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Introductory Note

At its second meeting on 13 to 16 January 1970, the
Inter-governmetital Conference for the setting up of a European
system for the grant of patents confirmed the details of
~orkiug Party Ifsterms of reference and at the same time
entrusted it with the preparation of guidelines for the
financial planning of the ~~r6pean Patent Office. These will
be rr..adeavailable to 710rking Party :V, which is responsible
for dr&wing up the financial provisions of the Convention and
for fi:c.ancialplo..n.ning..The :IlainI0l.nts to be dealt wi'~h are an
estim.ate of the number of pa,ent a;,plications to be 8:h.-;cc"te:d
by the ~~ropean Patent Officp., of the number of examiners and
other staff required, c~ld of t'lJ.epossible revenue from fees.

The ChaiI'1...nanof Wo":'kingPC'rty I undertook to '1tt8I!lpt)in a
paper, an initial estir,ate of tr.\.efigures relevant to the
fi:lanc~:l.:pl8.nninf2:.This paper is hereby submitted to ~,Vorkillg
?ar~y I ~s a basis for discussion.

The fomer EEC "Patentsl: "{y\..••rking Party '"ladalread.y worked
on the preliminary questions relating to the financ.i3..1 pla:p.ii}lg
for a European Patent Office, and on 24 October 1963 issued a
report on an "Estimate of staff required for the European Patent
Officelt (No. 10687/IV/63). This report, which is made available
to the delegations together with the present paper, deals with
the estimated voluI!leof work and staff require:l.ents of the
European Patent Office. Chapters I and II of the present paper
are partly based on this report, which is referred to below
as the "1963 Report".

. .. / ...
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I~ Fstimat~ of tn~ vol~me of w~fl~ich will devol~e UDen the
EuTo~ean Patent Office

The probable volumz of work which will devolve upon
the European. Patent Office (EPO) depends' firstly on the
number of patent applicatio:ls received. 1Jythat Office and.
secc~dlyon the structure of the system for the grant of
patents. The system fer the grant of pate:::itswill dztermine
the nature and numbe~ of operaticns involved (examinaticn
fc=.'obvious de1~iciencies, e:X;1minatio~'lfor Tlo"',;relty, opposi tion~
appeals) and 'W:..l:I~ thus affect the number of operations to
.be ca:cried out 'b~T each examiner., In this chapter we shall
:irst attempt to estimate the probable num~er of application~
~6aching the EPO and then the probable number. of operations
Fer e:x2.:!liner",

1. Estinate of the number of a~lications ~ping the
Euro"Gean Patellt OfL.ce

The estimate of the nu.mber of applicn.tions has been
based on the statistics on pa~ent offices published by the
UL..ited International Bureaux for the :Pro..uection 01'

Intellectual :F~operty (BIE?I) in "Industri2.1 Property/
La Propriete industriellel!. The most recent issue (Supple-
ment to the December 1969 edition) gives the'number of" ...
applicat~ons filed in 1968(, .An extract from these. figures
is given in A~~ex 1.

In the 1963 Report (po 3 et seq ..) thG Worki.ng Pa:-ty
concerned based its estimates on the "tvv~'\ States" theorYe
It was' assumed under this theory that a~y appliclliltthen
seeking protection in at least two 'EEe States wouldp once t:.
:E~)'::.'o:peanPa-csnt Office had beerl set UPf file an applicatio:::l
:'or an EEC pa-tent" It was further assumed that in. that cas~
an applicant :trom the EEC State would either dispense with
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making a_se~arate~pplication in his own_State~ since the. EEC patent
would c~ver that state anyway, or, should doubleprntection by the
BEC patent~ld a natiOllal patent be permitted, file a national
application,.in,his own State in addition to the Eu.ropean application.
Under .this theory, the -number of inventions in -respect.,of which the-
applicar!t had filed at least two national applications in the EEC
States was equal_, for any gi-v.-enEBO eState, to-the number ofappli-
cc.tions filed by the-nationals of ,that State in _that_one of ,the
other EEC ~tates ~inwhich. they ::iled the greatest number. :Wl;l.en
this ntwo_Sta~;;estttheory was appl~ed_ to applications from non-EEC
States, it led to +'he second-highest nuober .being taken from the
statistics, instead of.the highest number, since the cou.~try of
origin (e.g. -.theUSA) did not count as a State under the IItwo-State(
theory.

The- 196} Working P~rty chose the "two States" th.~o~y ~s a mean
betwean two extremes (see 1963 Report~ last paragraph -of page 3).- ,. ..' ..... -
One extreme would have been to assume that every application then

- -
filed in an-BEC State would in future be replaced by a European
application', while the other extreme would have been. to assume thai
only those in"'lentionsfor which a national application' had been
filed in all the -EEC State~ wocld infut-uxe give riseto-:-a European
application"

Since 17 or more -Contra.cting States ha~.eto-pe- taken into c~n(,
sideration in connection with the Conventio~ estab~iphing a. ..... ~.. " .-
European system for the Grant of Patentsll the "two States" theory
no longer- offers -a !'ealistic basis for. calculation~ It would be
more appropriate to adopt a "three States" theory •.-This means that

~ . .any application originating in ~y of the future Contracting Statef

,
.e .../ •••
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- it has been assumed in this paper, for the sake of
simplicity 1 that 8.11the States at p:r:-esenttaking part
in the Conference will later become Contracting States to
the Convention - should be considered as a probable European
patent ap~lication if it is filed in two othe~ Contracting
States in addition to the ori.gi.:i:.l.alState. For applications
originating outside the Contracting States, the theory would
apply wnere such applications were filed ill three C0nt~~~~
ting States.

The relevant figures can be taken from the columns
headed "second highest numberlf and "thi:-:-dhighest number"
in Annex 1.. It sbould be noted, however, that these figures
do not all represent identical appl:..caticns,as wouJ..d.be
required by the theor::l.The rmmber of identical applic3tions
might be somewh3t lower.

In these considerations, the fact that the creation of
a unitary patent is envisaged for the EEC states, so that
applicants may only designate the EEC States jointly, has not
been t~~en into account. This fact will affect applicants'
behaviour, but it was decided not to take it into account,
since it would have led to considerable complications in
making the estimates. The final results of the estimates will,
however, be little affected.

On the basis of the statistics for 1968 given in
Annex 1, the number of applic3tions which could be e~~ected
to reach the EPO would be:

from Contracting States
from third countries
Total

20)617
15,35/1-

35s971

.'
*0./ •• 0
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.Since the 'est~ates are based on statistics for 1968,
whereas the EPO will only be opened in.the seventies, these
i'igures sballd be increased by. a ,certain percentage although,
because they do net all relate to identical applications, the
i'igures teken from the statistics are already somewhat higher
than those correspouding to the accepted "three States" theory.
As ass~ed by the earlier WorkinG Farty in.the 1963 Report
(page 7), the percentage increase is her8 taken to'be 10 %.
This leads to a figure of" 39; 568 applications; which may be
rounded up to 40,0(,0.

This j?3.pertht:.scomes to the conclusicr.lthat a EU.ropean
Pztent Office openinc in the 1970s ar..dopel.~a"tingin all areas
of technology could expect to receive aDollt

40 < 000 -oat.::m'':;o.pulic::tions'per yea!

2. Estimate of the~~L~e£ of~~ications dealt with by each
eX2Dir:e~ uunST the sYEtem for the grant of European patents

(

The. 40,000 pe.tent epplications which the EPO can expect
to receive will be subjected to the well-known operations

.entailed ...in the :pro.~ect.urefor the grant of patents (examination
for obvious deficiencies, examination for novelty and examinati~n';
of oppositions) which are to be c~rried out by the EPO examiners. I (

In A:~1::-lC?£.2an attc:r:.ptis made to calculate how many examiners
would be need.ed to deal with 100 applications. The conclusions "
from the 1963 Re:';)ort("Number of exa!J.inersrequired on the basis:
of the 1962.D~a~tll) are set out alongside a new calculation
("UU1Ilberof- ..exami.ners required on the basis of the 19'70 J:)r~ft")~
I~ the new calculat~on, a deferred examinRtion procedure with
Eo "req,ues-'C:period.ll of 7 years is con.pared with an identic?.l
procedure h3ving a request pericd of 2 years. The time requi~ed
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to deal with appeals under Article 108 (105) of the Preliminary
Draft has ~ct been taken into account in this calculation.
Appeals are to be dealt with by the ~embers of the Boards of
Appeal, and not "by the examine:rs. The nUlIlbe::-of Boards of
Appeal required will therefore have to be estimated separately.

In the 1963 Report the earlier Working Party estimated that
281 examiners would be requi~ed to deal with 30,000 patent
applications. In Annex 2 to the present paper, the fil:'st
colUlLD.contains a similar cs.lculation; based on the same
releti ve figu::.-:"esand working times as agreed upon then (see
1963 Report, especially pages 13~' 1'7 and ';8), for
40,000 applic::ltiolls;it gives the number of examiners required
as 375.

On the basis of the relative n.gures and wo~'king times
agreed upon in 1963, a calculation is attenpted in the se~ond
and third columns of the number of exe~ine:rs required to deal
with 40,000 applications under the new examination proced~e
with the patent being granted before the beginning of the
opposition procedure. In column two the calculation is made
for a cieferred examinetion procedure with a r.eq-o.estperiod
of 7 years, and in colUI!ln.three for a procedure with a re'quest
period of 2 years.

The first essential differ.ence between the second and
third columns, i.e. between a deferred examination proced~::-e'
with a 7-year request period and one with a 2-year request
per~od, is that ~he expectfu nUDber of abandoned patent
applications, for the 7-year request period a "drop-out"
fif;"'.lreof 35 % of 80 r.: 28 applicatio:-1Sis assu:o.ed,in respect
of -.;:::.ichn0 request for examination would be made, while for
tee 2-yeer request period this drop-out is only 6 % of 80 = 5
applications. This drop-out figure of 35 % of 80 applieaticns

... 1...
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was assumed in the 1963 Report (page 12) on the basis of
statistics for the life of patents (page 26 - PJIDex I - of
the 1963 Report). Application of the same considerations to

.a request period of <:>nly two years~ on the basis of these
earlier life statistics, leads to a drop-out figure of not
more than 6 % of 80, _i. e. 5-applications •.The gap between
80 and 100 is accounted for by cases where the patent
application is withdrawn after receipt of an unfavou=able
report on the state of the art. In the 1963 Report (page 10),
it was postulated that:out of every 100 applications received,
5 would be abandoned during the examination for obvious
deficiencies and 15 af-i.Jerreceiptof-an unfavourable report
on the state of the cU'''j. Since, -u;.').dera 2-year request period, (
the applicant would receive the report on the state of the
art only a short while before the end of that period, the
nuober of abandoned applications will not be significantly
greater than 15. A good example of the reason for which a
patent night be abandoned-at this stage is the case of an
8~plicant who, despite having received a favourable report
en th~ state of the art, has in the meantime lost interest, -
for cor::;,::ercialreasons, in pursuing his application. It may--
however be doubted whether a request period running for 2 years
from the date of filing the application would be long enough
to preduce this effect.

These considerations le~d to the assumption that under (
a 7-year request period, 52 applications would lead to a
request for examination, while under a 2-yearrequest period,
the corre~poncling nU!!lberwould "be 75 •.

A further difficulty lies in the estimation of the
numbe= of o~position proceedings. For this~ the eA~erie~ce
of the German Patent Office, referred to on page 2 of the
":~emorandum 'on there-publication of the European patent
application" (BR/GT I/22/69)of 18 November 1969~ could be
d ~~rtheL~ore~ it Ghc~ld also be taken 'into accountraWIl upo~. 7

.../ ...
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that, in the 1963 Report (pnge 13), the number of patents
finally granted under e, system of deferred examination with a
request period of about 7 ysa:t.s was put at 35. The earlier
~orking ~arty hed in fact applied the experience Df the
earlier Dutch and German systems of immediate examination to a
system of deferred exami~ation. ~his was based on the consid-
er~tion that the. proportion of patents g=anted by the European
Office should lie somewhat higher than that for national patent
offices, in view of the better quality of the applications.
This f'igl'~reof 35 will therei'oI.'ebe retained as the final
result, particularly D.S there 8.reno national patent office
statistics relating to thep:;:,oportionof patents granted
under a system of deferred examination.. The gap remaining
in the series 100~80-52 ..• 35 could then be filled by
assUlIlingthe g:,:'antof about 40 po-tents and. estimating the
!lUI:lb2rof oppo sition proceedings at abo1..~t10.

If this result is applied proportionally to the procedure
with a 2-year request period, the series reads 100-80-75-58-51,
with 14 oppositions. The difference between 35 aud 51 in the
final figure for patents granted could be e:h."'P1e.:i.ned.b;)Tthe
fact that - assuming there is no b8.ck-lcg of wO:;:'l{ _. an examin.-
ation procedure with a 2-year request period leads to all
the applications made in a particular year being dealt with

'earlier than does a procedure with a 7-year request period..
Of the 51 patents which represent the result of tbe 2-~rear
request period procedure however, a n~~ber would lapse
before the end of the 7th year, so that by th8 end of that
period the nu~ber of patents remaining would be nearer 35~

_t.~fterhaving thus estimated the number of operatio:ns
(exam.i:!latJ..'J::lfor obvious deficiencies, examination foI'
novelty' and examination of oppositions), the time needed for
each operaticn ~ust be estimated.. The earlier ~orkingti~e
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of 0.5 examiner working days required f.:-rexamination for
ob.vious d.eficiencies has been re'teined here. for the time
being. However, in view of the exPeriepce of the German Patent
Office in the meantime, this number does seem a little too.
high •.Should experience in te.eNether:Lands confirm this, the
figur.e for this working time ~ould be reduced.

