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This Supplementary Annex contains answers on questions from the SSSU forwarded the Directorate General for Financial and Economic Affairs, EU commission, that manage the European Bussiness and Consumer Surveys programme. The answers are inserted by Head of Sector, Mr. Christian Gayer (blue text) in connection to the questions.

For most of the questions in doubt that came up during the experts Mr. Erik Slentoes visits, and which are not mentioned in the Guidelines or in the Best practices of the DG ECFIN, the expert has recommended that it is up to the institute for deciding and first of all to ensure consistency from quarter-to-quarter, and also ensure statistical soundness; And regarding definitions, as far as possible stick to the traditional “common understanding “ of the respondents in the country.

The questions and answers are as follows:

1. Industry

Question on the sales price. How would you recommend defining the price: With or without taxes?  The question came up because taxes apparently often changes in Ukraine. 

Do you have any comments or recommendation? 

If a Danish respondent asked me, I think I would say: “think about the question the way that you normally talk about prices in your enterprise”. Or if requiring a definition: “including taxes, but excluding VAT” ?? A difficult question. We agree that it’s best to avoid a clear-cut definition. If a definition is required, a solution would be to stay as close as possible to Eurostat's definition of producer prices, which is the usual "hard" reference series for "soft" selling prices.

In the Eurostat definition, the appropriate price for calculating producer prices is the basic price that excludes VAT and similar deductible taxes which are directly linked to turnover, as well as all duties and taxes on the goods and services invoiced. However, subsidies on products received by the producer, if there are any, should be added to the basic price. (see definition at http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Producer_price_index_(PPI) )

[On the other hand, if one is more interested in consumer price inflation because of its bearing on demand, VAT should be included . If VAT-induced price hikes/drops occur, they will certainly have an effect on demand. ]

2. Industry

In several questions throughout the surveys are demanded figures including one decimal digit. Will it be okay to ask the questions without decimal digits, and just afterwards generate the decimal digit in the data processing aimed for the reporting scheme? (This could e.g. be the case regarding Capacity Utilization, where the figures usually are in the magnitude 70%-100%, and a decimal digit is quite pointless.)

On the other hand regarding questions resulting in small figures like questions on month work assured, e.g. 1,5 month, it makes point to ask for on decimal point. I fully agree 
The question is raised because the SSSU in the question indicates that they just wish the figure “approximately”, hence it look odd at the same time asking for decimal digit precision.

3. Industry

How do other countries not members of EU, handle questions regarding “inside EU” vs “outside EU”  (Industry Q15&16)? 

Q15 is aimed for EU-countries themselves inside EU, but I have recommended SSSU keeping the questions, so the Q15 and Q16 for Ukraine aims at EU-external market and rest of the world-market. Do you agree? Yes. 
4. Investment:

Do you have any definition on “investment”? For sure – I think – it is subtracted gains from selling old replaced equipment. But SSSU are interested in further detailed definition. Do you think there is a EUROSTAT-definition available? In my view the definition should follow that of Gross fixed capital formation (GFCF). ESTAT defines: “GFCF consists of resident producers’ investments, deducting disposals, in fixed assets during a given period. It also includes certain additions to the value of non-produced assets realized by producers or institutional units. Fixed assets are tangible or intangible assets produced as outputs from production processes that are used repeatedly, or continuously, for more than one year.” 
5. Investment
SSSU will not ask for percentage changes, but actual investment figures. It was questioned if the amounts should be included or excluded V.A.T.

My answer was that the most important is to ensure consistency from quarter to quarter. But also that it is my impression that V.A.T. is not included in that level of (Westeuropean) accountancy. But if an inclusion of VAT makes the question easier to answer according to Ukrainian accountancy tradition, they should stick to it – still, as long as consistency is maintained.

What is your opinion/recommendation?  I fully agree 
6. Investment
Do you have further definitions on the four “factors influencing investment”? Especially is concern about a more throughout definition of “technical factors” versus “other factors”.

Especially was talked about investments to meet environmental standards and taxes. Would it all be classified under “technical factors” or some of it under “other factors”. 

