atlantic provinces 2% 4% 

Quebec 21% 22% 

Ontario 48% 40% 

West 29% 34% 

Gender   

Male 50% 63% 

Female 37% 30% 

Prefer not to say 12% 7% 

Years of experience in IP field (agents)   

5 years or less 11% n/a 

6-10 years 17%  

11-15 years 18%  

16-20 years 22%  

21+ years 32%  

Location of clients (agents)   

Domestic IP clients only 22% n/a 

Any international IP clients (net) 72%  

US 60%  

Europe 57%  

Asia 45%  

Other 15%  

Prefer not to say 6%  

IP associated with…(rep/unrep clients)   

Your company n/a 61% 

You personally  23% 

Some with company/some you personally  16% 

Number of IP applications in process in 
past 18 months (rep/unrep clients) 

  

One n/a 58% 

Two  19% 

Three or more  15% 

Not sure  8% 
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APPENDIX B – FOCUS GROUP SCREENERS 
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November 21, 2017 

Environics Research Group Limited 
Client Satisfaction Research - AGENTS 

CIPO 

Recruitment for Group Discussion 

Respondent Name:   

Business #:    

Group #:    

Recruiter:    

GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 
Ottawa Montreal (French) Vancouver 

December 12 
6:00-8:00 pm 

December 13 
5:30-7:30 pm 

December 11 
5:30-7:30 pm 

Patent/ID agents Patent agents Trademark agents 

Recruit 8 participants per group for minimum of 6- 8 shows. NB: All participants 

must be an intellectual property agents with experience in registering patents, 
trademarks or industrial designs. 

Get mix of sizes of firms – small (1-10 employees), medium (11-25 employees) and 

large (over 25 employees). Please recruit only one agent per firm. Ideally also to 
include at least one woman per group. 

Hello, I'm ________________ from Environics Research. We are a professional public opinion 
research firm that gathers opinions from people. We are conducting a series of focus group 

discussions on behalf of the Canadian Intellectual Property Office, an agency of the 
Government of Canada among patent, trademark and industrial design agents who secure 
intellectual property rights on behalf of clients.  

A. Do you personally fit into that category? 

Yes, am responsible for securing intellectual property for clients 1 – CONTINUE 

No 2 – ASK 
“If your firm does intellectual property, can you direct me to someone else who does this type 

of work?” 

Yes [Take contact information / transfer to person, start from beginning] 1 – CONTINUE 

No 2 – THANK & TERMINATE  

1. May I ask you some questions to see if you qualify for this research project? 

Yes 1 – CONTINUE 

No 2 – THANK AND TERMINATE 

When speaking with desired participant:  

I would like to invite you to participate in a discussion about the services provided 

by the Canadian Intellectual Property Office, known as CIPO (PRONOUNCED: CEE-
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PO). This will be an in-person session in downtown ___________ (LOCATION). 

Your participation in the research is completely voluntary and your decision on whether to 

participate will not affect any dealings you may have with CIPO or with any other part of the 

Government of Canada. The session will last about two hours and you will receive a cash 

honorarium of $180 for participating in the session. You will not be asked any questions 

dealing with proprietary client information.  

NB: If asked by potential recruits – cite the following: 

IF ASKED - Privacy and confidentiality - The focus group is confidential and anonymous. 

Your comments will be protected in accordance with the provisions of the Privacy Act. 

[REPEAT INTRODUCTION AS NECESSARY WHEN SPEAKING WITH POTENTIAL 
TARGET RESPONDENT] 

2. Which of the following categories best corresponds to your total personal 
annual income, before taxes, for 2017? First, do you or any member of your 
household or your immediate family work for either a market research 
company or any media company (print, radio, tv.)? 

IF YES, THANK AND TERMINATE CALL 
IF NO, CONTINUE 

IF REFUSED, THANK AND TERMINATE CALL 

3. Have you registered at least one of the following in Canada on behalf of a 
client in the past 12 months? RECORD ALL THAT APPLY 

Patent 

Trademark ENSURE MATCHES GROUP REQUIREMENTS – GET 
AT 

Industrial design LEAST 3 INDUSTRIAL DESIGN IN OTTAWA 

None in past 12 months TERMINATE 

4. What is your primary line of business? 

Patent 

Trademark 

Industrial design 

5. Do you operate as an independent agent or are you part of a company? 

Operate as independent agent 

Part of a company GET MIX 

6. RECORD GENDER 

Male 

Female TRY TO GET SOME FEMALE REPRESENTATION 

7. How long have you been working as an agent securing intellectual property 
rights for clients? 

Up to five years 

Five years or more GET MIX IF POSSIBLE 
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8. Participants in group discussions are asked to voice their opinions and 

thoughts; how comfortable are you in voicing your opinions in front of 
others?  Are you…. 

01 – Very comfortable MIN 50% OF VERY COMFORTABLE & 
COMFORTABLE PER GROUP 

02 – Comfortable 

03 – Fairly comfortable 

04 – Not very comfortable THANK AND TERMINATE 

05 – Very uncomfortable THANK AND TERMINATE 

ALL 

INTERVIEWERS: Tell respondent that it is a small group and anyone who does not 

show or cancels at the last minute will compromise the project. 

Make sure they know we feel their opinions are valuable and we 

are serious about finding out what they have to offer. 

NOTE:  PLEASE TELL ALL RESPONDENTS THAT THEY WILL RECEIVE A 

CONFIRMATION CALL THE DAY PRIOR TO THE SESSION. IF FOR 

SOME REASON THEY HAVE NOT HEARD FROM US THEY SHOULD 

CONTACT US AT __________.  IF THEIR NAME IS NOT ON THE 

ATTENDANCE FORM THEY WILL NOT BE ADMITTED TO THE 

GROUP. 

The group discussion will last approximately one and a half hours and we offer each 

participant a $180.00 cash gift as a token of our appreciation. I should also tell you that the 

groups will be audio - taped for research purposes and members of the research team will be 

observing the discussion from an adjoining room. Everything you say will be kept confidential.  

[   ] CHECK TO INDICATE YOU HAVE READ THE STATEMENT TO THE RESPONDENT. 

If you require reading glasses, please remember to bring them with you, as you may be 

required to read some materials during the session. You will be required to turn off all 

electronic devices during the discussion. 

RECRUITER – TERMINATE IF PARTICIPANT APPEARS UNCOMFORTABLE WITH READING 

REQUIREMENT 

RECRUITER - Tell participant that it is a small group and anyone who does not show or cancels 
at the last minute will compromise the project.  Make sure they know we feel their opinions 
are valuable and we are serious about finding out what they have to offer. 
LENGTH OF GROUP: 2 hours 

Location: 

GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 

Ottawa Montreal (French) Vancouver 

December 12 
5:30-7:30 pm 

December 13 
5:30-7:30 pm 

December 11 
5:30-7:30 pm 

Patent agents 
Stratcom 

100 Sparks Street 

8th Floor, Suite 802 

Patent/ID agents 
CRC Research 

1610 St. Catherine’s Street W 

4th floor, Suite 411 

Trademark agents 
Vancouver Focus 
1080 Howe Street 

5th floor, Suite 503 

PLEASE ARRIVE 15 MINUTES PRIOR TO GROUP
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November 21, 2017 

Environics Research Group Limited 
Client Satisfaction Research - CLIENTS 

CIPO 

Recruitment for Group Discussion 

Respondent Name:   

Business #:    

Group #:    

Recruiter:    

GROUP 4 GROUP 5 GROUP 6 
Montreal (French) Toronto Toronto 

December 13 

8:00 – 10:00 pm 

December 6 

5:30 – 7:30 pm 

December 6 

8:00 – 10:00 pm 
Unrepresented clients Unrepresented clients Represented clients 

Mix/primarily trademark Mix/primarily trademark Trademarks 

GROUP 7 GROUP 8 
Vancouver US (Telephone) 

December 11 
8:00 – 10:00 pm 

December 14 
4:00-6:00 pm EST 

Represented clients Represented clients 
Patents/industrial design Mix (trademark/patent/ID) 

Recruit 8 participants per group for minimum of 6- 8 shows. NB: All participants 

must deal with registering intellectual property on behalf of their firm and should 
have knowledge of registering IP in Canada. 