The earlier working time of 3 examiner working days assumed
for examination for novelty (2.3 for the first rapporteur and
0.7 for the second) has been reduced to 2.3 d~ys~ The reduction
would apP3ar to be justified si;nce, on the one hand, third
parties are no longer inv:ll"\red.in-the-.proceedingspr.ior ~o the- .
grant of the patent and, on the other hand, ~der the second
sentence of .Article 55 (2) (former Article 5? (2)) of the
Convention, the proceedings prior to a fina~ decision will, as
a general rule, be entrusted to one.Examining Division examiner.
On these grounds _it has been assum.ed that the first rapporteu.r
wo~ld ...only need 1 v8 inst~ad of.2.:3.days per application i~ .
view of the absence of thir1 parties, end that the second
rapporteur, .of whom .less would be required, \'~ouldin most cases
only need Oc5 instead of 0.7 dRyS per 9.pplication.

These assumptions lead to the result that 38+ examiners
would be required to deal with 40,000 applications with a
7~year request period, and 481 would be required with a 2-year
request period.

As in the 1963 Report (page 18), this figure should be
raised some'Nhat in view of hclidays e.ndthe time needed to
train Ilew exaLliners. The earlier Working Party rounded. j.ts
result up by about 7 %. A corre$~onding rounding up would lead.
to about 390 ex~iners for theproce~ure wi~h the 7~year request
period "and to about 518 eX!3I:liucrsfor the 2.-year procedu::-e.The
difference between the nuwoer of exa~i~ers required by the ~vo
sys~ems would be about 128.

• •• / •• 0
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The calculatio~s which follow are based on a requirement
of

390 eX3L1iners.

110 ~sti£s..tednU:lber.<ll.~sJ~Zf'....;r~~i~.~d,._LQr.__t~ ~:I2.P$;:~ Pa..!~nt"
Office

Ar.~ex 2 gives~ on the besis of a requirenent of
390 exaniners, the total nunbers Rnd grading of the EPO stafl'.
The numbers of staff other tha:l exam.iners have been estimated)
on the lines of .Annex II to the 1963 Report (page 27 et seq ..~,
and using certain scales and figures obtained by experience ~ OD.

the basis of 390 ezaminers. The nesessary eA~lanations may be
found in ~2illex III itself.

The Service Regulations of officials of the European ..
CO:.2!!luui.tieshave been taken as an example for the classification
of staff careers (Classes A, B, C and D). This by no means
prevents ~orking Party III from adopting other models for its
work, or from.working out entirely new 3ervice Regulations.
Neither is EPO exa:nine::-s'remuneration prejudged. by tile
provisional reference to the Service Regulatio~s of officials
of the European. Communities. 'Working Party III has alreac.y been
asked to n:ake a cOTIlparative stuc.:yof the remuneration of ...
examiners and searchers in Europe, ~mc.to draw up ccrrespondi~g
proposals for the EPO. These proposals c~n in due course be
incorporated. into the financial plan:li:::.gby Wo::'kingPsrty IV.

The calculcticns in P_~ex 3 lead to a total staff
req~ireL1ent for the European Fatent Office of

1.:)20 p~.E.son~0

••• / •• 0



- 13

III. Estinated eX"Denditure of the Eur0:Rean Patent Office

1. ?ersonnel expenditure

Annexes 4 to 9" give the EPQ1s est~ated expenditure
on personnel.

To this end, an est~blisment plan showing the
per~entage "di3tribution of posts among the four classes
is given in ~~ex 4. The establishnent plan of the

"Commission of the European Communities is given for
comparison. The considerably larger proportion of
cl&ss A posts in the EPO is eJ~lained by t~e fact that
the wo:;:-kof the EPO will essentially be done by examiners, (
and that only a sDaller proportion can be "done by other
staff. Examiners, however, as academically trained
technical specialists, need to be paid class A salaries.

PiE~~2 shows the distribution of e~ployees ~~thin
the classes in a-bsolute figures"

jnnex 6.shows the percentage breakdown of these
numbers within the individual classes, thus enabling a
conperison to be made with the Commission of the
European COmr.1unit"ies.

An]ex 7 gives the currency parities used for the ~
subsequent calcule.tions. The US dollar has been taken ..,
as the basis for comparison. It would be advisable to
take the currency o.f"one ...ofthe Contracting States as the
final basis for co~paring the various currencies.

ft].~~~-~gives~ for information, a survey of the
sala-~es of hrficials of the Connission of the European
CO!::lI:lUniti ~s. The s"'vartingand final sa1aries in each grade,

... / ...
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are indicated by (a) and (b). Betwe~n these two figures
there are a number of increD6~~al s~eps.

Annex 9 shows total expenditure for personnel. For each
grade it was necessary~ as regards the family situation of
employees, to assume a !!standa:l:demployee I!, whose salary
corresponds to the average sDlary of all officials in this
grade. The standard adopted fer each grade was that of an
employee who is married, has 2 chilQren of school age and
has reached the third incremental step in his grade. It is
estimated that 3/4 of the EPO!s staff will be entitled to
recei~e the expatriation allow2~ce.

The calculation in Annex 9 of expenditure or.personnel
by the EPO gives an annual figure of $ 12}249,000 for
salaries and wages. To this sum should be added, as sho\iffi
in Annex 10 (page 3), amounts to cover social security
payments .sudhealth and accident insurance~ etc., bringing
the total ~nnual expenditure on staff up to

$ 1~,357,000

2. Mate=j~al expenses

P..nnex10 (page 5 et seq.) contains an estim.ate of the_
material expenses of the EPObased on the practical
precedents provided by the budget of the Co~ission of the
European C02ffiunities.Tnis estimate gives an annual total
of

~ 2,886;000-L~; material e~enses
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Postscript to Chapter III:
After the first part of this study had been completed, new salaries
and social security scales for em.ployees of the_European Commun-
ities were published in "'.;hetlOfficial Gazette" of the European
COI:J..m.unities"of 2'1 January 1970- (volume 13, No. L 15). -The new
rates are 6 to 7 % highe~ than the previous rates. It has there-
for~ been necess~ry to increase the figure of $ 13,357,000 given
on page 14 of this stu~y for expenditure on ,perso~~el, including
social security contr:,outions, by 6 %i i.e. to $ 14,158,420.

It also seemed to be l' seful, in conne~t_ion with the outline budget
w~ich is to be prepared, to give separate details of the personnel (
ar:.d material e:J..'"Penseslor the special organs under the "Convention
for the European Patent for the Common M.arket" (the so-called 2nd
Con-.rention).A quick calculation indicated that, of the total staff
of 1,320 persons, 'about 40 pel')ple,i.e. slightl;y more than 3 %,
vlill be employed in the special orga-ns. Subject to the more

",accu:r:-ateestimate which has still :tobe made by the EEC "COI:UIl.un-
ity Patent" Experts Working Party, it has therefore been provis-
ionally, assULled that for each i'iem40/1320 = -1/33 of _,the'personnel
an~ material expcl~6will be expenditure for the special organs
under the 2nd Convention.
The personnel and material expenses of the European Patent Office

- -consequently appear as follows I (

~o~al _expenses of the Lliropean Patent Office

1. Personnel expenses
of which~ for special orgRns,

2 ~-1:ate:::,ialexpE3ns~s_
of which, for special org~1s,

3X?enses oftbe European Patent
Office excluding special crgans
3. ~~enses for these speeial

orgc;.Ils:
Personnel expenses
~~teri2l e~~enses

14 158 420
4-29 04~.1.

2 886 000
87 4-51)

429 043
87 455

13 729 377",

2 798 c;,,----.:--=--_-:-:+).

1G 527 922

516 498

17 044 420
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These anounts appear, correspondingly rounded up, in the
"Outline Budget for the European Patent Office" (Annex 1.9).

IV. Estinated direct revenue of the Euronean Patent Office

The European Patent Office will have several sources of income
avai'lable. The only fees directly payable to it are the
procedural fees falling due during the procedure for the grant
of patents and the renewal fees for European patent applications.
These fees are set out in Annex 11 where they are .divided into
th~ee groups for the purposes of this study:
1. First, all fees which are "t-aken into consideration" in the

following calculations.
2. Other fees indicated as "neutrallt

, since it is assuI!ledthat
these fees will later be regarded as a cost-0overing
equivalent Lor certain procedural operations, i.e. for the
report on the state of the art and for printing the public-
ation under .Article 85 (Ar.ticle86a) and the :pa~e:lt
specificaticn..

3. Finally there is a series of other fees which are. "not taken
into consideration'!, since they do not affect total revenue.
An annual a.rr.ollntof $ 1001000 for these fees has been
entered in the calculations ad refercnd~m.

T~e so-called designation fee has also been included in
~~ex 11, since it is payable during the procedure, i.e~ prior
to the end of the priority year. From a systematic point of
view, it is true that it is a fee which, unlike the other
procedural fees, is not paid directly to the European Patent
Office but to the States designated in the application.
According to this point of view, the designation fee ~ould be
charged to the designated States as'~art of their contributions.
On the other hand, however, as has been done in the Regulations
under the "Patent Co-operation Treaty", (Rule 15.1) .in

..'./ .. '..

J
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I



- 17 -

conne~tion with the designation fees for the benefit of the
International Bureau, theso fees could also be allocated to the
European Patent Office as direct incooeG This approach could
be justified by the consideration that the work of the EPO
benefits precisely those Contracting States which are designated
in the application. For the time being, the designation fee has
been placed in Chapter V as inco~e accruing to the EPO.

1. The procedural fet:s
In order to obtain standards of compa.rison for fixing the
procedural fees, the mast important procedural fees charged
by the Contracting States are collated in lUm~X 12~ as far (
as this can be done on the basis of the available informatio~,
and on the bcsis of these figures certain fees are adopted
in An~cx 13 for the purposes of this study.
The ~~li~ation-f~~ will be characterized by alGo incorpor-
ating a flat-rate fee for printing tilepublication under
~rticlG 85 (Article 86a)~ It is therafore composed of a nett
application fee of $ 75 and a flat-rate printing fee of $ 25.
The printing fee has been estimated on the basis of experience .

.with 'the publ~cations of the German Patent Office, taking
into consideration the target sales for publications. For
the purpose of cclculating income, only the ,nett applicatio~
f~e has been taken into account; the pro~ortion of $ 25 for ! (

printing costs has been regarded as "neutral"~iNo provision
is made for printing costs in the cclculation of expenditure'
C4.nnex 10).

The revenue from the procedural fees is calculated in
P~nex 140 The 100-52-40-10 series given in column 2
corresponds to the values given in Annex 2~ page 1..The
frequency of apr.~F•.ls in the examination procedure is

.../ ...
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assumed.to be 3 and in the opposition procedure, 1. The income
from application fees (excluding the flat rate printing fee)
amounts to $ 3,OOO,000~per annum. The income from the other
procedural ~ees amounts to $ 2,840,000 but does not reach this

-- -.,level until the EPO has been operating for 8ye~rs. In the
running-in period, the EPO can therefore only expect a portion
of these fees. It'is.assumed that it would receive one eighth
of this sum in the first year, two eighth in the second year,
etc. and that it would only receive the full amount from the
eighth year onwards.

2. The renewal fces for European patent apulications

In order to obtain a starting point for fi~ng the rene~al fees
for European patent applications, the renewal fees'charged by
the States participating in the inter-governmental Conference
are collated in Annex 15, expressed in the various currencies
and in US dollars. ~bere the term of a patent is less than
20 years in any State, the corresponding scale of fees is
continued in ,r- _7.

The total of the renewal fees paid in the Contracting States is
given in US dollars on page 4 of AP~ex 15. The last colu~
contains a scale which corresponds to about 25 %.of these
totals. This scale is used in Anne:: 16 a.sthe basis for the
renewal fees adopted for the purposes of this study.

Since the study assumes in other places that of the 17 Contrac-
ting States, 8 will be designated in an average application,
the applicant would on average have to pay, for a v~ropean
application, approximately half of the renewal fees wJ:1ichhe
would have to pay for eight national applications or patents •.
With a larger number of designations the applicant would stand
to gain mo=e, and with a smaller number, less. On the desig-
nation of not more than three States having average fees, the
total of the national fees would be less than the renewal fce

... 1...



- 19 -

or a ~uropean application. In individual c~ses, however, it
. .

Jould depend on the level of fees in the particular States for
which patents were requested. If these were countries with
high fees, a European application would result in a saving of
rene~al fces ~ith only a few States. If they were countries
with low fees, this would only bG the case with a higher
number of designations.

In order to simpiify the calcul~ticn it is assumed in this
study that the renewal fee for European patent applications
is a standard fee.

Before it was possible to C3.lculate the EPO:s income f~o:'llt~e
applications filed with it, it ~aS necessa~y to produce an
estimated scale, given in Anne2:_!l~ which indicates for how
many of 100 or::'ginallyfiled applications a renc:wal fee may'
be expected from the third year of the patent's lif8 onNards~
For thE='3rd to the 8th yeRrs (heavily outlined in colUIru."lh)
this scale is : 76-47-41-32-23-10. In cert2in cases the
European Patent Office will continue to recGive renewal fees
after the 8th year, in particular where the request for
examination is not Dade until the end.of the 7-year period,

'and where an ap?eal follows tileexamination proce~ure~ Such
cases have not however been t3ken into account and tLe scale.
therefore ends at the 8th yea~.

In calculating the scale, it was ass~e~ that the EPO can only
charge renewal fees for applications still filed with it~
i~e. which have neither been dealt wi"thby an examinati0n
procedure (I. - columns b and d), nor elim.inated by faj_Iure
to pay a r8newal .fee (:::1 - colUEns e and f). It is as'sumed
in column b that in the fiI'sttwc years, either immediately
on'the filing of the application o~ afte= rcc3~p~ 6~ the
report on the state of the art, 25 requests for ex~i~ntion

••• /" •• 0
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are made for every 100 .applications. In col~ c it is assuoed
that all 25 of these applic3tions would constitute a source of
income for the EPO in the 3rd pqtent year, but no longer in
the 4th patent year. This would be the case if the exaDinntion- .

procedure lasted longer than 1 year, but less than 2 yccrs,
on 87er::.ge.On tihis assumption 1 renewal fee 'would be paya.ble
to the EPO after the request for examin2tion w~s made, because
the e.pplication would subsequently be either refused or with-
drawn, or the European patent would be granted and the fee'would
be paid to the national offices. The number of applications
indicated in coluDn b, ~or which a request for examin?tion is
Dcde, consequently appears with a time lag of 2 years incolurm c
RS \Ino longer existing". As regards the series of figures given
in coluDn b, it is assuned thct after a peak in the nUBber
of requests forexaninationin the first two years (25) ther~
is first a drop (2), then a steady level of applications (5-5-5)
and finnllYaL.)tltr peak (10) in the 7th year. ColUI:L.'1d gives,
the tot:?lof applicetio:::ls"no .longer existing" for the :European
P~tent Office, 3S the result of a request for exaoin~tion
being wede, up to a given patent year.

