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Minutes of the last meeting and actions arising

1. The minutes of the previous meeting were agreed.  

2. Rob Stones gave an update on the status of CIS as a National Statistic.  It was explained that the CIS is not classified as a National Statistic at present but that there is the possibility of making it one.  It was noted that there were advantages to giving a dataset the National Statistics label, but the overall opinion was that it was of questionable value at this stage and that it should be considered for CIS5 but not CIS4 due to time constraints.

3. The action to update the risk register, by adding the risk relating to the inability of the ONS to deliver an increased sample, had not been carried out due to confirmation from the ONS that the increased sample could be delivered.

Update on Eurostat CIS4 Taskforce

4. Rob Stones gave an update from the meeting of the Eurostat CIS4 Taskforce that had taken place on 20-21 September 2004.  The meeting had been dominated by discussions of the core questionnaire from which a final version was decided upon.  The following main points were noted about this final core questionnaire:
- The format had reverted to being very similar to that of CIS3, with the (optional) questions on organisational change and marketing innovation being moved back to the end of the questionnaire;
- Many countries still had problems with some of the questions that were being proposed being based on definitions that had not yet been agreed in the process of the Oslo Manual revision.  Some countries are now insisting that they will only collect the variables that are listed as compulsory in the EU regulation on innovation statistics;
- The effects question had been included instead of the proposed objectives question.

Update on ONS cognitive testing

5. Jackie Wheeldon updated the group on the progress of the cognitive testing.  Phases 1 and 2 had been completed where 4 and 3 firms, respectively, had been questioned.  Phase 3 had almost been completed with 1 of the 5 firms still to be questioned.

6. The following comments had been made by firms taking part in the cognitive testing:

· Voluntary survey:  It was pointed out that there is a danger that firms will ignore a survey that is voluntary.  It was agreed that the questionnaire should be clearly labelled as voluntary, but that every effort should be made to encourage firms to participate by other means.

· Sensitive data: Some companies had expressed concerns that some of the data being requested, for example on numbers of graduates, were highly sensitive and that they would be reluctant to supply them in a voluntary survey such as this.  It was agreed that respondents should be left in doubt that the data supply would be treated in the strictest confidence.

· Glossary: Some firms had noted that a glossary would be helpful.

· Length: A consistent message received was that the questionnaire was thought to be very long and in danger of risking a low response rate.

· Question style: Tick-box style questions were generally preferred as they were considered to be most easy to complete.

· Financial questions: Some firms found the financial questions difficult to answer.  It was decided that the questionnaire should clearly state that estimates are acceptable and it was suggested that these questions should not go at the beginning of the questionnaire as this could potentially put respondents off.


Jackie Wheeldon agreed to circulate a report of the cognitive testing when available.

Action: Jackie Wheeldon to circulate report on the cognitive testing

7. Mark Beatson suggested that it would be useful to seek positive publicity for the survey to encourage firms to respond, such as from the CBI.  David Harris also suggested that RDA links to business could be used to promote the survey.  Rob Stones agreed to investigate potential external opportunities.

Action: Rob Stones to investigate external opportunities to promote CIS4

Eurostat core questionnaire and methodology

8. Rob Stones presented these documents and the following main issues were raised:

· Sampling: There was a discussion about the sample design, and Rob Stones agreed to write a paper detailing the sampling methodology, in particular focusing on the sectoral breakdown.

· Q1.1 (enterprise group q.): The group agreed that country of location of head office should not be collected.  Jackie Wheeldon and Rob Stones agreed to investigate the potential for using the IDBR as a complementary data source for the CIS4 data.

· Q1.2 (location of geographical markets): It was agreed to compress the locations into 3 categories: local, national, and overseas with a clear definition of what “local” means.

· Q2.1 (product innovation): It was agreed to keep the separation between goods and services.

· Q2.2 (who developed product innovations): It was agreed that the question should be changed so that firms tick any options that apply and not just the most appropriate.

· Q2.3 (shares of turnover): It was agreed that the question should clearly state the fact that estimates are acceptable.