Get mix of sizes of firms – small (1-19 employees), medium (20-99 employees) and 

large (over 100 employees). Would also like a mix of length of time company has 
been securing UP Ideally also to include at least one woman per group. 

Hello, I'm ________________ from Environics Research. We are a professional public opinion 

research firm that gathers opinions from people. We are conducting a series of focus group 
discussions on behalf of the Canadian Intellectual Property Office, an agency of the 

Government of Canada, with people or companies that have secured intellectual property 
rights – that is, patents, trademarks or industrial designs - in Canada. 

A. IF REPRESENTED CLIENT: We would like to speak to the person in your organization 

who makes decisions about securing intellectual property rights in Canada, and not an 

agent you used to register the IP rights. Are you that person?  

IF UNREPRESENTED CLIENT: Are you the person best able to take part in a discussion 

about securing intellectual property rights? 

Yes, am responsible for IP in Canada 1 – CONTINUE 

No 2 – ASK “Can you direct me to someone else in your firm who does this type of 

work?” 
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Yes [Take contact information / transfer to person, start from beginning] 

 1 – CONTINUE 

No 2 – THANK AND TERMINATE  

Refused 3 – THANK AND TERMINATE  

1. May I ask you some questions to see if you qualify for this research project? 

Yes 1 – CONTINUE 

NO 2 – THANK AND TERMINATE 

When speaking with desired participant:  

I would like to invite you to participate in a discussion about the services provided 

by the Canadian Intellectual Property Office, known as CIPO (PRONOUNCED: CEE-

PO). This will be an in-person session in downtown ___________ (LOCATION) ./ US: 

This session will be conducted by telephone. 

Your participation in the research is completely voluntary and your decision on whether to 

participate will not affect any dealings you may have with CIPO or with any other part of the 

Government of Canada. The session will last about (CANADA: two hours/US: one and a half 

hours) and you will receive an honorarium of (CANADA: $180/US: $200) for participating in 

the session. You will not be asked any questions about proprietary intellectual property 

information; this is about the service received during the process of registering intellectual 

property in Canada. 

IF ASKED BY REPRESENTED CLIENTS: You do not have to have had direct dealings with 

CIPO to participate in the group.  

NB: If asked by potential recruits – cite the following: 

IF ASKED - Privacy and confidentiality - The focus group is confidential and anonymous.  

CANADA: Your comments will be protected in accordance with the provisions of the Privacy 

Act. 

[REPEAT INTRODUCTION AS NECESSARY WHEN SPEAKING WITH POTENTIAL 

TARGET RESPONDENT] 

2. First, do you or any member of your household or your immediate family work 
for either a market research company or any media company (print, radio, tv)? 

IF YES, THANK AND TERMINATE CALL 

IF NO, CONTINUE 

IF REFUSED, THANK AND TERMINATE CALL 

3. Have you or your company registered at least one of the following in Canada in 
the past 12 months? RECORD ALL THAT APPLY 

Patent 

Trademark   ENSURE MATCHES GROUP REQUIREMENTS 

Industrial design 

None in past 12 months TERMINATE 
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4. [UNREPRESENTED LIST ONLY] Did you represent yourself or did you use an 
agent to secure this intellectual property right? 

Represented myself RECRUIT TO UNREP GROUP IN TORONTO/MONTREAL (4 
AND 5) 

Used an agent RECRUIT TO REP GROUP IF TORONTO (GROUP 6) / IN 
MONTREAL, TERMINATE 

5. Is this particular intellectual property associated with you personally or with the 
company you work for? GET MIX IF POSSIBLE 

Self SKIP TO Q.9 

Company 

6.  [IF COMPANY:] About how many employees does your business have?  

   

NOTE: Size category below and try to get a mix of small, medium and large 
companies. 

Small – 1-100 employees 

Medium – 100-499 employees GET 1-2 IN EACH CATEGORY 

Large – 500+ employees 

7. [IF COMPANY:] How long has your firm been operating? 

Up to five years 

Five or more years  GET MIX IF POSSIBLE 

8.  [IF COMPANY:] How long have you personally been involved in securing 
intellectual property rights, including for your current organization or previous 
employers? 

Up to five years 

Five or more years GET MIX IF POSSIBLE 
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9. In which of the following industries do you/does your business primarily 
operate? GET MIX IF POSSIBLE 

Manufacturing 

Construction 

Transportation, accommodation, food services 

Wholesale and retail trade 

Financial, insurance, real estate, information or communications 

Other 

10. How many intellectual property filings have you/has your company done in 
Canada? 

1-5 

6-20 GET MIX IF POSSIBLE 

 21+ 

11. RECORD GENDER 

Male 

Female TRY TO GET SOME FEMALE REPRESENTATION 

12. We have been asked to speak to participants from all different ages.  Could you 
please tell me in which age group you fit? 

18-34 

35-49 GET MIX IF POSSIBLE 

50+ 

13. Participants in group discussions are asked to voice their opinions and 
thoughts; how comfortable are you in voicing your opinions in front of 
others?  Are you…. 

01 – Very comfortable MIN 50% OF VERY COMFORTABLE & 
COMFORTABLE 

PER GROUP 

02 – Comfortable 

03 – Fairly comfortable 

04 – Not very comfortable THANK AND TERMINATE 

05 – Very uncomfortable THANK AND TERMINATE 

ALL 

NOTE:  PLEASE TELL ALL RESPONDENTS THAT THEY WILL RECEIVE A 

CONFIRMATION CALL THE DAY PRIOR TO THE SESSION. IF FOR 

SOME REASON THEY HAVE NOT HEARD FROM US THEY SHOULD 
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CONTACT US AT __________.  IF THEIR NAME IS NOT ON THE 

ATTENDANCE FORM THEY WILL NOT BE ADMITTED TO THE 

GROUP. 

The group discussion will last approximately (CANADA: two hours/US: one and a half hours) 

and you will receive a (CANADA: $180 cash gift/US: $200 honorarium) as a token of our 

appreciation. I should also tell you that the groups will be audio - taped for research purposes 

and members of the research team will be (CANADA: observing the discussion from an 

adjoining room/US: auditing the phone session). Everything you say will be kept confidential.  

[   ] CHECK TO INDICATE YOU HAVE READ THE STATEMENT TO THE RESPONDENT. 

CANADA: If you require reading glasses, please remember to bring them with you, as you may 

be required to read some materials during the session. You will be required to turn off all 

electronic devices during the discussion. 