.- ..

Under II (columns'e and f), an estimate is made of the loss of
~pplic3tions for which no request for examination is ~nde.
These appliC2.tions are elir:J.i.netedbecause of failure to pcy
a renewal fee, or on being withdrawn. IJ'heseries of figures. .. ... .

adopt~d in colunn~ e has been est~m~ted on the basis of figures
given by the Netherlands Patent Office frOD its own experience •

The totBl of colunns d and f, incolunn g, gives the nunber
of applic~tions which are no longer pending, ?~d the result of
subtr.:.ctingthese figures from 100., given in'colur.n h, represents
the number of applic3tions still pending. The scale for cal-
culating the income fron renew~l fees follows iDnediately
from col~ h, 'pctent years 3 to 8.

. .. 1...
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The renewal fees Day now be calculated
the 8th year of its full operatio~, the
norwal inco~e from renewal fees, i.e.

EPO will reach its

v. Est:.n::.ateof i~rect revenuepossiblZ accruing to the
E-~~c.n' Pa-tent Qffice .fro~ ccntribu~io!ls by the _C0ntrac!j1:~.f5.
St,!3.t;es.

In adci-tion to the procedural fees Rnd renewsl fees for
European patent applications, the EPO will have other sources
of inco~e available, such as the fees for the designation of
Contracting States under Article 67 (A:,ticle b8). The quc's"Cion (
whether these designation fees ar8 to be rega:cded as proeed-
ur~l fees a..:cruing directly to the E::?Oo:!.'as fees which aIe
to be cre~itcd to the designated States and acco~n~E~ f~~ in
their contributions, has alre~dy been discussed on paGe 16.
Peynents made by the EEC States on acco~t of the special
organs must also be counted as income for the EPO~ Finally,
however, one of the EPO's main sources of income will be
its share of the renewal fees for grented European patents
which will be collected eit~er by the ~atent AdBinistration
Division in respect of the EEC;s Comcunit7 patent or froD
the nationRl patent offices of States not belonging to the EECc.

1. Fees payable for the des~,gnati01l.of....9cntE.:;:"l£.ting_Eit;ates.2-,£
a Eu:;:-opeanpatent appllcation

This study assumes that the EPO will receive 40~OOO pate~~
applications per annur::J..A considerable proportion of these
applicationscculd re3.chthe EPO via the PC~ route, either
because the EPO is a receiving Office, or it isa designated
Office, within the meaning of the PCT. In both cases the

... 1...
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States in question are designated under the PCT. In this case
Rule 15.1 u.nder the PCT.states that the designation fee is to
accrue to the International Bureau. Since there is at present
no usable basis for estim&ting the number of European applic-
ations -which will' at the saoe time be international applicatioD.s,
it is assumed in this. study.that.thi:s figure will not be more
than 50 %-of' the number of Europeanapp~ications.

The EPO might therefore receive no designation fees for half
of the applications which it processes. Neither would desig-
nation fees be paid f~r every app~ic8tion 'under the other half
of the totalnuuber of applications since, under Article 67

_' .0

(~rticle 68a), these fees are o~ly payable after the end of
the priority period. It is ass~€d in this study that 5 % of
applications will be eliminated as a result of exariination for
formal and obvious deficiencies in accordance with Article 77
(Article 76). On the assumption th9.t a further 5% of applic-
ations will dropout between the filing of the application and
the.end of the priority period for other reasons, in particular
because the report on the stRte of the art is produced at an
early .d~te rrndgives a ne~ative result, we ~ome to the conclusion
that the designation fee is only received in about 90.%'of

.' .
the C3ses under consideration. Of the 20,000 applications.reaching the EPO other than via the PCT route, designation
fees will therefore only be received in 18,000 cases.

It is difficult to estimate at present how many designations
there will be for each application~ on the aver2.ge. In COnJleC-
tion with the c,?lculations !lade for the PCT p;r:'ocedureit was
ass"uned th8t the average nunber of designations for an inter-
national applic2tion would be 7. This study assumes an average
figure .of 8 designations for the European proced~re. It is
assumed in this connection that the 2nd Convention, ~hich
does not pernit the designation of individual EEC States,

... / ...
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but e,lways requires''that'the' whole Community should be
designated1 will lead to a higher number of designations.

It is assutled that the designation fee will be $ 10. T:us
is the mini~u~ rate provided for in PCT ~lle 15~2 (b)(i)
(p=ovisional figure a £ee between $ 10 ana $ 12.50)~
The EPO's income from designation fees ~ay thus be c~lc~lated
as 18,000 x $ 10 x 8, i.e.

~ 1.,440,000-

2. Paymenta ~~lle J~"EC States for_th~~12..~cial_...9.EFZ:_a~_s_1:!....l(l:eF_the
11Conventio:;.1.for the ELlropean Pat eli"L.fortl~e_.Ce:.:-~"cm"JL2E:tc'~":

A first; estimate of the cost of the specie.l o.rgc.nsunde::-the
I1Convention for the Europeun Patent feI"the C0Y;lDun113rket;ll
(the so-c~lled 2nd Convention) to be set u~ purs~8~~ ~0

Article 8 (Article 8a) has alreBdy been made on pege 15.
For the purposes of this study, these su~s have no i~ediate
significance, since it may be assumed that the entire costs
of the special organs will be borne ~y the EEC States~ f~om
the inco~e accruing from renewal fees for the Comnunity
patent. The equiva18nt of t~ese costs hes therefore been put
at $ 516,000 in the income of the EPO, 2S 8 rei~burse~ent
by the EEC States.

3. The Europeen P'3.te:nt()ff~_ce's ehqre of rsneovP,lfe~~
granted uatents

The EPO will not be able to cover its costs without
receiving a share of the renewal fees levied, on the one
hand by the :BEC States for tile ComnrJ.nitypatent aIld, on the
other hand, by the national patent offi~es of the other
ContractiLg States for granted ~rop2~n patents.

(

(
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Experience shows that, as a rule, the expenditure of a national
patent office is only covered by the renewal fees to be paid
for granted -patents. SiIi1ilarly~it will only be possible to
cover the e:cpenditureof the EPO if at least part of the
renew3.1 fees for granted European patents are "employed for this
purpose. Working P~rty I has already said as much in the second
par~graph of the I~troductory Note to Part VI, above Ar~icle 129
(Article 119), in the following terms :

"The European Patent Office cannot be financed solely by
the fees charged for granting pateIlts, unless these are
fixed at a prohibitive level. The annual fees levied far
pstents issuing from the European procedure should there-
fore contribute~ onascale to be deter~ined, to the
financing of the European Office."

There are cor..siderabledifficulties involved in a calculation
of these renewal fees, which would be collected an one hand by
the Patent A~inistration Division as a special organ under the
2nd Cor..ventioniand on the other hand by the national patent
offices. The principal difficulty is that the-frequency of
designation of the individual Contracting States, and therefore
the llilL-berof :pat(~ntsgranted for "these States, is not known 8 In
the last psrt of this study an nttem?t will be made to establish

"

a for=ula which will make it possible to obtain at least an
idea of the order of mqgnitude of this income.

In the "Outline budget for the Europenn Patent Office" (Annex 19)
no figure is shown for this income for the time being. The'
resulting deficit of $ 3,754,000 in the EPa's budget shows
the aIil0untwhich the Contracting States still have,to cover
from the renewal fees for granted European patenta. As for the
propartion to be ta~en, it c?n only be said at present that it
can be ass~ed to be a stqndard percentage, for all the
Contracting St?tes, of their income froD renewal fees for

..~/...
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granted European patents. It would have to be possible for
'.

the Adillinistrative Council. to vary this percent2ge, in order.
to tGke account cf changes in the EP01s requireDents~

VIc 'Outline budget for the Eurc'.J2ean_Patent Office

The results obtained by esti~3.ting the"illdividual items of
revenue and expenditure of the EPO are cocGined in A~~ex 19
to give an '''outline.budget for the Europec.n Patent Officell•

This budget can be reg~rded as the llncrmalo"'J.c.get".It will
be 3chieved when the EPO has reached the full extent of its
income from. procedural fees and renewal fees after a nu~ber
of years, with a constant figure of 40~OOO 8pplications per
ann~.~ith a deferred exar::.instionyroceJ.ure having a request
period of 7 years, this would ee the casa afte~ 3 years, if it
is assuBed t~at applications in respect 'of which tha T.\Jquest.
for examination is not m2de until the end of the7-7ea~
period are in fact dealt with in the 8th year ..In order to
simplify matters, no account has been taken of the cases in
which the EPO is still collecting fees subsequent to the
8th year because of a longer examination and appeal proc~dure.

(

Annex 20 shows the b1..'l..dgetsfo::c the years prior to attainment
of the no~al budgetc This calculetion is based on the
working hypothesis th~t the ~O will be opeaed in YGar 1
for all areas. of technology. 1:'hes:pecial orcans urder t:t.e I (

2nd Convention are not tnken into account j -bec2use it is
assumed that their costs will be balanced out. The following
details may be pointed out in Annex 20.

It is assumed that in the EreJ2Fl!'R~..9r:y_st2..6..~- indicated as
year 0 - the EPO will heve available the SUD of $ 4~OOO~OOO
for initial capital investilent as esti:uated in Armex 10~

ER/GT I(Y~.e/ •
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page 29~and also a full.budget of $ 16,528,000 i.e. a total
of $ 20,52S:JOOO.

As regards the revenue received in year 1, it is 8sst~ed in
colm ? that in this year a full year 1 s.application f.ees
(40,000 x $ 75 = $ 3,000,000) will be received and half of the
nCnlal revenue fron designation fees ($ 1,440,000/2 =
$ 720, OOB), since tiledesignation fees do not fRll due unti:i..
the end of the priority year. For the first year, a total.
of only $ 3,000,000 + $ 720,000 = $ 3,720,000 is indicated
for application fees and designation fees. From year 2
onwards, this incolle reaches its full constant level of
$ 4,440,000.

As regards the other procedural fees listed in Annex 14, it
is assnned in column 3_ that they only reach the full level
of $ 2~840,OOO from year 8 onwards~ For earlier years it is
assumed that this incODe starts in the first year at one
eighth of its final level, i.e. at $ 355~OOO and increases
by a further eighth in each successive year until the full
BLl01.::ltis re.:}cnedin year 8 ..

Col:.J.SD. 4 contc.ins the incone froI!lrenewal fees calculated in---_ .. _ .....-
- .A:lli"'1~X 18, colu.r::.n6. This income starts in year 3 'and reaches ~

its nornal level of $ 5,494,000 in year-8.

As shown in colucln 5, the EPO thus reaches its norrral revenue
~f $ 12,774,000 in year 8.

The expenditu~e in coluL~ 6 begins with that i~curred in the
preparatory period. This figure is followed by the figure for
the nomal expenditure which reuains constant from year to
ye9.r.

The budget deficit shown in colunn 7 drops until it reaches the
nornal deficit of $ 3,754,000 in year 8.

Coluon 8 sllows the totai year-by-year defjcit up to and

.../ ...
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includ~ng year 7. After this, the build-up and running-in
period is at an end; only the normal deficit will now occur.
The total costs of the build-up and running-in period thus
aillount~in the event of i~ediate opening for al: areas of
technology in year 1, to $ 8°5678,000.

VII. ~~blcEs r~ised by settins the ~ro/ean P~teLt Cfiice u~ ir.
.::'t ::q;;res

In its 1963 Report (page 22), the earlier EEC ~P:'cte:ltsn
:,'lorkingParty ~ssumed that the EPO conld not be opened for
all arees of technology at one and the saDe tine, but in
2-year steps of 10, 15~ 20, 25 and 30 % respectively_ (

L~ey-es 21 and 22 show how the EPO budget assllliedin t~is
study would u€velop wi t;h a prog.cessive huild-.up of this type.

Fi~st, the revenue accruing to the EPO in the various stages
is calculated in P~nex 21, Since the last stage opens at the
beginning of year 9? the full incoEe level cannot be renched
until year 16.

In Arnex 22, the expenditure is set against the income
c~lcul~ted in p~ex 21. Prior to the op8ni~g date, cnly
half the normal budget. figure is indicated as ..e}..--::enditure,
in addition to the initial capital investnent. As a general
rule for c3lculating the expenditure) it is assUDed that the
level of e:::penditure runs ahead. of trJ.eworkload i.n such a
W3y th8t, 2 years before a given st9ge opcn3, the EPO reaches
half the corresponding expenditure level, and that it rea~Les
the full expenditure level one year beforehand. The expend.iture
levels are calculated under "notes" :in cclur:m 6.

With a progressive build-up of the type p..ssu:c:.ed.he:r-e, the liP0

.... / ...
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would re2.ch its nomal budget with the normal deficit of
$ 3,754,000 in yenr .16 •. The .totnl deficit. up to ye.3r '15
turns.out to be ,$ .105,988-,806." , ..

In the budget calcul?tion$ bo~h for.inmediatefullopenlng
or the Office (Annex 20) and'for its progressive build-up
Uum6x 22) ~ no account h8.syet been taken of incoBe accruing

. .
tothe"EPO from the pre-emption. of part of the renewal fees
for granted p~tents. Nnen corresponding figures cnn be

" .

included in the c~lcu12tions, th~re will of nece~sity be a
budget surplus!1fter B cert~in tiDe - depending on the
proportion of the fee.reserved 'forthe EPO - which could
b8 employed to repay to the Contra~ting St3tes the, suns Dade
available in the build-up and running-in period.