· Q3.1 (process innovation): It was agreed that the structure and format of the question should revert back to that of CIS3.

· Q4.1(incomplete/abandoned innovation): It was noted that question 4.1 and 8.1 asked the same thing.  Rob Stones agreed to point this out to Eurostat.

· Q5.2 (innovation expenditures): It was pointed out that in the cognitive testing many firms thought that the categories overlapped.  Rob Stones agreed to investigate, and specifically to make clear that the design category should exclude design in the R&D stage.

· Q5.3 (public funding): David Harris noted that the European Framework sub-category would be of use in the regions, so it was agreed to leave it in.
· Q6.1 (sources): It was agreed that technical standards should be included as an option.
· Q6.4 (most important partner): There was some discussion over the value of this question, but the matter was left unresolved.
· Q7.1 (effects): The group expressed their disappointment at the question reverting to asking about effects rather than objectives, but since it is a core European requirement there is little scope for change. 
· Q8.1/8.2 (reasons for not innovating and hampering factors): It was agreed that this question should revert to the format used in CIS3.
· Q9 (protection methods): It was agreed that the title of IPR should be changed to “methods of protecting innovations” and that the strategic forms should be included like in CIS3.
· Q10 (organisational change / marketing innovation): It was noted that there was a danger of firms confusing this question with the one on process innovation.  It was therefore agreed that there was a need to make the distinction clear, and Rob Stones and Ray Lambert agreed to come up with a re-draft of the question and circulate it to the project board.
· Q11 (basic economic information): It was agreed that the question should state that financial years could be used instead of calendar years to make the question easier to answer.
· International Comparisons: It was noted that, for the optional questions, different countries would include different questions making international comparisons difficult.  Therefore it was agreed that a copy of our draft questionnaire would be circulated to the other main EU countries in an attempt to make the questionnaires consistent. 
Action: Rob Stones to produce a sampling paper 

Action: Jackie Wheeldon and Rob Stones to investigate the practicalities of using the IDBR to find out basic company information

Action: Rob Stones to contact Eurostat about Q4.1 and Q8.1

Action: Ray Lambert and Rob Stones to circulate a revised version of the wider innovation question

Action: Rob Stones to circulate draft questionnaire to other EU countries

ONS update on data collection project

9. Jackie Wheeldon updated the group on the data collection project.  Jackie pointed out that there was a lot of work to do and that the variables for the questionnaire would need to be agreed soon.  As the previously agreed date of 15 October was now becoming unrealistic, Jackie agreed to investigate the possibility of pushing this back to the end of October. 

10. Rob Stones requested a copy of the validation checks that were being proposed and Jackie agreed to send this.  The need for information about the problems with the results from the last survey was outlined as being crucial to setting up the validation routines.

Action: Jackie Wheeldon to investigate possibility of delays in agreeing final questionnaire content

Action: Jackie Wheeldon to send the validation checks report to Rob

Action: Rob Stones and Ray Lambert to work with ONS in agreeing validation routines

CIS4 Risk register

11. The risk register remained unchanged.

Next Steps

12. Rob informed the group that Eurostat were currently reviewing the comments made by the participating countries and that they would be communicating a final version of the questionnaire on 15 October.

13. It was agreed that there would need to be another meeting to finalise the variables for the questionnaire.  It was suggested that an informal meeting be arranged for the end of October, which Rob Stones agreed to organise.

Action: Rob Stones to arrange an informal meeting of interested parties to finalise the variables for the questionnaire 

Respondent Report

14. Ben Lucking presented a draft copy of the respondent report to the group.  The following suggestions were made:

· There should be more words and less charts

· The title should be changed to The UK Innovation Survey

· More emphasis should be placed on how the results have been used to influence policy making and how this will benefit firms.

15. Ammon Salter agreed to help with the drafting of the respondent report

Action: Ben Lucking to revise respondent report and liaise with Ammon Salter on content

AOB

16. Rob Stones requested updated costings and asked whether it would be possible to stage payments between financial years.  Jackie Wheeldon agreed to investigate.

Action: Jackie Wheeldon to send invoice for setup costs to Rob Stones