RECRUITER – TERMINATE IF PARTICIPANT APPEARS UNCOMFORTABLE WITH READING 

REQUIREMENT 

RECRUITER - Tell participant that it is a small group and anyone who does not show or cancels 
at the last minute will compromise the project.  Make sure they know we feel their opinions 
are valuable and we are serious about finding out what they have to offer. 
LENGTH OF GROUP: 2 hours 

Location: 

GROUP 4 GROUP 5 GROUP 6 
Montreal (French) Toronto Toronto 

December 13 
8:00 – 10:00 pm 

December 6 
5:30 – 7:30 pm 

December 6 
8:00 – 10:00 pm 

Unrepresented clients 

Mix/primarily trademark 
CRC Research 

1610 St. Catherine’s Street 
West, 4th floor, Suite 411 

Unrepresented clients 

Mix/primarily trademark 
CRC Research House 

1867 Yonge St 
2nd Floor, Suite 200  

Represented clients 

Trademark 
CRC Research House 

1867 Yonge St 
2nd Floor, Suite 200 

GROUP 7 GROUP 8 
Vancouver US (Telephone) 

December 13 
8:00 – 10:00 pm 

December 14 
4:00-6:00 pm EAST 

Represented clients 
Patents/industrial design 

Vancouver Focus 
1080 Howe Street, Suite 503 

Rep clients  
Mix (patent/TM/ID) 

DIAL IN INFORMATION TBD 

CANADA: PLEASE ARRIVE 15 MINUTES PRIOR TO GROUP 

US: PLEASE CALL IN FIVE MINUTES PRIOR TO THE TELEPHONE GROUP 
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December 8, 2017 
Environics Research 

Focus Groups on Client Service/Satisfaction 
CIPO Discussion Guide - AGENTS 

1.0 Introduction to Procedures (10 minutes) 

Hello, my name is Derek and I work for Environics Research, which is a public 
opinion research firm. I’d like to welcome you to this focus group. As you know 
we have been engaged by the Canadian Intellectual Property Office (otherwise 
known as CIPO) to conduct this research project on client service. We want to 
hear your opinions so please feel free to agree or disagree. You don’t have to 
direct all your comments to me; you can exchange ideas and arguments with 
each other too. 

CIPO is a special operating agency of the Government of Canada so I would like 
to assure, first of all, that anything you say here will remain confidential and 
anonymous and any comments you make will not be linked to you by name in 
any reporting we do on this project, nor will it affect any dealings you may have 
with CIPO or with the Government of Canada. 

There are also some observers watching the session on the other side of the 
one-way mirror and they are part of CIPO’s research team. We are also video-
taping this session to help me write my report. The video will only be used 
internally to analyse the research and will not be released to anyone else. I may 
take some notes during the group discussion to remind myself of things also. 

The host/hostess will pay you your incentives at the end of the session. 

Please turn off any cell phones, pagers. 

Let’s go around the table so that each of you can tell us your first name and a 
little bit about yourself, such as the type of firm or organization you work for, your 
IP speciality, and very broadly, what kinds of clients you represent when you deal 
with CIPO. As well, tell us broadly how you interact with CIPO? 

2.0 Overall views (15 minutes) 

Our objective in this research project is to explore how you feel about the service 
that you have received from CIPO. It is important to keep in mind that we are 
focusing on service this evening, rather than on the programs being delivered. 
We don’t want to get sidetracked with discussions covering larger issues 
surrounding intellectual property (IP) and government policies with respect to 
how patents, trademarks or industrial designs are registered / filled / granted. 



DISCUSSION GUIDE FOR AGENTS 

 81 

For example, one might receive a decision or information from CIPO that 
disappoints them, or they do not agree with. That decision or information itself 
has to do with the government policy, program or regulation in question. The 
service surrounding these have to do with how long it took to obtain service, how 
easy it was to access the service, how well the program or application form was 
explained, whether one was treated with respect and courtesy etc. It is these 
service aspects that we want to focus on. 

When we talk generally about “service” at CIPO, what do you think about? (Go 
around the table to get broad opinions). 

PROMPT IF NEEDED: How would you describe CIPO as a service 
organization? Do you enjoy working with CIPO? Or do you find it 
frustrating? 

Now, let’s focus now on your most recent interaction with CIPO. Can you 
describe that interaction from a service perspective? 

PROBE: Were you trying to deal with someone in-person, on the phone or 
online? 

I’d like you to each jot down on paper, what you thought was positive about the 
service you received from CIPO and also jot down what was negative or needed 
improvement, if anything. Then we will go around the table and hear from each of 
you about your opinions on this. 

How satisfied were you overall with the service you received from CIPO? 

What area(s) of service stood out as most positive? 

What area(s) of service stood out as needing improvement? 

PROBE: What, if anything, bothered or concerned you about the service you 
received? Would you say that you received a service consistent with other 
experiences that you have had with CIPO? Why or why not? 

What is the #1 improvement you would make to how CIPO delivers it service? 

Why do you say that? 

3.0 IP Application process (10 minutes) 

Now that we talked about your overall impressions of your service experience at 
CIPO, let’s talk about some common service provisions. I understand that there 
are differences in these processes for Patents, Trademarks and Industrial 
Design; however I want us to focus on the common service elements throughout 
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these processes such as timeliness, communications, accessibility of services, 
consistency of service, etc. 

Now, let’s talk about the filing of an application for a patent or to register a 
trademark, or industrial design. 

Thinking about a recent application that you have submitted on behalf of a client, 
How would you describe this process from a service perspective? Did you 
experience any client service issues and if so, how were they resolved? 

What was positive about the service? What aspects of service could be 
improved? 

PROMPT IF NECESSARY: How did you apply? Was it all online or on 
paper? Or fax? 

PROMPT: Prior to or during the application process, was it easy to reach 
someone to discuss the application or to ask questions about the 
process? 

PROMPT: Did you consult the website or talk to anyone at CIPO? How 
would you describe that experience? Was the information clear? Was it 
easy to find? 

PROBE: Did you use any of the search databases online or at CIPO’s office? 
How would you describe that experience? PROMPT: Did you find what you were 
looking for? Were these databases easy to use? 

At the application stage, did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client 
service? Why or why not (i.e., how/in what ways)? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was the application process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information clear and easy to understand? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 
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4.0 Examination (10 minutes) 

Now let’s move on to the examination process. 

I know that the process is somewhat different for Trademarks, Patents and 
Industrial Designs, but thinking about your last service experience where you 
dealt with an examination; can you describe to me what this process looks like 
from a service perspective? 

PROMPT: For example, did you receive documentation; did you meet with or talk 
to CIPO staff to discuss the examination? 

How would you describe your experience in dealing with CIPO during this 
process? 

Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service during the 
examination process? Why or why not (i.e., how/in what ways)? 

CIPO provides options for accelerating or fast-tracking the examination phase. 
Have any of you used these services on behalf of a client? IF YES: How would 
you describe your service experience with this service? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was the examination process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information, like the examination report, easy to understand, clear 
and accurate? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
and respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

5.0 Registration or grant (10 minutes) 

Let’s turn our attention now to the part of the process where you receive notice 
that the trademark, industrial design or patent application has been approved. 
Thinking about your last service experience with the registration of an Industrial 
Design or Trademark or the granting of a Patent, what did this process look like 
from the client service perspective? 



DISCUSSION GUIDE FOR AGENTS 

 84 

How would you describe your experience in dealing with CIPO during this 
period? 

Did they meet your expectations in terms of client service? Why or why not (i.e., 
how/in what ways)? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was this part of the process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand, clear and accurate? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
and respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

5.0 Other Services (10 minutes) 

Let’s talk a little now about other IP services that you do for clients that require 
you to interact with CIPO. 

TRADEMARK: Have you ever participated in proceedings at the 
Trademark Opposition Board? 

PATENTS AND INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS: Have you ever appealed a 
decision? 

How would you describe your experience in dealing with CIPO for these 
services? 

Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service? Why or why not (i.e., 
how/in what ways)? 

Were there any service gaps in delivering these services? If yes, what gaps? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Were these services delivered in a timely manner? 

 Was the process clear? 
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 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand, clear and accurate? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

6.0 Key measures and prioritization (15 minutes) 

Now that we’ve had a chance to discuss and think through the variety of service 
interactions with CIPO, I’d like you to rate CIPO on each of these criteria. 
DISTRIBUTE HANDOUT. 

 Accessibility of service, i.e. - ability to access service via multiple channels 

 Information was clear and easy to understand 

 Timeliness of the service provided 

o CIPO staff provided timely service throughout 

o Timeliness of notifications/decisions at each part of the process 

 Employee interactions (i.e knowledgeable staff, courteous, respectful, staff 
went the extra mile, etc) 

 Consistency of service received across all channels and all services 

 Accuracy/doesn’t make mistakes 

Are there any of these criteria that you had difficulty rating? If so, why? 