:. ~
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VlIIo Ealancing the budget of the ~l~Oyean Pat8Dt Office by
near_s of ~ percenta~e sh~re i~ the renewal f2es for
Erante~Europe2n patents

It was stated illChapter V.3. of this paper that the EPO
.will not be able to cover itscc.sts w::"thoutreceivj.!l@;a
share of the renewal fees levied, OL the o~e h&nu by the
EEC S~ates for the Community patent and, o~ t~e other
hand, by the national patent offices of the other'
Contractine; States for granted European patents.

The percentage of its reven~c from ren~wal fees for'
gra:'lted::;uropeanpatents wl.d.ell each Contracting State
would have to pay over ~o the EPO ~eptnds on the total
reve~ue of all the Contracting States. This percentage
must be set at such 8 lev:;l as to cover the:teta.:'deficit
arising until the normal budget is attained.

It is, at the present moment, difficult to calculate the
annual revenue of each Contracting State, and thus the
total revenue. Such a calculation requires that the
following qualltities are knO\Tll fo~ each Contracting State.:

(

(a) the number of ~~ropean patents granteQ for thct
Contracting State;

(b) the level of the renewal fe~s to be levied! in that (
Contracting State in future;

(c) the proportion of European patents continuing in
existence in that Contracting State, i.e. the
percentage of gro.r:.tedpatents for which renewal .fees
are still levied during each year of t~e term of the
patent's;

(d) the leg2:17 dctp.~~ined mdxiill~mterm of patents in that
Contracting St~08.

EP./GT I/3l.!.. '" 1'7(" .~/,.. ..
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In such a calculation the European Economic Community would
have' to be treated as a unit, on account (j)fthe "C():J.~J"ention
the European Patent for the Common Market" (the so-called
2nd Convention).

for

We will now attempt to construct a model for such a c8~culation of .
the revenue of the Contracting St~tes. Intbis connection, it
is necessary to specify the following details concerning the
quantities mentioned under (a) to Cd) above.

Ref. (a); We first attempt to estimate the nu~ber of patents
g:::,e.ntedfor each State participating in the Inter-governmental
CorJ.ference.Since this study has reached the conclusion that,
out of a 1CO patent applications, 40 lead to grant (page 10),
we may conclude here that of all the applications in which the
applicant designates a particular Contracting State, 40 % lead
to ~he grant of a patent for that State. The number of patents
granted for any given Contracting state is thus equal to 40 %
of the number of applications in which this State is designated.. .

First cf all, t"herefore an attempt is made in Annex 2..3.' to
.estimate the frequ~ncy of designation of the Contracting States.

'C01umn 1 lists the states parti~ipating in the Conference. I~ ~
~on:lection with the "Community patent", it is necessary to set
up a special calculation for the EEC States at the ,bottom of
the page.
An attempt is made in column 2 to estimate the frequency of
designat~on of each State by its own nationals. It is assumed
in this connection that every applicant from a Contracting
State who files an application with the EPO includes his own

... 1...
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cG~try in the list of States designated. The figures used for
this purpose are taken from the rn.idd.1'ecoJ.uwn on page 1 of
Annex 10

The same assumptions are made in column 2a for the nationals_._---
of the :BEe States. Since, purs1:ant to the 2nd Convention, the
EEC States may only be designated jointly, the total of these
designatiuL.s by BEC nationals (12,678) should be mu::.tiIJlied
by 6~ giving a frequency of designation of the BEC by EEC
nationals of '76,068.

(
.An attempt is now made in cO,lumn_~_J_~.lJ.d_~to estimnte the
frequency of designation of each State by foreigners: It is
assumeG. in this connection that each natj.onal patent ofi'i.:ewill
10.)se 80 % of its previous n~ber of foreign applic3tio~s, anG.
that the ContrEictinr;State in question rill instead be designated
in European applications. Column 3 shows the number of foreign
applications filed with the national offices in question during
1968. It is assumed in column 4 that the frequency of designation
by foreigners is represented by 80 % of these figures.

T~e special calculation required for the EEe States is made in
columns 3a and ua. An estimate already hRving been made, ill I (

column 2a, of the frequency of designation of the EEG by EEC
nationals, column 3a shows the n~mber of foreign applications
filed in the EEG States in 1968 by persons other th'lnEEG n3tionalso
As regards these figures in column 3a it is nO'llnecessa:.."'Yto
estimate how many non-EEC nationals will designate the siz
EEG States jointly, i.e. will choose the BEe IS CO:!lII1u=.it;:rpatent.-
Since non-EEC nationals include both nationals of the other
Contracting States, and nationals of non-Contracting States,
it is.assumed, in accordance with the "two States theory" fer
Contracting States and the "three States theoryll for n(jn-Ciontra-:-
ting States, as employed in estimating the number of a:pplications
(pages 4 to 6 of this paper), that the number of times t~e EEC

... 1...
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is designated lies between t1;lesecond. highest figure (23,337)
and the third highest figure (14,502) shown in column 3a.
The nU!!l.berof non-EEC nationals choosing the Community patent
i-s:put"at a round 20,000, as l:ying 'Detween these two figures.
Sin'~e each of these applicants has to designate the six EEC
states joi.:ltly,this le~ds to a figure-of 120,000 designations

.'of the EEC by ncn-E1~C nationals.

Col1~mn ? shows the total of the figures given in colU:!lIlS
2 and 4, i.e. the total number of designations on the basis
of the fiKUres for 1968.
The results obtained on the basis of the figures for 1968
require to be increased by 11.2 % in ~lrrL~ 6, since the
number of El~ropeaJ patent applications estimated, with the
aid of statistics for 1968, on page 6 of this paper to be
35,971 was increased by 11.2 % to 40,000. Col~ 6 therefore
gives the frequency of'designation,of the Contracting States. .
with a total of 40,000 applications. The average rrumber of
designations per application therefore turns out to be 7.8.

"j

Of ccurse,'Annex 23 represents merely an attempt to'estim.ate
the frequency of designation of the Contracting states with'
40,000 European applications. This estimate c~n only be used
as the basis fo~ further calculations with certain reservations~'

~ (b)~ As far as the level of renewal fees is concerned, all
test csn be done in this study is to take the current renewal'
fee.
:lef~~: 'I'herroporti9!l £f J?2.tentscontinuing in exif?!_~~ may
vary from oue CODtractinGState to a~other. It must be left
to each Contracting State' to estimate this propo:::.tionfor the
European patents granted for its territory.

?ef<~dl: As regards the legally determined Eaxi~um~l

.. f'/ ...
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the calculations can be based either on a uniform term of
20 years o~ on the current term in each of the Contracting
States.

An attempt is now made in ~~~X 24 to perform such a calcul-
ation of revenue on the basis of a model case, i.e. the
Federal.Republic of "Germany. The Federal Republic of Germany
is a hypothetical case, since it is a Member State-of the EEC,
and Eu.ropean patents can~ot be granted for it separately.

The number'of patents granted for Germany in this hypothetical
example cannot be found by means of Annex 23, since the
Fede~al Republic is there included with the EEC as a whole.
This figure can however be estimated as follows, in accordan~i
with the ass~ptions made in Armex 23 for the ncn-EEC States:

Designation by own nationals
(A!h~ex 1, page 1, middle column)
Designation by foreigners:
Foreign applications 1968: 31,417
80 % of this figure

7,085

Designations according to 1968 figures: 329219
+ 11.2 % increase corresponding t~ ~~ex 23,
column 6 3,609

35~828

Of 35,828 designe.tions of the Fede:cal Republic of Gernany"
in Europe~ patent applications) 40 %,i.e. 14,331~ will
result in the grant of European patents for Germany.

I (

Columns 1 to 6 of Annex 24 contain a calculation of the
revenue to be exnected in the course of 20 patent years for a

....... / ....
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constaut figure of 14,331 patents granted each year.

In this model case, revenue from ,renewal fees commences in
year 6, since it is assumed that Europ3an patents are on the
average granted in year 5, and that :renewal fees are payable to
the national patent office from year 6 onwards. In actual fact,
some of the revenue of the national p~tent offices will start
to come in earlier than year 6 and some later.

The calculation is based on the current German renewal fees.
Since the term of German patents is at present only 18 years,
the German scale of fees is extended until year 20,according to
its current progression.

As regards the continued existence figures in column 2, these.
are based on the average of the figures for patents filed'with
the 8-ermanPatent Office in 1952, 1953 and 1954., For years 6
to 7 it is assumed that, above the normal drop-out figure of
4 patents, there is an additional drop-out of 5 patents as a
result of the opposition procedur~. The continued existence
figures for years _,19and 20 are estimated.

Tbe calculations in Annex 24 lead in column 6 to the result
that, in the hypothetical case of the Federal Republic of
Ge~any, the revenue from r~newal fees 20 years after the
opening of the EPO will be DM 42,354,775. In the period between
year 6 and year 20 'after the opening of the European Patent
Office, before a complete "age pyramid" of granted European
patents has been built up, the ~evenue from renewal fees will
not reach this figure. The corresponding amounts may be read
from column 6.

.../~,.'.
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In order to obtain a reasonable reliable estimate of the total
revenue of all the States participating in the Inter-governmental
Conference, from renewal fees for granted European patents,
the model thus setout for the hypothetical case of the
Federal Republic of ~ermany would have to be testGd, and the
"e:h.-pected-revenueof each Contracting State froID renewal fees
wculd have tc be ~alculated. This is not possible ir..this paper ..
In o~8r, however, to obtain some idea of how the EPa's budget
can "be balanced, we shall here assume a ,fictional aID_ountfor
the sum of the ~evenue of all Contracting States from renewal
fee"s. This "fictional amount will be taken to be twice the
revenue calculated for t2e aypothetical case o! the Federal
Republic. of Germany. Al t~ou;h a very h~gh c..esit;L8cion f:....e-1uency
was assumed in this hypothetical case (35,828 desicnations for
40,000 Europe8.n applications) and although the German Patent
Office's renewal fees are rele.tively high, a figure of twice
the revenue calculated for Germany should lead to an order of
magnitude which could ~e reached later by the tetal revenue of
all the Contracting States.

(

The revenue calculated for the sample case of Germany is first
converted into US dollars in coluzn Z and is then doubled in
column 8. The fictional total of the revenue of all the
Contracting States from renewal fees for grant-ed E1.~ropean
patents will thus amount to $ 23,144,686 as from year 20 after
the opening of the EPa, the total revenue of all the Contractin~ (
states will in each case equal the amounts given in column 8.

-tum-ex 25 sho\XJSthe revenue and. eA~end.:.tureof the European
Fatent Office, taking into account a sh~re in the Contracting

... 1...
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states' revenue from renewal fees for granted European patents.
This _~ex is a continuation of Annex 20, and is likewise bRsed
on the hypothesis of immediate full opening of the EPO, while not
taking the special org2ns under tl1e2nd Convention into account.

'I'hefigUres appearing: in .£.olu~ of Annex 25 are taken from
column 7 of Annex 20~ and therefore represent the EPO!s budget
deficit when a share of the renewal fees for granted patents is
not t~keu into consideration.

From year 6 onw2rds,co1umn 3 cont~ins the suns which could
accrue to the EPG as its shere in the CO:ltr.3.cting.?tates1 revenue
from renewal f'2esfor granted Europe311 p3.tents, assurr:.ingth3t
this share is set at 75 %. This "relatively h~gh figure will
en2Dle t~e EPO to at~ain a balanced budget as soon as pGssible,
and to repay the costs of the build-up and running-in period.
The figures in column 3 equal 75 5b of the figures in column 8.
of Annex 24, i.e. of the fictional tote.l revenue of all the
Con~r3cting St.stes from-renewal fees for Gr~nted European
patents. The figures increase from year 6 to Jear 20. From
year 20 .on',vardstl1eshare will remain constant at $ 17,359,000

:::::.per annu.ro.,aslong as .it continues at 75 %0
.......

Jo~4 shows the EPO's budget out-turn, taking into consider-.
ation its 75 16 sh~re in the renewal fees for granted patents.
From year 10 onw~rds, the EPO will have a ~udcet surplus which
will enable it to repay the costs of the build-up and running-in
period, i.e. the accumulated total of budget deficits up to
year 9.
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Col~~ 5.shows how the total budget out-turn develops.
It begir.s, as in Annex 20~ column 8, with $ 20~528,OOO
for the costs of the.preparatory stage. This deficit
increases continuously until it reaches a Il:3..."'Cirnum.of
$ 79,729~OOO in year S. Tbismaximllm debt of the EP0 is
not as great &5 would result fro~ the continuet~~u v;
column 8 of ~~&X 20 for year 9, 3inc~ in Annex 24 the
EPO t. S additional revenue from its share in the renewal fees
for granted patents starts in year 6. In ~ear 10 the EP01~
debts begin to decrease on account of current repayments

o

Between JTears 19 and 20 the EPO would have fully repaid the
ContI-acting States I contributions. for the build-up an.cl
I'UlllJ.ing-inperiod. In year 20 it vlould c.lrcad.yreach a
budget surplus of $ 8,110~OOO.

From year 20 onwards it would be possible either to reduco
the figure of 75 % or to reduce the procedural fees and
renewal fees charged by the EPO for European applications,
or to do both.

.
With a progrepsive build~up of the EPO, the calculation
shown in -~ex 25 would be moved back in time and would be
extended by up to 8 years, i 0 e. the pericd assu.rnedto
elapse between the beginning of the first and last stages~

, (

•
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IX. Financi~ of the European Patent Office in.its buil-up And
rup~ing-inpe~iod by contributions from the Contracting States

It has been possible to show in the previous chapter that the
EPO will probably be able, with the assistance of a share
in renewal fees for granted European patents, not otily to
attain a balanced budget, but also to achieve surplus'es which
will enable it to repay the costs of the build-up and running-

.in period. All that is required now is to consider by what
scale of contributions the costs of the build-up and running-
in period may be covered.