Still, a more throughout definition of the factors is appreciated if available. Here, the harmonized questionnaire already provides some guidance: Technical factors are specified as ‘The main ones are technological developments, the availability of labour and its attitude towards the new technologies, and the technical conditions set by the public authorities before they grant the investment permit.’, while other factors are referred to as ‘This may include the policy of the public authorities, notably with regard to taxation, and whether or not production can be transferred abroad.’ In my view, investment related to environmental standards and taxes is better addressed under ‘other’ than ‘technical’ since they are in the realm of "policy of the public authorities”. If needed, more specific guidance can be provided by SSSU to their respondents in my view (as long as results are reported under the headings ‘technical’ and ‘other’) . 
7 Retail

For some questions the 3 answer options (decrease/too small, unchanged/sufficient, increase/too large) has been added a fourth option in the Ukrainian survey. This goes e.g. for the Retail question Q2 on Volume of Stock, where the fourth option added is “no stock”. This can be the case for e.g.  auto repair companies, and it is added in order to not confuse the respondent.

I think this is okay (we have same practice in Denmark for some questions), as long as the answer is treated as “no response” in the enumeration process. What is your opinion? I agree; as you say, results should not be counted in the denominator of the percentages. 
8 Services
In the guidelines page 33 table 2.2. a footnote says: (*) sectors covered by a large majority of Member States. What does it refer to in the table – there are no asterix’s in the table? You are right, the asterix must have got lost somehow. They should correspond to the first two groups outlined in Box 2.2 on page 10 of the guidelines. 
9 Financial Services

(the questions are added the Services-questionnaire for the relevant respondents)

The monthly questions use the term “past 3 month”, while the quarterly questions use the term “last 3 month”. I suppose the 3-month-period referred to is the same? Absolutely, this is a slight inadvertent imprecision/inconsistency in the harmonized questionnaire which should not have an impact on the interpretation of the 3-month periods.
10 Sample design

I have suggested the SSSU that the sampling methodology is in the institutes’ own hand, implying that stratification into size-groups, and following which stratification criteria, are free of choice – if not explicit defined in the Guidelines and Best Practices, as long as the samples and the methodology is statistically well-founded and provides results with acceptable uncertainties.

Do you agree? In principle yes; however, we have a clear preference for panel sampling since it has a stabilizing effect on the results over time. This is also stated in the best practice list (http://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/db_indicators/surveys/documents/bcs_best_practice_en.pdf). The sample size also plays a key role in delivering reliable results.    

11 Industry

The establishment of the six aggregations groups CDUR, CNDUR, FOBE, CONS, INTM and INVE are troublesome, since they are defined at 3-digit NACE-level.

I do not suppose you expect an institute to construct a sample with throughout stratas on 3-digit level – that would be about eighty strata; which is quite much when also dividing into size-strata and region-strata, which is the case for Ukraine. So what do you recommend?

In Denmark our method is to collect data on 2-digit level, however splitting those 2-digit groups into two or three stratum if they have to be assigned several aggregation groups. This requires about 34 strata. This is in line with our counting.
Would it be sufficient if one only collects data on 2-digit strata level and then afterwards in the processing, sort data into the six aggregation groups (based on the knowledge of each respondent’s 3-digit branch membership)? While certainly not ideal in terms of representativeness of results at the MIG level, it might be a sufficient approximation at the total level. 

12. Investment

Regarding strata; Here I suppose it is only required to stratify into the seven “aggregation groups” (29, CDUR, CNDU… etc) so regarding the size group-stratification, I suppose that it is not required to stratify the survey sample into the six size-groups? Therefore, the institute may instead of, in the data-processing, split data into the different size groups – based on knowledge on the individual enterprises sizes?  Or am I wrong? I am afraid yes. In principle, data should be cross-stratified, i.e. also along the FOUR size groups (size groups 5 and 6 are aggregates of 1-4). We publish the breakdowns at both the sub-sector (MIG) and size-class levels.  
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