Are there any other criteria you would add to this list? 

Which of these criteria is the most important to you? 

What do you think of service received from CIPO through different channels – 
Web, phone, in-person? Does it vary? 

Are there services that could be improved if they were provided through a 
different channel (e.g., in-person services better provided by Web)? 

How would you compare CIPO to other Canadian government agencies that you 
may have dealt with for business reasons? PROMPT: Would you say that CIPO 
is on par with other government organizations? Why or Why not? 
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7.0 Comparative IPO questions (5 minutes) 

Have you ever conducted business on behalf of IP clients with other Intellectual 
Property Offices (IPOs) in other countries? 

PROMPT: United States Patent Office (USPTO)? Intellectual Property Australia 
(IP Australia)? European Patent Office? Japan Patent office? 

Overall, how does CIPO’s service provision compare? 

In which ways, if any, does CIPO provide better service? 

In which ways, if any, does CIPO provide poorer service? 

8.0 Tools and products (5 minutes) 

Where do you typically go when you want more information on a particular IP-
related topic? 

Are there any IP topics where you feel there is a gap in the information available? 

Are there any other tools or specific services you would like see related to IP? 

How would you most like to access this information, tools or services? How 
would it be most accessible and useful to you? PROBE: online, in-person 
sessions, printed brochures, mobile app etc. 

Do you have any suggestions for information or tools that CIPO could develop to 
help you better serve and educate your clients about the IP process? 

9.0 Wrap up (5 minutes) 

Do you have any final comments? Are there any other aspects of CIPO’s client 
service that we haven’t yet touched on but should? 

Thanks for your participation 
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December 8, 2017 
Environics Research 

Focus Groups on Client Service/Satisfaction 
CIPO Discussion Guide – REPRESENTED CLIENTS 

1.0 Introduction to Procedures (10 minutes) 

Hello, my name is Derek and I work for Environics Research, which is a public 
opinion research firm. I’d like to welcome you to this focus group. As you know 
we have been engaged by the Canadian Intellectual Property Office, otherwise 
known as CIPO, to conduct this research project on client service. We want to 
hear your opinions so please feel free to agree or disagree. You don’t have to 
direct all your comments to me; you can exchange ideas and arguments with 
each other too. 

CIPO is a special operating agency of the Government of Canada so I would like 
to assure you that anything you say here will remain confidential and anonymous 
and any comments you make will not be linked to you by name in any reporting 
we do on this project, nor will it affect any dealings you may have with CIPO or 
with the Government of Canada. 

There are also some observers watching the session on the other side of the 
one-way mirror and they are part of the research team at CIPO. We are also 
video-taping this session to help me write my report. The video will only be used 
internally to analyse the research and will not be released to anyone else. I may 
take some notes during the group discussion to remind myself of things also. 

The host/hostess will pay you your incentives at the end of the session. 

Please turn off any cell phones, pagers. 

Let’s go around the table so that each of you can tell us your first name and a 
little bit about yourself, such as what type of organization you work for or own 
and very broadly, what you do that brought you into contact with CIPO whether 
indirectly through your agent or directly. 

2.0 Overall views (15 minutes) 

Our objective in this research project is to explore how you, the users of CIPO’s 
services, feel about the service that you have received from CIPO. It is important 
to keep in mind that we are focusing on service this evening, rather than on the 
programs being delivered. We don’t want to get sidetracked with discussions 
covering larger issues surrounding intellectual property (IP) and government 
policies with respect to how patents, trademarks or industrial designs are 
registered / filled / granted. 
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For example, one might receive a decision or information from CIPO that 
disappoints them, or they do not agree with. That decision or information itself 
has to do with the government policy, program or regulation in question. The 
service surrounding these have to do with how long it took to obtain service, how 
easy it was to access the service, how well the program or application form was 
explained, whether one was treated with respect and courtesy etc. It is the 
service aspects that we want to focus on here tonight. 

First of all, how familiar would you say each of you are with the IP process? Each 
of you are here because you recently registered a trademark or Industrial design 
or were granted a patent via your Agent. Was this your first time registering a 
Trade-mark or Industrial Design or receiving a granted patent or do you have 
previous experience? 

What about your experience with CIPO? Have any of you dealt with CIPO in the 
past directly or have you only worked with your agent? 

When we talk about “client service” at CIPO, what does it consist of? (Go around 
the table to get broad opinions). 

PROMPT IF NEEDED: How would you describe CIPO as a service 
organization? Do you enjoy working with CIPO? Or do you find it 
frustrating? 

Now let’s focus now on your most recent interaction with CIPO. Can you describe 
that interaction from a service perspective? 

PROBE: Were you trying to deal with someone in-person, on the phone or 
online? 

I’d like you to each jot down on paper, what you thought was positive about the 
service you received from CIPO and also jot down what was negative or needed 
improvement, if anything. Then we will go around the table and hear from each of 
you about your opinions on this. 

How satisfied were you with the service you received from CIPO? 

What area(s) of service stood out as most positive? 

What area(s) of service stood out as needing improvement? 

PROBE: What, if anything, bothered or concerned you about the service 
you received? Did you feel that you received a service consistent with 
other experiences that you have had with CIPO? Why or why not? 

What is the #1 improvement you would make to how CIPO delivers it service? 
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Why do you say that? 

3.0 Lead-up to filing an application (10 minutes) 

As you all know, there are many steps and processes to getting your IP 
registered or granted. Many of these you may have worked directly with your 
agent and for others you may have dealt with CIPO directly. We would like to 
hear about those experiences. 

We are going to discuss each step of the “journey” that you each would have 
experienced with the IP process, and to think about the client service that you 
received from CIPO at each step. 

First, let’s go back to the lead up to your decision to file an IP application. This is 
before you even filled out the application. Did you interact with CIPO or use their 
services in any way before applying? Can you describe that experience for us? 

PROBE: Did you visit the website? How would you describe that experience? 

PROMPT: Did you receive the information you were looking for? Was the 
information clear? Was it easy to find? 

PROBE: Did you use any of the search databases online or at CIPO’s office? 
How would you describe that experience? 

PROMPT: Did you find what you were looking for? Were these databases 
easy to use? 

PROBE: Did you call or visit in person? If so, who did you talk to? (PROBE: 
The call centre? (Otherwise known as the Client Service Centre or a Business 
Development Officer / IP advisor in your region?) Did you attend a seminar? 
How would you describe that experience? 

PROMPT IF NECESSARY: Did you receive the information you were 
looking for? Was the information clear? Was it easy to find? Was the CIPO 
staff member helpful? Knowledgeable? Courteous? 

Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service? Why or why not (i.e., 
how/in what ways)? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Did you receive these services in a timely manner? 

 Was the process clear? 
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 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

4.0 Application process (10 minutes) 

Now that we talked about your overall impressions of your service experience at 
CIPO, let’s talk about some common service provisions. I understand that there 
are differences in these processes for Patents, Trademarks and Industrial 
Design; however I want us to focus on the common service elements throughout 
these processes such as timeliness, communications, accessibility of services, 
consistency of service, etc. Let’s talk about the filing of an application for a patent 
or to register a trademark, or industrial design. 

Thinking about a recent application that you submitted either directly or through 
your agent, how would you describe the service received from CIPO directly, if 
any? Did you experience any client service issues and if so, how were they 
resolved? 

What was positive about the service? What aspects of the service could be 
improved? 

PROMPT: Was it easy to reach someone to discuss the application or to 
ask questions about the process? 

PROMPT: Did you consult the website or talk to anyone at CIPO? How 
would you describe that experience? Was the information clear? Was it 
easy to find? 

At the application stage, did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client 
service? Why or why not (i.e., how/in what ways)? 

PROBE IF NEEDED: Did you expect the process to be straightforward or 
onerous? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was the application process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 
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 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

5.0 Examination (10 minutes) 

Now let’s move on to the examination process. 