It also follows from the preceding considerations t.b.atit is
not necessgry to lay down a special scale of contributio~s
for -thefuture. The EPa's variable share in the Contracting
States' rE:venue from granted European Patents can p.erfo~ the
function of a scale of contributions. The basis for the
contribution made by any State will thus be its revenue from
granted European patents. It would seem to be worth considering
this method of evaluating contributions.

The Contracting States' income from granted European patents,
which will depend firstly' on the number of patents grante~ _
for these States and secondly on the level of their renewal
fees, would therefore seem to b~ a possible future basis for
evaluating the contributions which they are to pay to the
EPO. These contributions would be determined as a percentage,
which would be the same for all the Contr~cting States, of
their revenue from granted European patents. If the EPa was
faced with exceptional expenditure, this percentage could be
provisionally increased and if a surplus had built up it could
be pr~visionally reduced.

.../ ...
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Although a suitable scale of contributions can be found in
thin way for the future, there is still a need for a
provisional scale, i.e. a prior assessment scale, for the
cost~. of the build-up and running-in period, i.e. for the
first 20...years after the opening of the EPO. Acc'Jrding to
Annex 25, column 4, these costs a:t!l.ountto. :

For the period prior to the
opening of the EPO (indicated
as year 0) $ 20,528,000
For budget year 1 $ 12,453,000
" 11 " 2 $ 11,378,000
" " " 3 $ 9,959,000
II II II 4 $ 8,664,000
II " " 5 $ 7,Z43!OOO
II " II 6 $ 5,130,000
" 11 f: 7 $ 3;058,000
II " It 8 $ 1,231,000
" " It 9 $ 851000

Total $ 79,729,000
============

It will be necessary to raise tbis money in the firs~ place,
even though it will be possible to rep9Y it later from the
EPO's share in the Contracting St6.tesl revenue from granted
European p~tents.

A different scale of contributions must th8refore be fOULd
for raising these resources~

Certain sccles of contributions ~ill i~ediat31y be eli~ated
as unsuitable, such as the BIRPI scale and the Council of
Europe f s scale, which is based on pop'll ation fiS..lres•

... 1 ...
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other scales could :however be taken into considera~ion, and
a number of them are calculated in Annexes 26 and 27,8.nd
compared with each.other in .Annex 28. The scale based on
gross national pro.duct (Annex 26 -. r) seems to be less
Imitable, since the national product derives partly, in a
proportion which varies frOID,one.,pta:t;e.,:};? another, from

. : . _ . ," . '. , ..••l ;'< c.. l .' .

branches ,of the economy 'which have little to do with the
.patents field, such as agriculture or tourism. The scale

based on frequency of designation (Annex 26 - II) appears
to be unsuitable for the prior assessment which is in
question here, since it is a hypothetical scale. Of the
sce.les asscmblE;;din .Annex 27, the scale b8.sed on the number
of patents grantedsE;ems to L)e unsuitable, since it puts
States with a system of registration at a disadvantage. There
rem8in only the scales based on the number of patent applic-
ations, and of these the key based on the total number of
applications (Annex 27, column 8 and Annex 28, column 6)
could be the most suitable •

.L~E-E.: 29 shows the pa:YJIlentsmade by one CO_"7racting State in
respect of the costs of the build-up and running-in period,
and r€p~J'~ents to this State, taking the Federal Republic
'i)fGerman., as an example. The scale of contributions chosen
is based on the total nUI:1berof patent applicaticns in' 1968-. ~
l'or the Fed0ral Republic of Germany this key leads to. a
cnntribution of 19.64 %. In the preparatory stage (year 0)
and ir:.the: first 9 years after the EPO is opened, the
Feder31 nepublic would have to make total payments of
$ 15,658,775. F::-omyear 10 onw9rd.s, thesesUI:ls could be
repaid~ Up to and including year 20, the repaYments would
reecc the total of $ 17~251,580, and would thus alreqdy
excee~ the payments made.

. .. 1 ...
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In conclusion it must be pointed out once again that the
considerations put forward in this third Rnd last part of.
the p8per ~re even more hypothetical than those contained
in the first two parts. The Annexes to this last part are to
be understood prima~ily as setting out thought patterns and
methods of calculation which are to be tested and improved
by the Working Party before Working Party IV. can use them to
make more accu~ate calculations.

•. e/._011
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x. Summ~ry of the Paper

It is the task of Wo~king Party I to work out guidelines for
financial planning for the European Patent Office, and to
make the results available to Working Party IV.

T~is paper assembles material which is intended to make it
easier for Working Party I to estimate figures which
7~crking Party IV can use as the basis for its calculations.
It has not always been possible to make a clear distinction
between conlSiderations arising in the patents field in its
narrow sense from purely financial con?iderations. It should
however be sufficient for Working Party I to examine those
consider~tions in this paper which come into the patents
field, i.e. which fall under its terms of reference.
CorresponQing recommendations for Working Party IV can then
be drawn from these considerations. Further work can be left
to Rarking Farty IV and, as far as it relates to personnel
questions, .to Working Party III.

At its meeting on 1 to 3 April 1970, Working Party I Ehould
therefore arrive at conclusions as regards the following
questions, stated in the order in which they are dealt wittr
in this study, and should produce recommendations for
~orking Parties III and IV.

1.1. How many patent applications will be filed with a
European Patent Office opening in the mid-seventies,
on the ass~ption that the national patent offices will
continue to exist and that it will continue to be

.possible to re~uest p~tBnt pl~tection in Europe at the
purely national level,
Basis of discussion:
Paper, p. 4 to ~
.Annex 1.

. .../ ...
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2. How'many examiners will be required to process these
applications on the basis of the procedure now provided
for in the Draft? The Working Farty can 2nswer this
question separately-',in accordan~e with Article 88 (2)
of the Draft, for deferred examination procedures with
differing request periods (2-5-7 years).
Basis of discussion:
Paper, po 7 to 12
Annex 2.

II. wn8t recommendations can the Norking Party give toW0r~ing
Parties III and IV, - on the basis of the n~mber of examiners
thus determined - as regards the composition of the total
st~ff of the EPO ? In this connection answers would need to
be found to the following questions in particular:

(a) How many Patent Divisions and thus how many Chairmen of
Divisions will b8 required?

(b) How many Boards of Appeal will be required?
(c) liow many senior technicRl officials will be required

for work other than the examination of patent applic-
aticus,~ in particular-for classification and documentation
work?
Basis of discussion:---_. -------
Paper, p. 12
.Annex 3..

III. 1~ Since it is the task of working Party III to make
proposals for examiners salaries and, on the basis
thereof, for the remunera~i0n of other staff, it is not
necessary for the Working Party to adopt a~y position.

Basis of discussion:
.Paper, p. 13 to 14
Annex 5 to 9.

. ... f ....
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2. The ill3terialexpenses of the EPO are only included in
this paper in order to give some idea of the probable
magnitude of the EPO's budget and of the possibilities
of b~lancing it. It is the task of-Working Party IV to
estimate these expenses and Working- Party I need not
adopt any position on this.

Busis of discussion:
Paper, p. 14
Annex 10.

IV.1~ (a) ~Blichprocedural fees may provisionally - subject
to final determination i";)the Rules re13ting to fees -
be t8ken as the basis for financial 21anr~ing?

(b) Yhich income key (cf. Annex 14, column 2) is to be
adopted for this purpose? The key depends on the
length of the request period (Article 88).

B~si~__of_disc~i~~~
Paper, p. 16 to 18
.i.nn E;xes -1""1 to 1-+ •

2. (a) 'Hha.t:t'enew3.lfees for European-patent applic ations
may pr0visionally - subject to final deteroination
in the Rules relating to fees - be taken as the
basis for financialplanr.ing?

(0) 7fuich income key (cf. P.nnex 18, column 2) is to be
ado,ted for this purpose? The key depends on the
lansth of the request period.

~'3as~s of discussion:
Paper, p. 18 to 21
P~e7.es 15 to 18.

~../~..
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V.1. (a) Is the designation fee to be included among the proced-
ural fees as a fee ac~ruing directly to the EPO, as in
the PCT Rules, or is it to'be included in the budget as
a fee falling due to the dcsigne,ted Contracting States?

(b) ~nat level.of designation fees is provisionally to be
taken as a basis for financial pl~nning - subject to
/fi:n.aldetermination in the Rules rel,qting to fees?

(c) From ho~ ~any designetion fees can the EPO e~~ect to
draw Em annusl income?

Bnsis of discussion:--------~--~.~---
Paper, p. 21 to 23
Annex 23 (Estimate of frequency of desisnation)

. 2. It does not appear to be necessary to include the special
organs under the 2nd Convention in the financial
planning at present, since it may be assumed that the BEC
Stetes will cover the costs of these organs.

VI. The outline budget for the EPO (P~ex 19) does not give rise
to any questions on which the ~orking Party liasto reach a
conclusion, since this outline only constitutes a suzmary of
the individual estilletcs of revenuc2nd expenditure.

I

(.

:

IVlIcSnould Working Farty IV also include the case of a progressive~
build-up of the EPO in its calcul~tions?

In this case, what area e~d what time interval should be
assuwed for the individu2l stages?

•.. /.C'.
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Basis of discussion:
Faper, p. 27 and 28
_~exes 21 and 22.

VIII. As already indicated in the introductory note a~ovG
Article 129 (119), the EPO can only balance its no=mal
budget with the assistance of a share in the Contracting
States: revenue from renewal fees for granted European
patents.

Can Rorking Party I give any ideas on how to calculate the
Contr2cting States' revenue from renewal fees for granted
European p~tents?

Besis of discussion:
P8pe~, p~ 23 to 25 &nd 29 to 37
p~~exes 23 to 25.

IX. Can Working Party I give ~orking Party IV any recommendations
for the choice of a scale 01 contributions~ based on patents
considerBtions?

D06S it seem to be appropriate to m3ke a distinction
bstween a sc~le of contributions for the future and a
priGr assessment scale for the costs of the build-up and
rxnning-in period?

Basis of discussion:
Paper, p. 38 to 41
P~exes 24 to 29.

It is of course ope:::lto the Werking Party not to answer individ-
ual questions, and also to adopt a position as regards questions
which have not been put above.
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BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 1. page 1

from the BIRPI statistics for 1968 (Patent Table I b)
Industrial Property/La Propriete industrielle - December 1969 Supplement

Highest Second highest >Third highest

Country of origin

States participating in the
Inter-governmental Conference

Federal Republic of Germany
United Kingdom
France
Switzerland
The Netherlands
Italy
Sweden
Belgium
Austria
Denmark 0)
Spain
Norway
Ireland
Luxembourg
Portugal
Greece
Turkey (4)
Total for all participating states

1,••, In A 11.._

number of patent applications filed in 1968 in the
States participating in the Inter-governmental
Conference. with the ICIREPAT code for country of
destination (1)

9,444 FR 1.085 GB (2) 5,855 IT
4.014 DT 3.190 FR 2.468 IT3.200 DT 2.711 GB 2.544 IT2.474 DT 2,212 FR 1.884 GB
1.413 DT 1,218 FR 933 BE
1.341 FR 1,°32 DT 874 GB1.066 DT 954 GB 803 FR660 FR 411 NL 408 DT
599 DT 336 FR 328 CR
355 GB 291 DT 211 FR220 FR 150 IT 125 DT105 DT 91 GB 54 FR56 GB 18 DT 12 FR36 DT 35 FR 26 BE
19 ES 19 GB 16 FR12 FR 12 DT 6 GB

--25,014 20,611 16,541



Highest Second highest

--------- .• r-o- -

Third highest

Country of origin number of patent applications filed in 1968 in the States
participating in the Inter-governmental Conference, with
the ICIREPAT code for country of destination (1)

Third countries
USA 13,961 GB 12,°83 DT 11 ,392 FR
Japan 2,360 DT 2.331 GB 1,115 FR .
East Germany 1 .413 DT (5) 590 FR 412 GB(2)
Canada 586 GB 235 DT 223 FR
USSR 561 DT 542 FR 508 GB
Czechosloyakia 441 DT 345 GB 312 FR
Australia 249 GB 81 DT 65 FR
Hungary: 151 DT 129 OE 119 FR
Liechtenstein 149 FR 132 en 122 DT
South Africa 132 GB 54 DT 41 FR
Finland (3) 101 DT 81 GB 45 FR
Poland 83 DT 19 FR 11 GB
Rumania 64 DT 63 FR 56 GB
Israel 61 GB 29 DT 23FR
New Zealand 46 GB 1 DT 3 IT/NL
Bulgaria 35 FR 30 DT 29 IT
Yugoslayia 28 BE 25 DT 20 OE
India 26 GB 11 DT 15 FR
Monaco 25 FR 5 IT 4 GB
Panama 24 GB 15 FR 15 eR
Argentina 22 DT 20 IT 16 FR
Brazil 12 DT 12 IT 10 GB
Rhodesia 11 GB 3 D'l' 2 FR u.a.
Mexico 9 GB 9 ES 7 DT
Other third countries 264 GB 104 FR 51 NL
Total for all third countries 20.820 17 ,021 15.354

Grand Total 45,894 37, 644 31 901,

.'
kel/PA/bm
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Key

(1) 1C1REPAT country codel
BE = Belgium GB = United Kingdom
CH I: Switzerland IT ;:Italy
DK = Denmark NL = The Netherlands
DT = Federal Republic of Germany NO I: Norway
ES = Spain OE = Austria
FR ;:France SF ;:Finland

SW = Sweden

()
BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 1, page 3

(2) This is an estimated figure. The United Ki~gdom reported a total of 7.557 applications originating in
the Federal Republic and East Germany. It was assumed that the proportion originating in East Germany
was the same as for France (16:1). i.e. 472 applications.

(3)Account must be taken of the fact that, within Scandinavia. use is first made of the Nordic Patent.
For this reason. only the non-Scandinavian fugures have been taken from the series of 355 GB. 2~1 DT.
260 SW, .211 FR, for Denmark, 130 aw, 105 DT, 97 GB. 79 DK, 54 FR for Norway and 163 SW, 101 DT. 81 GB,
68 NO, 49 DK, 45 FR for Finland.

(4)There are no individual figures available for Turkey. They are included in the total for other
third countries.