I know that the process is somewhat different for Trademarks, Patents and 
Industrial Designs, but thinking about your last service experience where you 
dealt with an examination; can you describe to me the service you received from 
CIPO directly, if any? 

PROMPT: For example, did you receive documentation; did you meet with 
or talk to CIPO staff to discuss the examination? 

How would you describe your experience in dealing with CIPO during this 
process? 

Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service during the 
examination process? Why or why not (i.e., how/in what ways)? 

I know that CIPO provides options for accelerating or fast-tracking the 
examination phase. How would you describe your service experience with this 
service? 

CIPO provides options for accelerating or fast-tracking the examination phase. 
Did you take advantage of these services? Have any of you used these 
services? IF YES: How would you describe your service experience with this 
service? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was the examination process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand, clear and accurate? 
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 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
and respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

6.0 Registration or grant (10 minutes) 

Let’s turn our attention now to the part of the process where you received a 
notice that your trademark, industrial design or patent application has been 
approved. Thinking about the registration of your IP, did you interact with CIPO 
personally? What did that look like from a service perspective? 

Did they meet your expectations in terms of client service? Why or why not (i.e., 
how/in what ways)? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was this part of the process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand, accurate? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
and respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

7.0 Other Services (10 minutes) 

Let’s talk a little now about other IP services that CIPO provides. 

TRADEMARK: Have you ever participated in proceedings at the 
Trademark Opposition Board? 

PATENTS AND INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS: Have you ever appealed a 
decision? 

How would you describe the service you received directly from CIPO, if any? 

Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service? Why or why not (i.e., 
how/in what ways)? 

Were there any service gaps in delivering these services? If yes, what gaps? 
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PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Were these services delivered in a timely manner? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand, clear and accurate? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
and respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

8.0 Key measures and prioritization (15 minutes) 

Now that we’ve had a chance to discuss and think through the variety of service 
interactions with CIPO, I’d like you to rate CIPO on each of these criteria. 
DISTRIBUTE HANDOUT. 

a. Accessibility of service, i.e. - ability to access service via multiple channels 

b. Information was clear and easy to understand 

c. CIPO staff provided timely service throughout 

d. Timeliness of notifications/decisions at each part of the process 

e. Employee interactions (i.e. knowledgeable staff, courteous, respectful, 
staff went the extra mile, etc.) 

f. Consistency of service received across all channels and all services 

g. Accuracy/doesn’t make mistakes 

Are there any of these criteria that you had difficulty rating? If so, why? 

Are there any other criteria you would add to this list? 

Which of these criteria is the most important to you? 

What do you think of service received from CIPO through different channels – 
Web, phone, in-person? Does it vary? 

Are there services that could be improved if they were provided through a 
different channel (e.g., in-person services better provided by Web)? 
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How would you compare CIPO to other Canadian government agencies in terms 
of services provided to businesses or entrepreneurs? PROMPT: Is CIPO on par 
with other government organizations? Why or why not? 

9.0 Comparative IPO questions (5 minutes) 

Have you ever filed or registered IP rights with other Intellectual Property Offices 
(IPOs) in other countries? 

PROMPT: United States Patent Office (USPTO)? Intellectual Property Australia 
(IP Australia)? European Patent Office? Japan Patent office? How does CIPO’s 
service provision compare? 

In which ways, if any, does CIPO provide better service? 

In which ways, if any, does CIPO provide poorer service? 

10.0 Tools and products (5 minutes) 

Where do you typically go when you want more information on a particular IP-
related topic? 

Are there any IP topics where you feel there is a gap in the information available? 

Are there any other tools or specific services you would like see related to IP? 

How would you most like to access this information, tools or services? How 
would it be most accessible and useful to you? PROBE: online, in-person 
sessions, printed brochures, mobile app etc. 

11.0 Wrap up (5 minutes) 

Do you have any final comments? Are there any other aspects of CIPO’s client 
service that we haven’t yet touched on but should? 

Thanks for your participation 
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December 8, 2017 
Environics Research 

Focus Groups on Client Service/Satisfaction 
CIPO Discussion Guide – UNREPRESENTED CLIENTS 

1.0 Introduction to Procedures (10 minutes) 

Hello, my name is Derek and I work for Environics Research, which is a public opinion 
research firm. I’d like to welcome you to this focus group. As you know we have been 
engaged by the Canadian Intellectual Property Office, otherwise known as CIPO, to 
conduct this research project on client service. We want to hear your opinions so please 
feel free to agree or disagree. You don’t have to direct all your comments to me; you 
can exchange ideas and arguments with each other too. 

CIPO is a special operating agency of the Government of Canada so I would like to 
assure you that anything you say here will remain confidential and anonymous and any 
comments you make will not be linked to you by name in any reporting we do on this 
project, nor will it affect any dealings you may have with CIPO or with the Government 
of Canada. 

There are also some observers watching the session on the other side of the one-way 
mirror and they are part of the research team at CIPO. We are also video-taping this 
session to help me write my report. The video will only be used internally to analyse the 
research and will not be released to anyone else. I may take some notes during the 
group discussion to remind myself of things also. 

The host/hostess will pay you your incentives at the end of the session. 

Please turn off any cell phones, pagers. 

Let’s go around the table so that each of you can tell us your first name and a little bit 
about yourself, such as what type of organization you work for or own and very broadly, 
what you do that brought you into contact with CIPO. 

2.0 Overall views (20 minutes) 

Our objective in this research project is to explore how you feel about the service that 
you have received from CIPO. It is important to keep in mind that we are focusing on 
service this evening, rather than on the programs being delivered. We don’t want to get 
sidetracked with discussions covering larger issues surrounding intellectual property 
(IP) and government policies with respect to how patents, trademarks or industrial 
designs are registered / filled / granted. 

For example, one might receive a decision or information from CIPO that disappoints 
them, or they do not agree with. That decision or information itself has to do with the 
government policy, program or regulation in question. The service surrounding these 
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have to do with how long it took to obtain service, how easy it was to access the 
service, how well the program or application form was explained, whether one was 
treated with respect and courtesy etc. It is these service aspects that we want to focus 
on in this discussion. 

When we talk generally about “service” at CIPO, what do you think about? (Go around 
the table to get broad opinions). 

PROMPT IF NEEDED: How would you describe CIPO as a service organization? 
Do you enjoy working with CIPO? Or do you find it frustrating? 

Now let’s focus now on your most recent interaction with CIPO. Can you describe that 
interaction from a service perspective? 

PROBE: Were you trying to deal with someone in-person, on the phone or 
online? 

I’d like you to each jot down on paper what you thought was positive about the service 
you received from CIPO and also jot down what was negative or needed improvement, 
if anything. Then we will go around the table and hear from each of you about your 
opinions on this. 

How satisfied were you with the service you received from CIPO? 

What area(s) of service stood out as most positive? 

What area(s) of service stood out as needing improvement? 

PROBE: What, if anything, bothered or concerned you about the service you received? 
Did you feel that you received a service consistent with other experiences that you have 
had with CIPO? Why or why not? 

What is the #1 improvement you would make to how CIPO delivers it service? 

Why do you say that? 

3.0 Lead-up to filing an application (10 minutes) 

As you all know, there are many steps and processes from the time you first approach 
CIPO to getting your IP registered or granted. We are going to discuss each step of the 
“journey” that you each would have experienced with the IP process, and to think about 
the client service that you received from CIPO at each step. 

First, let’s go back to the lead up to your decision to file an IP application. This is before 
you even filled out the application. Did you interact with CIPO or use their services in 
any way before applying? Can you describe that experience for us? 
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PROBE: Did you visit the website? How would you describe that experience? 

PROMPT: Did you receive the information you were looking for? Was the 
information clear? Was it easy to find? 

PROBE: Did you use any of the search databases online or at CIPO’s office? 
How would you describe that experience? 

PROMPT: Did you find what you were looking for? Were these databases 
easy to use? 

PROBE: Did you call or visit in person? If so, who did you talk to? The call 
centre? (Otherwise known as the Client Service Centre or a Business 
Development Officer / IP advisor in your region)? Did you attend a seminar? 

How would you describe that experience? 

PROMPT IF NECESSARY: Did you receive the information you were 
looking for? Was the information clear? Was it easy to find? Was the CIPO 
staff member helpful? Knowledgeable? Courteous? 

Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service? Why or why not (i.e., how/in 
what ways)? 

4.0 Application Process (10 minutes) 

Now let’s talk a little about the application. I understand that there are differences in 
these processes for Patents, Trademarks and Industrial Design; however I want us to 
focus on the common service elements throughout these processes such as timeliness, 
communications, accessibility of services, consistency of service, etc. 

Thinking about a recent application that you submitted, how would you describe this 
process from a service perspective? Did you experience any client service issues and if 
so, how were they resolved? 

What was positive about the service? What aspects of the service could be improved? 

PROMPT: Was it easy to reach someone to discuss the application or to ask 
questions about the process? 

PROMPT: Did you consult the website or talk to anyone at CIPO? How would 
you describe that experience? Was the information clear? Was it easy to find? 

At the application stage, did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service? 
Why or why not (i.e., how/in what ways)? 
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PROBE IF NEEDED: Did you expect the process to be straightforward or onerous? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was the application process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

5.0 Examination (10 minutes) 

Now let’s move on to the examination process. 

I know that the process is somewhat different for Trademarks, Patents and Industrial 
Designs, but thinking about your last service experience where you dealt with an 
examination; can you describe to me what this process looks like from a service 
perspective? 

PROMPT: For example, did you receive documentation; did you meet with or talk 
to CIPO staff to discuss the examination? 

How easy was it to talk to someone about the examination process or to discuss 
the information that you received?  Was it clear what to do next? 

How would you describe your experience in dealing with CIPO during this process? 

Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service during the examination 
process? Why or why not (i.e., how/in what ways)? 

CIPO provides options for accelerating or fast-tracking the examination phase. Have 
any of you used these services? 

IF YES: How would you describe your service experience with this service? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was the examination process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 
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 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand, clear and accurate? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, and 
respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

6.0 Registration or grant (10 minutes) 

Let’s turn our attention now to the part of the process where you received a notice that 
your trademark, industrial design or patent application has been approved. Thinking 
about the registration of your IP, what did this process look like from the client service 
perspective? 

How would you describe your experience in dealing with CIPO during this period? 

Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service? Why or why not (i.e., how/in 
what ways)? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Was this part of the process timely? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand, accurate? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, and 
respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

7.0 Other services (10 minutes) 

Let’s talk a little now about other IP services that CIPO provides that you may have had 
interactions with. 

TRADEMARK: Have you ever participated in proceedings at the Trademark 
Opposition Board? 

PATENTS AND INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS: Have you ever appealed a decision? 

How would you describe your experience from a service perspective? 
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Did CIPO meet your expectations in terms of client service? Why or why not (i.e., how/in 
what ways)? 

Were there any service gaps in delivering these services? If yes, what gaps? 

PROMPT AS NEEDED: 

 Were these services delivered in a timely manner? 

 Was the process clear? 

 Were you able to find all the information you needed using your preferred 
channel? 

 Was the information easy to understand, clear and accurate? 

 What about the staff you dealt with? Were they knowledgeable, courteous, 
respectful? Did you feel that staff went the extra mile to help? 

8.0 Key measures and prioritization (20 minutes) 

Now that we’ve had a chance to discuss and think through the variety of service 
interactions with CIPO, I’d like you to rate CIPO on each of these criteria. 

DISTRIBUTE HANDOUT. 

a. Accessibility of service, i.e. - ability to access service via multiple channels 

b. Information was clear and easy to understand 

c. CIPO staff provided timely service throughout 

d. Timeliness of notifications/decisions at each part of the process 

e. Employee interactions (i.e. knowledgeable staff, courteous, respectful, staff went 
the extra mile, etc.) 

f. Consistency of service received across all channels and all services 

g. Accuracy/doesn’t make mistakes 

Are there any of these criteria that you had difficulty rating? If so, why? 

Are there any other criteria you would add to this list? 

Which of these criteria is the most important to you? 
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What do you think of service received from CIPO through different channels – Web, 
phone, in-person? Does it vary? 

Are there services that could be improved if they were provided through a different 
channel (e.g., in-person services better provided by Web)? 

How would you compare CIPO to other Canadian government agencies in terms of 
service to businesses? PROMPT: Is CIPO on par with other government organizations? 
Why or why not? 

9.0 Comparative IPO questions (5 minutes) 

Have you ever filed or registered IP rights with other Intellectual Property Offices (IPOs) 
in other countries? 

PROMPT: United States Patent Office (USPTO)? Intellectual Property Australia (IP 
Australia)? European Patent Office? Japan Patent office? 

Overall, how does CIPO’s service provision compare? 

In which ways, if any, does CIPO provide better service? 

In which ways, if any, does CIPO provide poorer service? 

10.0 Tools and products (5 minutes) 

Where do you typically go when you want more information on a particular IP-related 
topic? 

Are there any IP topics where you feel there is a gap in the information available? 

Are there any other tools or specific services you would like see related to IP? 

How would you most like to access this information, tools or services? How would it be 
most accessible and useful to you? PROBE: online, in-person sessions, printed 
brochures, mobile app etc. 

11.0 Wrap up (5 minutes) 

Do you have any final comments? Are there any other aspects of CIPO’s client service 
that we haven’t yet touched on but should? 

Thanks for your participation 



 

 102 

APPENDIX D – SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Environics Research Group 
February 16, 2018 

Canadian Intellectual Property Office 
2018 Client Satisfaction Survey 

 

FINAL Questionnaire 
[Square brackets indicate question previously asked in 2008] 

Online survey conducted with n=1100 agents/unrepresented clients plus up to 300 represented clients 
(Canada only), sample permitting; 15-minute average length 

E-MAIL INVITATION 

Subject line: Canadian Intellectual Property Office Satisfaction Survey 

Dear [Client Name], 

The Canadian Intellectual Property Office (CIPO), an agency of Innovation, Science and Economic 
Development Canada, is the federal authority responsible for registering or granting intellectual property 
(IP) rights including trademarks, patents and industrial designs. As a client of CIPO, we are inviting you to 
participate in an online survey about your use of and satisfaction with their services. 

CIPO has retained Environics Research, an independent research firm, to conduct the survey. The 
purpose is to learn more about what clients think about CIPO and what their experiences have been. 
Your feedback is vital and will help CIPO improve the services it provides. 

The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. Your participation in this survey is voluntary 
and your responses will be kept absolutely confidential. Your decision on whether to participate will not 
affect any dealings you may have with CIPO or with any other part of the Government of Canada. 

To participate in this survey please click the following link or copy and paste it into your browser: 

INSERT URL 

If you don’t have time to complete the survey in one sitting, you can return to it by clicking on the link 
above again. 

If you have any questions or concerns, or if you encounter technical difficulties while filling out this survey, 
please email onlineresearch@environics.ca. Should you have questions about the purpose of the survey, 
please call CIPO at 1-866-997-1936. 

This survey is registered with the Marketing Research and Intelligence Association. Click here to verify its 
authenticity. 

We appreciate your support and thank you for your valuable opinions.  

http://survey.euro.confirmit.com/wix/p141215694.aspx?r=22679&s=BCXSHBQT
mailto:onlineresearch@environics.ca
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LANDING PAGE 

Please select your preferred language for completing the survey. 