(5) This figure has been taken from the statistics of the German Patent Office.

kel/PA/bm
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Calculation of the number of examiners required
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Annex 2, P%e 1y ..
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On the basis of the 1962 Draft On the basis of the 1970 Draft

I. Out of 100 patent applications

80 lead to a provisional European
patent;
according to the 1963 Report
(P. 12 below) 35 % of these are
abandoned before request for
examination is made;
thus under deferred examination,
28 applications would be dropped,
leaving

52 leading to a request for exami-
nation, of which 17 are elinimated
in examination proceedings with
third party participation,
leaTing

35 leading to a final European
patent

kel/PA/bm

under a system of deferred
examination with a 7-year

request period

80 appl~cations are neither withdrawn
or refused during examination for
obvious deficienciea nor abandoned
following an unfavourable report
on the state of the art; with a
request period of about the same
lenght as for 1962, about 28 appli-
cations would be dropped, leaving

52 leading to a request for exami-
nation, of which 12 are elinimated
in examination proceedings without
third party participation, leaving

40 leading to the grant of a European
patent, of which

10 give rise to opposition; of these,
5 are elinimated, leaving

35 valid European patents

.~

under a system of deferred
examination with a 2-year

request period

80 applications reach the stage in-
dicated in the previous column;
as the result of a considerably
shorter request period than for
1962, only 6 % would be dropped
before a request for examination
was made; the drop-out figure is
thus reduced to 5, leaving

75 leading to a request for exami-
nation of which 17 are elinimated
leaving

58 leading to the grant of a European
patent, of which

14 give rise to opposition; of these,
7 are elinimated, leaving

51 valid European patents



II, This leads to the following amount
of work for 100 applications

tJ (~) BR/GT I/3'V10
Annex 2/'Page
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1962 Draft 1970 Draft

1year period 2 year period

10 100 examinations for obvious 10 100 examinations for obvious 10 100 examinations for obviousdeficienc'ies deficiencies deficiencies
20 52 examinations for novelty 2. 52 examinations for novelty 2. 75 examinations for novelty

30 10 examinations of opposition 3. ( 14 examinations of oppo~ition

Examiner's time required at each operation for this volume of worka

according to 1963 Report (p~ 17)1

10 0.5 working days for examination for obvious
deficiencies

2. 300 working days for examination for novelty
of which

2.3 days by the 1st rapporteur
0.7 days by the 2nd rapporteur

kel/PA/hm

according to new estimates 1

10 0.5 working days for examination for obvious
deficiencies

2. 203 working days for examination for novelty.
of which

1.8 days by the 1st rapporteur
0.5 days by the 2nd rapporteur

30 3 working days for examination of opposition,,
of which

2.3 days by the 1st rapporteur
0.7 days by the 2nd rapporteur



1962 Draft

III. Thus the following number of examiners are required I

1970 Draft

,,-
.'

7-year period _ 2-year period

1•.100 x 0.5 = 50 days 1. 100 x 0.5 = 50 days 1. 100 X 0.5 = 50 days
2. 52 x 3 = 156 days 2, 52 x 2.3 I: 119.6 days 2. 75 x 203 = 172.5 days

3. 10 x 3 = 30 days 3. 14 x 3 = 42 days

100 applica-
tions re-
quire 206 examiner working days 199.6 examiner working da~s 26405 examiner working days

on the basis of 220 working days per year
per examiner, processing 100 applications
calls for

0.94 examiners 0.91 examiners 1.20 examiners

this corresponds to an annual workload per examiner of
106.80 applications

375

109.89 applications

for 40,000 applications, the number of examiners
required would bel .

364

83.18 applications

481

kel/PA/bm
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Total numbers and grading of
European Patent Office staff for a

requirement of 390 examiners

The staff needed for the EPO has been grouped into four classes (A, B, C and D), as
provided, for example, in the Service Regulations of officials of the European Communitieso

(A) Class A employees

10 Office of the President of the EPO
1 President
3 Vice-Presidents, each responB~ble for a Directorate General
1 Principal Private Seoretary
2 Officials

110 Direotorate General I
(Examination, grant and administration of patents)
1. Patent Divisions

According to Annex 2, the EPO would need 390 examiners. The Chairman has
assumed that the Examining Sections and Examining Divisions would be
placed together for administrative purposes in Patent

carry forward:

7

7

kel/PA/bm ,--..,.



BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 3. page 2

brought forward: 7

Divisions composed of 15 examine~s. Accordingly 26 Chair-
men would be needed for the Patent Divisionso The total
number of Class A employees required for all the Patent
Divisions would thus be

20 Patent Administration Division (1)
1 Head of Diyision
2 Jurists

III. Directorate General II
(Boards of Appeal and Revocation Boards) (1)

9 Board Chairmen
36 Members

.IV. Directorate General III
(Administration)
1. Budget. Personnel, Organisation and General Services Division

1 Head of Division
(a) Budget Section

1 Head of Seetion
2 Officials

(b) Personnel Section
1 Head of Section
1 Official-

,~
carry forward:

rrr-It has been assumed that expenditure relating to these bodies
.ill hA hn~nA hv +hA ~~~ Q+D+~a

416

3

45

1

3

2

477
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(c) Organisation Section
1 Head of Section
2 Officials

: :\

t~~:d BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 3. page 3

brought forward: 477

.'.

\
3

(d) General Services ,Section (receipt of applications.equipment. etc)
1 Head of Section

2. Classification and Documentation Division
1 Head of Division
(a) Library

1 Chief Librarian
(b) Classification and Documentation Section

1 Head of Section
12 Classifiers'

5 Officials
In establishing these figures. account has been taken of the division
of tasks between the International Patent Institute and the EPO.

1

1

1

18

kel/PA/bm

30 Legal Division
(Legal studies; participation. where appropriate. in the decisions
of t~e Examining Divisions)
1 Head of Division
12 Jurists 13

carry forward; 514
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brought forward:

4. Translation Department
1 Head of Translation Department

47 Translators and interpreters

Total number of Class A employees needed for the EPO:

(B) Class B employees

1. (a) For the "procedural" Divisions (Examining Sections, Examining
Divisions, Boards of Appeal and Revocation Boards), in the -
ratio of 1:6 to Class A employees (461) -

(b) Patent Admtnistration Division

514

48

562

77
15

kel/PA/bm

2~ For the President's Office and the Direotorate General of Administration
(excluding the Translation Department) 45

30 For the Translation Department, in the ratio of 1:10 to Class A
employees (48) 5

Total number of Class B employees needed for the EPO 142



c>

(c) Class C employees

Ci) BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 3, page 5

1. Typing Pool
The number of typists depends on the number of Class A and Class B employees (704)0 .

In certain national patent offioes and at the Commission of the European Communities
the ratio seems to be 113. Other national patent offices employ fewer typistso In the
1963 Report the earlier Working Party was of the opinion that the minimum ratio to be
adopted for the EPO should be 1.4.
The number of typists needed will therefore be

2. (a) Archives of the "procedural" Divisions
There should be one filing clerk to eaoh Class B employee in the procedural
Divisions. Even if a modern centralized filing system is installed in the EPO
for all the procedural Divisions, or at least for each of the Patent Divisions
and for the Boards of Appeal and Revocation Boards together, it seems hardly
possible to reduce the ratio of 111.
The number of Class B employees in the procedural Divisions being 77, it is
suggested that the number of filing clerks should also be put at 77

(b) Archives of the Patent Administration Division

30 Administration archives, clerical services, particularly in the Preliminary
Examination Division,
Library assistant~, cashiers, telephonists, caretakers and porters

carry forward:

kel/PA/bm

176

77
7

260

-----. ~.
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brought forward I 260

As the administrative departments of the EPO will be equipped
with modern office machines and equipments, the number of
Class C employees needed for the administrative services would
be relatively 10~.

ke1/PA/bm

Number proposed

4. Translation Departmen~

The Translation Department would appear to need about 5 Class C
employees

Total number of Class C employees n~eded by the EPO

(D) Class D employees

The estimate of the'number of Class D employees needed for the EPO
is as follows I

Messengers
Duplicating services
Maintenance staff, drivers and porters
Documentation
Auxiliary general service staff (including filing)

Total number of Class D employees needed by the EPO

210

5

475

30
26
40
10

35

141
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(Notel cleaning would be undertaken by an office cleaning agency)- '

Total number of staff required for the EPO l~~~g



~, V \ Annex 4
Distribution of posts among employee classes in the EPO as compared
with that of the Commission of the European Communities

(e~cluding Translation Department)
Commission of the European CommunitiesEPO

(excluding Translation Department)Class

--------------ii---------------------------jIT.-----------------------------
II
\I
\I
\I
I

number of I percentage of .. number of\I
posts total posts \I posts 1969\I

.fl-
\I
II

A (Administrative) 514 40,7 ,; "1,363
B (Executive) 137 10.9 ,; 911
C '(Clerical) 470 37.2 ,; 1,898
D (Operative) 141 11.2 % 254

II

percentage of
total posts

30.8 %
20.6 %
42.9 %
5.7 ,;

II

Total ii 1,262 l 100'; n 4,426 1 100';=====================~~=================-====================~========================-======================
II II
II II
\I II

Translation Department Translation Department of the
of the EPO Commission of the European Communities

number of I percentage of number of percentage of
posts total posts posts 1969 total posts

at the EPO at the Commission

,I
\I I58 I 4.4 % II 487 9.9 ,;
"II*II

II

;:::~ number of ~. 1,320 ) I ~======~::::=========~===b==================================~========~=====================-----------------~
kel/PA/bm
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Distribution of EPO employees among the various grades

"

Number of permanent posts after
Class and Funotion the setting up of the EPO
grade excluding I in"cluding

the Translation Department i Total

A 1 plus allowance President 1 - 1
4 2 plus allowance Vice Presidents 3 - 3
A 2 Board Chairmen,Principal Private Secretary 10 - 10
A 3 Board members, Chairmen of Patent I

Divisions, Heads of Division 66 1 , 6'7
J~A 4 ) ,1-28" rl\-!:" '7 135

A 5 ~ Examiners, jurists and other academically .JZ?::-- I tt- ~ 16 143 ILl
A 6 J21,/ 7:l.. 13 149 f:$'
A '7 ) trained officials 5: ll- 11 : 63 g..3
A 8 } - -
(;lassA total 514 48 (1) 562,

B 1 Executive officer 38 1 39
B 2 Chief inspector 38 1 39
B 3 Chief inspector 43 3 46
B 4 Inspector 18 " 18-
B 5 Inspector - - -
Class B total 137 5 142

(1) This distribution corresponds to the table for grades A 3 - A '7 in use by the European
Communities in 1969 (1:15:33:28:23)0

kel/PA/bm ~ r'
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. '

Number of permanent posts .after
Class and FUllction the setting up of the EPO

grade excluding I including
the Translation Department Total

C 1 Principal ~ecret~r1 71 1 72
C 2 Secretary 117 1 118
C 3 Secretary 235 3 238
C 4 Assistant 42 - 42
C 5 Assistant 5 - 5

Class C total 470 5 475

D 1 Supervisor 71 - 71
D 2 Chief operative 56 - 56
D 3 Chief operative 14 - 14
D 4 Operative - - -
Class D total

Total

141

1.262 58

141

1.320

kel/PA/um
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Grade structure of the EPO as compared
with that of the Commission of the European Communities
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Annex 6, page 1

European Patent Office
II
II
II
II
I

Commission

number
of posts

(excluding Translation
Department)Class.and grade;(1)

funct10n

I
1r

(excluding Translation
Department)

percentage or
total posts IJ
in Claaa lrl

!!

number of
posts in

1969

percentage of
total posts
in Class

A 1 plus allowance
President/Director General

A 2 plus allowance
Vice-President

1

3 (
23

.. I II I
II ~

7.1 ,;96
A 2 Board Chai~man, Principal n \ ~

Private Secretary/Director II 10 2 ,; n
A 3 Board member, Chairman of" C

Patent Division, Head of. n . \'1
A 4 ~;:;~~~~~~;::c~~a~i :~:i~~s trator~-H--~/lfS--~; ~-~-I-~;\-}--m----- ------~~;j.-~.--._.---rr:
A 5 Examiner/Principal administrator n 12"f' 14~ 25 % . II 340 25.4 % Ibl
A 6 Examiner/Administrator II J)'f 1 25 % I :: 178 13.3 % CJ{'
A 7 Examiner/Administrator n.Y 7 10 % n 161 12.0 ,; 83
A 8 Examiner/Assistant administrator II - ..

\

Class A total ii J 1(excluding Presidep.tand Vice- U 5,10 100 % J' U 1340 I 100 %
Presidents) U n=======================================~============= =====================================~==================
(1) This column first gives the descriptions adopted for the EPO, followed by those in use at the

Commission of the European Communities.

kel/PA/mrk
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Commission

(excluding Translation
Department)

f

European Patent Office

(excluding Translation
Department)

II
II
II
II
II
II
II
I

ddC1 e; numoer percen"(;age01. number ot- percentl;ige 01

of post~ total posts posts in total posts
in Class 1969 in Class

::

B 1 Executive officer II 38 28 % 254 27.9 %
II .,

B 2 Chief inspector II 38 28 % 257 28.2 %II
lI-

B 3 Chief inspector II 43 31 % 285 31.3 %
1\

B 4 1\ 18 13 % I 86 9.4 %Inspector II
II

B 5° Inspector II 29 3.2 %II - -
II 100 % !!