01 – English 

02 – French 

Welcome to the Canadian Intellectual Property Office (CIPO) Client Satisfaction Survey. This survey 

is designed to give us a better understanding of clients’ service experiences with CIPO. It should take 

approximately 15 minutes to complete. Your participation in this survey is voluntary and your responses 

will be kept absolutely confidential. 

Environics Research is conducting this survey on behalf of CIPO, an agency of Innovation, Science and 

Economic Development Canada. 

< PROGRAMMING NOTE:  All questions are mandatory.> 

Eligibility 
NOTE TO READERS: Headings will not be shown on-screen to respondents. They are simply to organize 
the content for the research team. 

1. The first few questions are to identify the main way you have interacted with CIPO in the past 18 
months. 

Are you an Intellectual Property (IP) agent who interacts with CIPO on behalf of clients? 

01 – Yes  AGENT – SKIP TO Q.3 
02 – No  ASK Q.2 

2. Which of the following best describes your interactions with CIPO in the past 18 months? 
Select one only. 

01 - An agent interacts with CIPO on your behalf REP 

02 -  You sometimes use an agent and sometimes interact with 
CIPO on your own 

MIXED 

03 -  You interact with CIPO on your own on all matters 
concerning your Intellectual Property. 

UNREP 

04 -  None of the above THANK AND END 
SURVEY: This survey is 
for clients who have 
handled at least one IP 
application in the past 18 
months 
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3. Which of the following types of Intellectual Property (IP) have you had experience with in the past 18 
months? 
Select all that apply. 

01 – Patent 
02 – Trademark 
03 – Industrial design 
04 – None of the above THANK AND END SURVEY: This survey is for clients who have had 

experience with any of these three IP types in the past 18 months. 

NOTE TO READERS: The focus for remaining questions will be on one type of IP with which they have 
had experience in the past 18 months. 
Priority as follows: (1) Industrial design, (2) Patent and (3) Trademark. Priority reflects the relative 
availability of sample/emails (to ensure we have enough responses for each LOB). 

IP TYPE SELECTION 
For the remainder of the survey (unless otherwise indicated), please answer the questions thinking about 
your CIPO service experience in the past 18 months with respect to [PATENTS / TRADEMARKS / 
INDUSTRIAL DESIGNS]. 

PRIORITY AS FOLLOWS: 
INDUSTRIAL DESIGN (Q3=03) 
PATENT (Q3=01) 
TRADEMARK (Q3=02) 

IF REP/MIXED: If you are unable to answer a question because that aspect of your IP application was 
managed by your agent, please choose the “not applicable” option. 

Overall satisfaction and channel use/satisfaction 

4. Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided to you by CIPO related to [IP TYPE: patents / 
trademarks / industrial designs]? 

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied 

5. Which of the following channels have you used to access CIPO’s products and services related to 
[IP TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs] in the past 18 months? 
Select all that apply. 

01 – Telephone 
02 – CIPO website - accessed from desktop 
03 – CIPO website – accessed from a mobile device 
03 – In-person visit 
04 – Email 
05 – Regular mail 
06 – Fax 
99 – None of the above [SINGLE PUNCH]  
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6. How satisfied are you with the service CIPO provided…? 
Select one response for each item 
ONLY SHOW ITEMS SELECTED AT Q5 

a. By telephone 

b. On its website – accessed from a desktop 

c. On its website – accessed from a mobile device 

d. During your in-person visit(s) 

e. By email 

f. By regular mail 

g. By Fax 

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied 

IP application 

The next few questions are about the process of filing an IP application. 

7. REP/UNREP: In the past 18 months, did you submit an IP application for [IP TYPE: a patent(s) / a 
trademark(s) / an industrial design(s)] to CIPO? 
AGENT: In the past 18 months, did you submit an IP application for [IP TYPE: a patent(s) / a 
trademark(s) / an industrial design(s)] on behalf of a client? 

01 – Yes 
02 – No  SKIP TO NEXT SECTION 
03 – Not sure SKIP TO NEXT SECTION 

8. Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided to you by CIPO during the filing process? 

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied  
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9. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the service provided by 
CIPO during the filing process?  

Select one response for each item 

GRID - RANDOMIZE 

a. You were informed of everything you had to do to apply for intellectual property protection 
[Q17A1] 

b. The application forms were easy to complete 

c.  CIPO’s searchable [IP TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs] database was easy to use 

d.  CIPO’s searchable [IP TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs] database contained the 
information you needed. 

e. The process of filing an application was efficient 

f. The filing process was designed with your needs in mind 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say 

Examination 

ASK SECTION OF TOTAL SAMPLE 

10. The next few questions are about the examination of IP applications. Overall, how satisfied are you 
with the service provided to you by CIPO during the process of examining an application for [IP 
TYPE: a patent / a trademark / an industrial design]. 

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied 
99 – Cannot say  
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11. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about the service provided by 
CIPO during examination? 

Select one response for each item 

GRID - RANDOMIZE 

a. Examiners were knowledgeable 

b. Examiners were easy to reach 

c. When you spoke to an examiner(s), they were easy to understand 

d. The examiners’ report(s) (i.e. office actions) is/are easy to understand [Q54A8] 

e. Decisions are consistent from one examiner to the next 

f. The examination process was designed with your needs in mind 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say 

12. Overall, how satisfied are you with the quality of examiners’ written report (s) (i.e. office actions)? 
[Q55] 

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied 
99 – Cannot say 

13. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  

Select one response for each item  

GRID – SHOW IN ORDER 

a. In general first office actions are received within a reasonable amount of time (“First office action” 
refers to the first official written communication received from CIPO on the merits of your 
application) [Q23A1] 

b. You received subsequent office actions within a reasonable amount of time. 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say  
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14. PATENT/ID ONLY: In the past 18 months, did you use CIPO’s accelerated examination service (a 
premium service used to fast-track the examination)?  

01 – Yes 
02 – No SKIP TO NEXT SECTION 
99 – Not sure SKIP TO NEXT SECTION 

15. PATENT/ID ONLY: Overall, how satisfied are you with CIPO’s accelerated examination service? 

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied 

Registration or grant 

16. In the past 18 months, did you receive [IP TYPE: a registered trademark(s) / a granted patent(s) / a 
registered Industrial Design(s)] [AGENTS: on behalf of your clients]? 

01 – Yes 
02 – No SKIP TO Q18 
99 – Not sure SKIP TO Q18 

17. Overall, how satisfied are you with the time it took to receive [SELECT BASED ON IP TYPE: a 
registered trademark(s) / a granted patent(s) / a registered Industrial Design(s)]? 

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied 

18. UNREP/REP ONLY IF IPTYPE=PATENT: In the past 18 months, did you have a Patent application 
that was abandoned? 

01 – Yes 
02 – No 
99 – Not sure 

19. UNREP/REP ONLY IF IPTYPE=TRADEMARK OR ID: In the past 18 months, did you experience any 
of the following scenarios? 

a) Your [IP TYPE: trademark / industrial design] application was abandoned 

b) Your [IP TYPE: trademark / industrial design] application was refused 

01 – Yes 
02 – No 
99 – Not sure  
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Additional service aspects 

ASK SECTION OF TOTAL SAMPLE 

20. Still thinking about CIPO’s service related to [IP TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs], to 
what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
Select one response for each item 

GRID - RANDOMIZE 

a. It is clear who to contact within CIPO to receive service [Q12A1] 

b. It is easy to reach the right CIPO employee to address your problem or need [Q12A3] 

c. In the end, CIPO provided you with the information you needed [Q12A4] 

d. You were able to get through to a CIPO employee by your preferred channel (e.g. phone, email, 
in-person) 

e. You were easily able to access documents pertaining to your file(s) 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say 

21. Overall, how satisfied were you with the ease of accessing CIPO’s services? 

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied 

22. To what extent do you agree or disagree that: 

You were aware of the status of the IP application(s) at all stages of the process 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say  
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23. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements when thinking about CIPO’s 
service related to [IP TYPE: patents / trademarks / industrial designs]? 
Select one response for each item. 

GRID - RANDOMIZE 

a. CIPO staff were professional 

b. CIPO staff (other than examiners), such as frontline and support staff, were knowledgeable 

c. CIPO staff understood your needs 

d. CIPO staff understand the importance of their role in the IP process 

e. Any issues that you encountered in the service process were easily resolved 

f. You were provided service in the official language of your choice 

g. CIPO staff went the extra mile to make sure you got what you needed 

h. CIPO staff takes a reasonable amount of time to respond to enquiries and requests 
[Q23A3 – REVISED WORDING] 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say 

24. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  
Select one response for each item. 

GRID - RANDOMIZE 

a. CIPO’s online services met your needs 

b. CIPO’s website had information tailored to your needs 

c. CIPO’s online services are easy to find 

d. It is easy to complete online transactions 

e. You are confident that personal information provided through CIPO’s website is protected 

f.  The information you were looking for online was easy to find 

g. CIPO’s website was designed with your needs in mind 

h. ASK IF MULTIPLE MENTIONS AT Q3: CIPO’s online services are consistent across the 
business lines (i.e., Patent, Trademark, Industrial Design) 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say  
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25. IF CODE 1-2 AT Q24a: You indicated that CIPO’s online services have not met your needs. In what 
ways were your needs not met? 

OPEN-ENDED TEXT BOX 

99 – Prefer not to say 

26. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?  

Select one response for each item. 

GRID - RANDOMIZE 

a. CIPO’s electronic payment process is easy to use 

b. Questions regarding payment status are answered in a timely manner [Q28A3] 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say 

27. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

Select one response for each item. 

GRID - RANDOMIZE 

a. It is easy to have errors corrected by CIPO 

b. Overall, CIPO does not make mistakes/errors when providing services 

c. Overall, you received a consistent level of service during all interactions with CIPO 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say 

28. To what extent do you agree or disagree that: 

Products and/or services that CIPO provides are worth the cost [Q31/2008 revised wording] 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say  



 

 113 

Other services 

Please answer the next questions thinking about your CIPO service experience in general. 

29. ASK IF ANY EXPERIENCE WITH TRADEMARKS (IF Q3=2): In the past 18 months, were you 
involved in any opposition proceedings or summary cancellation proceedings? 

01 – Yes 
02 – No SKIP TO Q31 
03 – Not sure SKIP TO Q31 

30. IF Q29=01: Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided by CIPO during your experience 
with an opposition proceeding(s) or a summary cancellation proceeding(s)? 

Please note: we are interested in your degree of satisfaction with the service you received, rather 
than with any decision that was made as a result of the proceedings.  

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied 

31. ASK IF ANY EXPERIENCE WITH PATENT OR ID (IF Q3=1 OR 3) In the past 18 months, have you 
had experience with the Patent Appeal Board? 

01 – Yes 
02 – No SKIP TO NEXT SECTION 
03 – Not sure SKIP TO NEXT SECTION 

32. IF Q31=01: Overall, how satisfied are you with the service provided by CIPO during your experience 
with the Patent Appeal Board? 

Please note: we are interested in your degree of satisfaction with the service you received, rather 
than with any decision that was made by the Patent Appeal Board.  

01 – Very dissatisfied 
02 – Dissatisfied 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Satisfied 
05 – Very satisfied  
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Information Services 

ASK UNREP AND REP CLIENTS ONLY – IF AGENT, SKIP TO NEXT SECTION 

33. Before today, were you aware that CIPO offers services to raise awareness of and educate 
Canadians about Intellectual Property? These services include a range of informational material 
about IP, seminars and events, as well as access to CIPO staff who can help you better understand 
the value of IP and discuss your IP strategy. 

01 – Yes, aware 
02 – No, not aware 
99 – Not sure 

34. To what extent do you agree or disagree that these types of IP services are useful to businesses like 
yours or individuals like you? 

01 – Strongly disagree 
02 – Disagree 
03 – Neutral 
04 – Agree 
05 – Strongly agree 
99 – Cannot say 

Wrap-up 

35. Do you have any additional feedback or comments about how CIPO could improve its services and/or 
products? 

OPEN-ENDED TEXT BOX 

99 – No comment 

Respondent Profile 

Now just a few last questions that will help us to classify your responses for analysis purposes only. 

36. UNREP AND REP ONLY: Which of the following best describes you? The Intellectual Property that 
you have applied for and/or had registered/granted is…? 

Select one only. 

01 – Associated with you personally 
02 – Associated with your company 
03 – Some associated with you personally and some with your company  
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37. UNREP AND REP ONLY: Over the past 18 months, how many different [IP TYPE: patent / trademark 
/ industrial design] applications do you have in process with CIPO? 

01 – 1 
02 – 2 
03 – 3 
04 – 4 
05 – 5+ 
99 – Not sure 

38. IF AGENT OR (Q36=02-03 FOR REP/UNREP): How many employees work for your company across 
all locations in Canada? By this, we mean both full-time and part-time staff but not contract staff. 
Please include part-time staff as the number of full-time equivalents. 

07 – No employees (you are self-employed) 
01 – 1-4 employees 
02 - 5-49 employees 
03 - 50-99 employees 
04 - 100-199 employees 
05 – 200-499 employees 
06 – 500 or more employees 
99 – Prefer not to say 

39. IF AGENT: What industry sector(s) do you represent most often when acting on behalf of IP clients? 
Check all that apply 

IF REP/UNREP: What industry sector does your IP relate to? Check all that apply. 

01 - Agriculture/Fishing/Hunting/Forestry 
02 - Oil/Gas/Mining 
03 - Utilities 
04- Construction 
05 - Manufacturing 
06 - Wholesale Trade 
07 - Retail Trade 
08 - Transportation and Warehousing 
09 - Information and Cultural Industries 
10 - Finance and Insurance 
11 - Real Estate and Rental/Leasing 
12 - Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 
13 - Management of Companies and Enterprises 
14 - Administrative and Support, Waste Management, Remediation Services 
15 - Educational Services 
16 - Health care and social assistance 
17 - Art, Entertainment, Recreation 
18 - Accommodation and Food Services 
19 - Public Administration 
97 - Other (SPECIFY) ____________________ 
99 – Prefer not to say  
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40. AGENTS ONLY: How many years have you been working in the IP field? 

01 – 0-5 years 
02 – 6-10 years 
03 – 11-15 years 
04 – 16-20 years 
05 – 21+ years 

41. AGENTS ONLY: In the past 18 months, have you, yourself, worked with any of the following 
international clients requiring Canadian IP services? 

Select all that apply 

01 – Clients in the United States 
02 – Clients in Europe 
03 – Clients in Asia 
97 - Other (SPECIFY) ____________________ 
04 – None of the above 
99 – Prefer not to say 

42. In what province or territory do you live? 
Select one only. 

01 – British Columbia 
02 – Alberta 
03 – Saskatchewan 
04 – Manitoba 
05 – Ontario 
06 – Quebec 
07 – New Brunswick 
08 – Nova Scotia 
09 – Prince Edward Island 
10 – Newfoundland and Labrador 
11 – Yukon 
12 – Northwest Territories 
13 – Nunavut 

43. How do you identify yourself? 

Select one only. 

01 – Female 
02 – Male 
03 – Other 
99 – Prefer not to say 

This completes the survey. Should you wish to provide feedback on other CIPO services, please contact 
Melanie Morris-Jenkins, Director Business Analysis CIPO at Melanie.morris-jenkins@canada.ca. 

On behalf of the Canadian Intellectual Property Office, thank you for your valuable input. 

In the coming months, the results of this survey will be available on the CIPO website. 

mailto:Melanie.morris-jenkins@canada.ca
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