Class B total II 137 911 100 %
II============================,6=============== ===================9f====================== e==================

C 1 Principal secretary 71. 15 % 286 15.1 %
C 2 Secretary 117 25 % 464 24.4 %
C 3 Secretary 235 50 % 958 50.5 %
C 4 Assistant 42 9 % 170 9.0 %
C 5 Assistant I 5 1 % 20 1.0 %

II

Class C total ii 470 100 % 1898 100 %II============================~~=============== ===================9F====================== e===:==============
II

D 1 Supervisor 71 50 % II 127 50.0 %II

56 40 % II
D 2 Chief operative \I 102 40.2 %

II

D 3 Chief. operative 14 10 % II 9.8 %II 25
II

D 4 Operative , II

II - - II - -
Class D total :: 141 100 % :: 254 100 %II II

II II=====================================~=~================================================ ==================
ke1/PA/mrk
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Currency parities
This Annex gives the currency parities used in the calculations in the following annexes. The table
below has been taken from a table drawn up by the Deutsche Bundesbank (Vs 801) giving the currency
parities as at 12.00 noon on 27 October 1962t as agreed by the various States with the International
Monetary Fund.
Country

Belgium
Federal Republic of

Germany
Denmark
France
Greece
United Kingdom .
Ireland
Italy
Luxembourg
The Netherlands
Norway
Austria
Portugal
Sweden
Switzerland
Spain
Turkey

kel/PA/mrk

Monetary unit Abbreviation US Dollar equivalent
(m.u.) used US cents m.u. per

per m.u. US $
Belgian franc bfrs 2.00000 50.000000
Deutsche Hark DM 27.32240 3.660000,

/'

Danish krone dkr 13.33333 7.500000
French franc F 18.00440 5.554190
Drachma Dr 3.33333 30.000000
Pound Sterling £ 240.00000 0.416667
Irish pound I- 240.00000 0.416667
Italian lir~ Lire 0.16000 625.000000
Luxembourg franc lfrs 2.00000 50.000000
Netherlands florin hfl 27.62430 3.620000
Norwegian krone nkr 14.00000 7.142860
Austrian schilling S 3.84615 26.000000
Escudo Esc 3.47826 28.750000
Swedish krone skr 19.33040 5.173210
Swiss franc Fr 22.86850 4.372830

r
Peseta Ptas 1.42857 70.000000
Turkish pound £ 11.11110 9.000000

f'\ r'.
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Sur v e y

of the salaries of ~mployees of the Commission of the
European Communities

The figures indicate the salary of a married employee with
two children of schoQl age, employed elsewhere than in his
country of origin; in each case the figures corresponding
to the first and last incremental steps of the grade are
indicated by (a) and (b) respectively.

In this survey, the salaries of officials of the Commission
of the European Communities are shown free of tax, since it
is assumed that the salaries of employees of the EPO will
not be taxed.

kel/PA/mrk"
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L
12

bfrs
11

Net monthly
salary;

(col.7 minus
col.10)

bfrs-10

Total
deduc-
tions
(cols.8
and 9)

Pension
contri-
bution
(6% of
col.2)

Gross
sal-
ary
(colums
2 to 6)

Expat-
riati.on
allow-
ance
(16% of
oolumns
2 to 4,
but not
less than
2,500 bfral

per
child)

School
fees
allow-.
ance
(800(1)bfrs

Health
insur-
ance
(1.5%
of col.
2,but not
more than
1,150
bfrs) and
accident
insurance
(0.1% of
co1.2)

bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs
4 5 67 8 9

Child-
ren's
allow-
ance
(1,400
bfrs per
child)

bfrs-3

Family
allow-
ance
(5% of
column
2,but
not less
than
900 bfr~

bfrs
2

Basic
sal-
ary

1

Grade
(a)tirst

incre-
mental
step

(b)last
ipcre-
mental
step

CIa s s A
A 1 a)

b)

A 2 a)
b)

A 3 a)
b)

A 4 a)
b)

A 5 a)
".b)

A 6 a)
b)

A 7 a)
b)

74 950 3747.5
97 450 4872~~
65 550 3277.5
86 800 4340.0
53 450 2672.5
78 300 }915.0
44 750 2237.5
62 ,950 3147.5
36 500 1825.0
52 600 2630.0
31 050 155.2.5
'44 000 2200.0
26 150 1307•.5
~3 650 1682.5

2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800
2800

1600
1600
1600
1600
1600
1600
1600
1600
1600
1600..
1600
1600
1600
1600

.13039-6
16819.6 ;
11460.4
1~030.4
9427.6 '

.13602,4
.79()6.0
11023.0
6580.0
9284.8
566~.4
7.840.0
4841.2
6101.2

.96137.1 1199.20
123542 •.1 1247.45
84687.9' 1048~80
110570.4 1236.80
69950.1 855.20
100217.,4, 1228',30
59353.5 716.00
81521.1 1067.20
49305.0 584.00
68914.8 841.60
4266609 496~80
58440.0 704.00
36698.7 .418.40
45833.7 538.40

4497
5847
3933
5208
3207
4698
2685
3777
2190
3156
1863
2640
1569
2019

5696.20
7094.45
4981.80
64lt4.80
4062.20
5926.30
3401.00
4784.20
2774.00
3997.60
2359.80
3344.00
1987.40
2557.40

90440.90
116447.65
79706.10
104125.60
6.5.887.90
94291.10
; '~

55952.50
76736090'
46531.00
64917.20
40307010
55096.00
34711.30
43276.30

1808.82
2328.95
1594.12
2082.51
1317.76
1885~82
1119.05
1534.74
930.62
1298.34
806.1lt
1101.92
694.23
865.53

==============================================~===================================================================
(1) School fees allci*anc~s are-ealculated according to the following flat rates: for children aged 6-11,

450 hfrs; children aged 11-1B-, 625 bfrs; for children in higher education, 1,250 bfrs. The calculations
given above are based on 1/3 of~he total of these allowances (77~bfrs, rounded up to 800 hfrs).
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Grade Basic Family Child- School Expat- Gross Health Pension Total Net monthly
(a)first sal- allow- ren's fees riation sal- insur- contri- deduc- salary

incre- ary ance allow- allow- allow~ ary ance bution tions (col.7'minusmental' (5%.of ance ance ance (colums (1.5% (6% of (cols:8 col.10),step column (1,400 (800(1) (16% of 2 to 6) of col. col.2) and 9)
(b)last 2,but bfrs per bfrs " columns 2,but not

incre- not less child per 2 to 4, more than
mental than child) but not 1,150
step 900 bfr$ less than bfrs) and

2,500 bfr~ accident
insurance
(0.1% of
co1.2)

bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs S
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12

C 1 a B, B B
;

B 1 a) 31 050 1552 •.5 2800 1600 5664.4 42666.9 496.8 1863 2359.8 40307.1 806.14
b) 44 000 2200.0 2800 1600 7840,0 58440.0 704.0 2640 3344.0 55096.0 1101.92

B 2 a} 26 350 1317.5 2800 1600 4874tt8 36942.3 421.6 1581 2002.6 34939.7 698.79b} 36 150 1807.5 2800 1600 6521,2 48878.7 578.4 2169 2747.4 46131.3 922.63
B 3 a) 21 350 1067.5 2800 1600 4034.8 30852.3 341.6 1281 1622.6 29229.7 584.59b} 29 750 1487.5 2800 1600 5446.0 41083.5 476.0 1785 2261.0 38822.5 776.45
B 4 a} 17 850 900.0 2800 1600 3448.0 26598.0 285.6 1071 1356.6 25241.4 504.83

b) 25 200 1260~0 2800 1600, 4681.6 35541.6 403.2 1512 1915.2 33626.4 672.53
=================================================================================================================
(1) Bee footnote to page 2

kel/PA/mrk



~J \(:;;/ Annex 8, page 4



\~ y "
Annex 8, page 5

Grade Basic Family Child- School Expat- Gross Health Pension Total Net monthly
(a)first sal- allow- renls fees riation sal- insur- contri- deduc- salary

incre- ary ance allow- allow- allow- ary ance bution tions (col.7 minusmental (5%.of ance ance ance (colums (1.5% (6% of (cols.8
step column (1,400 (800(1) (16% of 2 to 6) of col. col.2) and 9) col.l0)

(b)last 2,but bfrs per bfrs columns 2,but not
incre- not less child per 2 to 4, more than
mental than child) but not "1,150
step 900 bfr~ less than bfrs) and

2,500 bfrq)
-"

accident
insurance
(0.1% of
co1.2)

bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs $
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

CIa B S D

D 1 a) 12 750 900.0 2800 1600 2632 •.0 20682.0 204.0 765 969.0 19713.0 394.26
h) lE350 917.5 2800 1600 3530.8 27198.3 293.6 1101 1394.6 258P3.7 516.07

D 2 a) 11 200 900.0 2800 1600 2500.0 10000.0 179.2 672 851.2 9148.8 182.98
b) 16 100 900.0 2800 1600 3168.0 24568.0 25'7.6 966 1223.6 2331.4.4 466.89

D ~ a) 10 100 900.0 2800 1600 2500.0 17900.0 161.6 606 767.6 17132.4 342.65
b) 14 650 900.0 2800 1600 2936.0 22886.0 234.4 879 1113.4 21772.6 435.45

==;==~=-======~====================================================================================================

(1) see footnote to page 2

kel/PA/mrk
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Annex 9. page 1

Calculation
of the salaries to be ~aid to employees of the EPO

~--

(Basis of calculations Salaries - from Service Regulations of the European Communities - in
each case, for a married official with two school-age children in the third incremental
step of his grade; Number of employees receiving expatriation allowance equal to 3/4 of
total number)

kel/PA/bm
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-Number of TotalGrade posts Salary for ~ employee annual
with- .!!.!.h. Basic Family Child- School Total Expatriation Total including salaries
out monthly allo- ren's fees excluding expat- allowance (16 % expatriation (col. 2 x colo~expatri- salary wance allo- allo- riation allowance of columns 4 to allowance

+ col. 3 xation at (5% of wance wance (columns 4 to 7) 6, but not less , colo 13)allowance third column 2 , (1,400 (800 than 2,500 bfrs)tncre- but not bfrs bfrs per per per per per perJIllmta~ less per (1)per month year month year month year
.!J..lep-. than child) child) (col. 8 (col. 9900 bfrs) and col. and col.

10) 11)
bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 . 12 13 14
A 1 - 1 83950 lt197.5 2800 1600 92547.5 1110570 14551.6 174619.2 107099.1 1285189.2 1285189.2A 2 3 10 74050 3702~5 2800 1600 82152.5 985830 12888.4 154660.8 95040.9 1140490.8 14362398.0A 3 17 50 60550 3027.5 2800 1600 67977.5 815730 10620.4 127444.8 78597.9 943174.8 61026150.0A 4 3'J. 101 1.9950 2497.5 2800 1600 56847.5 682170 8839.6 106075.2 65687.1 788245.2' 102806545.2A 5 }6 107 41100 2055.0 2800 1600 47555.0 570660 7352.8 88233.6 54907.8 658893.6 91045375.2A 6 35 105 3475U 1737t15 2800 1600 40887.5 490650 6286.0 75432.0 47173.5 566082.0 76611360.0A 7 16 47 29150 1457.5 2800 1600 35007.5 420090 5345.2 64142.4 40352.7 484232.4 29.480362.8

Total A 141 421 373500 18675.0 19600 11200 422975.0 5075700 65884.0 790608,.•0 488859.0 5866308.0 376617380.4
B 1 10 29 34750 1737.5 2800 1600 40887.5 490650 6286.0 75432.0 47173.5 56608200 21322878.0B 2 10 29 29150 1457.5 2800 1600 35007.5 420090 5345.2 64142.4 40352.7 48423204 18243639.6B 3 11 '5 23750 1187.5 2800 1600 29337.5 352050 4438.0 53256.0 33775.5 40530600 18058260.0B 4 4 14- 19950 997.5 2800 1600 25347.5 304170 3799.6 45595.2 2914701 349765.2 6113392.8

Total B 35 107 107600 5380.0 11200 6400 130580.0 1566960 19868.8 238425.6 1501.48.8 180538506 63738170.4

(1) School fees allowances are calculated according to the following flat rate: for children aged 6 - 11, 450 bfrsl
children aged 11 - 18, 625 bfrs; for children in higher education, 1, 250 bfrs. The calculations given above are
based on 1/3 of the total of thes~ allow~nces (775 bfrso rounded up to 800 bfrs).

kel/PA/bm
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Grade Number of Total
posts Salary for ~ employee annual

!i!h- ~ Basic Family Child- School Total Expatriation Tota.l including salaries
out monthly allo- rents fces excluding expat- allowance (16 % expatriation
rnatri- salary wance allo- allo- riation allowance of columns 4 to allowance (col. 2 x col.S

+ation at (5% of wance wance (columns 4 to 7) 6, but not less + col. 3 x
allowance third column 2, (1,400 (800 than 2,500 bfrs) colo 13)

incre- but not bfre birs per per per per per per
mental less per (1)per 'month year month year month year
step than child) child) (col. 8 (col. 9900 bfr3) and col. and col.

10) 11)

bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfrs bfre bfrs bfrs bfrs birs bfrs

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

C '1 '18 54 20100 1005 2800 1600 25505 306060 3824.8 45897.6 . 29329.8 351957.6 24514790.4
C 2. 29 89 16900 .900 2800 1600 22200 266400 3296.0 39552.0 25496.0 305952.0 34955328.0
C 3 59 179 15350 900 2800 1600 20650 247800 3048.0 36576.0 23698.0 284376.0 65523504.0
C 4 1'i 31 13500 900 2800 1600 18800 225600 2752~0 33024.0 21552.0 258624.0 10498944.0
c 5 1 4 12000 goo 2800 1600 17300 207600 2512.0 30144.0 19812~0 237744.0 1158576.0
-..---._--

Total C 118 357 77850 4605 14000 8000 104455 1253460 15432~8 185193.6 119887.8 1438653.6 136651142.4
-D 1 18 53 14350 900 2800 1600 19650 235800 2888 34656 22538 270456 18578568
D 2 14 42 12600 900 2800 1600 17900 214800 2608 31296 20508 2460~~ 13343232
D 3 3 11 11400 900 2800 1600 16700 200400 2500 30000 19200 23049P 3135600

~.tal D 35 106 38350 2700 8400 4800 54250 651000 7996 95952 62246 746952 35057400

~otal 329 991 597300 31,360 5}f00 30j+OO 712260 8547120 109181.6 1r10~79.2 821441.6 9857299.2 612064093.2. . I I

1320 add annual entertainment allowance of 100,000 bfrs (2) each for
the President and the three Vice-Presidents. 400000.0

Total in bfrs 612464093.2
- :: S 12249281.9

(1) See footnote (1) on page 2 ,I'

(2) Chairman's proposal r". r"
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Annex 10, page 1

Initial capital inv~stment and recurring expenditure
of the European Patent Office for a staff of 1,320

Introductory note: Expenditure has been esti~ated on the basis of practical figures taken
from the budget of the Commission of the European Communities for 1969
(Official Gazette of the European Communities No. L 36 of 12 February 1969,
pp. 126 ff.). As the number of staff at the EPO will be 27 % of that
employed by the Commission, the figures taken for the EPO are as a general
rule equal to 27 % of the figures for the corresponding items in the
Commission's budget. Where a different amount has been entered, this is
expressly mentioned for each item. Expenditure has been rounded up to the
nearest S 1,000.

Key: p.m. = token entry
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General estimate of expenditure

1. Initial capital investment by the EPO

Estimated sum

2. Recurring expenditure of the EPO

Title I Salaries; allowances and expenses on taking up
employment, leaving the service and on transfer
(see pages 3 and 4)

Title II Buildings, equipment and other material expenses
(see pages 5 - 10)

Total

\,;.)

BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 10, page 2

4 000 000 1$----------------------

13 589 000 1$

2 886 000 S

16 475 000 S
------------------------

." .~,

ke' 19 a Imn
"
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TITLE I
SALARIESJ ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES ON TAKING UP EMPLOYMENT,

LEAVING THE SERVICE AND ON TRANSFER
CHAPTER II - STAFF

\[ ,r---... ';r""'\ BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 10. page 3

Article item

CHAPTER II

Description of expenditure Appropriation
!

20

21

22

23

24

25

201 - 203 Established and unestablished employees occupying posts provided
for in the establishment plan
- see calculation in Annex 9 -

211. 212 Social security
- pensions. widow.' and orphans' pensionsJ
the approriation amounts to 27 % of the corresponding appropri-
ation for officials and other employees of the Commission
($ 1.427,616) -

221. 222 Health and accident insurance
231. 232 Other allowances and grants

- grant on the birth of a child, payment in the event of death.
annual leave travel allowance-

242 - 245 Other staff
The EPO will probably employ considerably fewer other staff
(auxiliary staff, local staff, special advisers) than the
Commission. The expenditure on other staff has been estimated
at ~ % only of the corresponding appropriation in the
Commission's budget.-

Overtime
-It has been assumed that. as is the case at the Commission.
Class C and Class D employees will be paid overtime. As the
number of Class C and Class D employees at the EPO is 29 % of
.those at theCommissidn. 29 % of the Commission's appropriationhas been entered~-.-

CHAPTER TT 'PO'PAT.

1? 249 000

385 000

/

387 000
128 000

117000

91 000

1":1: ":I:c;;.,.,AAA
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CHAPTER III - ALLOWANCES AND EXPENSES ON TAKING UP EMPLOYMENT, LEAVING
THE SERVICE AND ON TRANSFER

\~.:,) BR/GT 1/39/70
Anne~ 10, page 4

Article item

CHAPTER III

Description of expenditure .Appropria tion
!

30

31

}2

33

34

302

312

}22

332

341

Travel expenses
- The Appropriation is 27 % of the Commission's appropriation,
as reduced by S 33,480 for the travel expenses of employees
affected by the temporary special measures (redundancy)o-

Installation, resettlement and transfer allowances.
- The appropriation is 27 ~ of the Commission's appropriation,
as reduced by S 265,625 for the resettlement allowances for
employees affected by the temporary special measureso_

Removal expenses .
The appropriation is 27 % of the Commission's appropriation,
as reduced by S 162,200 for the removal expenses of employees
affected by the temporary special measureso_

Temporary subsistence allowanoes
- severance grants, duty allowances _
Allowances payable to employees detached from active service,
removed from their post, or whose employment is terminated

CHAPTER III TOTAL

9 000

26 000

81 000

111 000

5 000

232 000

kel/PA/bm
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TITEL I TOTAL
============

I

134 589 000
============
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CHAPTER IV - BUILDINGS

TITLE II
BUILDINGS, EQUIPMENT AND OTHER MATERIAL EXPENSES

••

Article item

CHAPTER IV

Description of expenditure ,Appropriation
~

40

41

42

43

44

45

kel/PA/mrk

Rents
It has been assumed that-the EPO will be housed in a single
building. It will thus have a lower rent to pay than the
Commission, which rents several buildings in different countries.
Rent for the EPO has been ~stimated at about S 1,000,000, or
18 % of the Commission's corresponding appropriation.-

Insurance
As in the case ot rents, the figure is only 18 % of the
Commission's appropriation~-

Water, Gas, Electricity, Heating
As in the case of rent, the figure is only 18 % of the
Commission's. appropriation.-

Cleaning and Maintenance
As in the case of rent, the figure is only 18 % of the
Commission[s ~ppropriation.-

Minor office alterations
- As in the case of ~ent, the figure is only 18 % of the
Commission's appropriation.-

other current operating expenses
- Street cleaning and refuse disposal rates, paint,
watchmen. As in the case of rent, the figure in only 18 %
of the Commission's appropriation.-

CHAPTER IV TOTAL

1 000 000

6 000

142 000

195 000

34 000

14 000

1 391 000------------------
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CHAPTER V - FURNITURE, EQUIPMENT, TECHNICAL INSTALLATIONS,
MAINTENANCE AND REPLACEMENT

\",.1 BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 10, page 6

Article item

CHAPTER V

.Description of expenditure Appropriation
!

50

51

52

53

54

55

541,
543,544

551-554

Replacement of office machines
Replacement of furniture
Replacement of equipment and technical installations
_ telephones aridtape-recorders, duplicating ~ac~inery

Vehicle replacement
Hire charges
~.The appropriation is equal to 27 % of the Commission's
appropriatipn for the hire of office equipment for
special purposes, hire charges for punched card instal-
lations, including the acquisition of the necessary
materials, and the use of taxis and hired cars in
Brussels and Luxembourg (I 836,500). -

Maintenance, operation and repair

CHAPTER V TOTAL

,~

8 000
4 000

27 000

14 000
226 000

74 000.

353 000
=======

kel/PA/mrk
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CHAPTER VI - CURRENT OPERATING EXPENSES

''1''\ BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 10, page 7

Article

60

61

62

item

601
-603
611,612

.621-629

Description of expenditure

CHAPTER VI
Stationery and office supplies

Postage, telephone and delivery charges

Sundry operating extenses
-public relations travel); translations, typing
and similar ~ork done outside; service unifor~s;
language courses and further training; petty
expenses -

CHAPTER VI TOTAL

.

,Appropriation
!

292 000

394 000

129 000

815 000==lI:a===

kel/PA/lIlrk



_ ENTERTAINMENT AND REPRESENTATION EXPENSES
_ OFFICIAL TRAVEL AND OTHER TRAVEL EXPENSES
_ EXPENDITURE ON MEETING~ RECRUITING, DETACHMENT OF STAFF ON TRAINING COURSES

CHAPTER VII
CHAPTER VIII
CHAPTER IX

~'- ) •. ..1
\.;.L'~" BR/GT I/l9/70

Annex 10, page 8

kel/PA/mrk

Description of expenditure

CHAPTER VII
_ Expenditure on this item has been estimated at 10 %10nly
of the corresponding Commission appropriation.-

CHAPTER VIII
_ Expenditure on this item has been estimated at 10 % only
of the corresponding Commission appropriation.-

CHAPTER IX
_ It is assumed that provision will have to be made for
allocating funds to the EOP for training expenses.
These expenses are estimated at S ~OtOOO.

.~

Appropriation
1

21 000
=====:;

180 000
=a:=====

20 000
1::::::

;r---.. r'
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CHAPTER X - EXPENDITURE ON PUBLICATIONS AND INFORMATION

~ Annex 10, page 9

Article item

CHAPTER X

Description of expenditure ,Appropriation
~

100

101

102

1001

1021

Printing costs for patent specifications and
documents open to public inspection
_ Pririting costs are to be wholly covered by fees
paid5 for this reason no 'appropriation has been
envisaged for this item,-

Official Journal and European Patent Bulletin
_ Costs of printi~g and publication will be wholly
covered by prooeeds from sales; for this reason
no appropriation has been envisaged for this item.-

Expenditure on public information
_ The appropriation covers the cost of keeping the

fUbliC informed' of the functions and aims of the EPO
Explanatory notes, Patent Rules, etc.'.-

CHAPTER X TOTAL

p.m.

p.m.

17 000

17 000

1r .• 1/pa/lIIl"k



CHAPTER Xl'

Article item

t,' .,~'... '
"..J.,jt'

SOCIAL EXPENDITURE

CHAPTER XI

Description of expenditure

\,) BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 10, page 10

Appropriation
~

110

111
112

113

114

Spj!cial grants
_ Intended for ~mployees in particularly difficult
social circumstance ••-

Staff clubs
Canteen and social centre
_ Maintenance and servicing of equipment available;
replacement and acquisition of kitchen equipment.-

Medical rooms I

Surgery, medicines and bandages, doctors' tees,
partibularly in respect of medical examination of
all employees (cf. Article 59 (4)ot the EEC
Service Regulations).-

Other expenditure
_ For employees cultural and sporting activities and
professional activities.- '

CHAPTER XI TOTAL

TITLE II TOTAL

6 000

24 000
16 000

16 000

27 000

89 000
=====c

2 886 000
====a====

kel/PA/.rk
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S u ~ V e y
of the fee~ provide4 for up4er the First Preliminary Draft
Convention for a European System for the Grant of Patents

Fee

1. Application fee, to cover
(a) processing of the European patent

application up to the beginning of
examination for noveltYi .

(b) printing costs for publication
pursuant to Article 85 ~6!7

2. Designation fee

3. Fee for obtaining a,report .Qn the
••tate of the art

4. Fee for obtaining an additional report
on the state of the art .

5. Examination fee

6. Renewal fees for the .European patent
application, due in respect of the third
year and each subsequent year, calculated
from the date of filing the application

7. Additional fee payable in the event of
belated payment of rene.~l fees

ern/PA/mrk

Provision in
Draft -

ne" {JormeiJ
Article No.

Art. 66(3) L?8(217

~rt, 67(2) L?8a(217

Art. 79(1) LJ8(117

Art. 79(5)~8(}~
Art. 82(})~1(}
Art. 93(2) 4(3
Art. 113(3) 110(317
Art. 88(2)

Art. 129 ( 1) [i19( 127

Art. 130(2) [120(227

Significance of the
fee for estimating
the revenue of the

EPO

taken into consideration

neutral

taken into consideration

neutral

neutral

taken into consideration

taken into consideration

not taken into consideration
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Fee

8. Fee for the grant of a patent
9. Fee for printing the European patent

specification
10. Fee for printing a new specification

of the European patent
11. Opposition fee
12. ~ee for appeal
13. Fee for requesting the recording of the

assignment of a European patent application
14. Fee for requesting the recording of the

grant of a licence in respect of a
European patent application

15. Fee payable for requesting the recording
of the assignment of a licence in respect
of a European patent application

16. Fee for the delivery of an extract
.from the Regist~r of European Patents

17. Fee for inspection of files

ern/PA/mrk
f\

\~'~i

Provision in
Draft -

new [Jormer7
Article No.

Art. 97(1) L96(1)]

Art. 97(1) L96(1)]

Art. 105(3) L101(317
Art. 101(1) L96d(117
Art. 111 L10fl
Art. 23(2) 85(3)]

Art. 28(2) !J.9(317 in
conjunction with
Art. 23(2) L25(317

Art. 28(2) L29(3)] in
conjunction with
Art. 23(2) !J.S(317

Art. 59(2) LbO(2)]
•••cf. Art. 23(3) ~5(42Z

Art. 62(1) Z64( iIl

.~

BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 11, page 2

Significance of the
fee for estimating
the revenue of the

EPO

taken into consideration

neutral

neutral
taken into consideration
taken into consideration

not taken into consideration

not taken into consideration

not taken into consideration

not taken into consideration
not taken into consideration
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Annex 12, page 1

Procedural fees charged by the State~ ~~r~icipating in the Inter-governmental Conference

(Basis for calculation: 17 pages of d~scription, with a maximum of 10 claims, of which at
most 5 are subsidiary claims, ~lus 3 pages - size DIN A4 - of drawings)

ern/PA/mrk
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3~3',

Greece

-

5.80290 (1)

..
Additional
tees

Basic fee

Basic fee

Fee tor

Applic-
ation

!:1Inmt

II II II II /I

l: Belgi um IlIlrederalRepublic :: Denmark II France ::II" u of Germany II II II
\I II II n
II bfrs $ ii Dl'1 $ il dkr $:: F $ li Dr l $c=~==~====~==============~~==============~===~=== =a=====~====~==, ~=======~========~==~===1~=======~======II II II II \III II " II II (4) II
\I 50 1~00!! 50 13.66!! 400 53.33 ~ 50 9.00 ~ 100

II \I
II II
II . II

~ 29 (5) 5.22 I
n n
~ n

~c

- ..

====m=====~=;~;!~=======~=~1~===-=~:~~==!~=~~=== =1~~~~==~==i~2==.=~~~~~==i==I2=== li~~~=;c=~~~===L==~~~~=
D ' II ,') \I II ' II

.=~~~~~i~D====~========J===:==== .===:===i=~~~~:==~~~~~==~===:=== ===:====~===:=== ===:===~~==:====~===:===
II \I II n
g - g - - - - ~ - - H
II II • II H
II n II II

• II (2) II n IIAdd1tional .p 60 1 20 II II IIn II n - - - - II - - IIfees I II II /I
II II

t==~~~==_====:2~!==:"===J~==~~=== .=~~~~==!===:======:====r===:=== ===:====~===:=== ===:===~~==:===~h===:==
II \I R \I II

8p]M8i tioa n - - II - - II - - II - - II - t -~;;;::;=:'===============1===:=COQ=.===:===i=;;;=== =;;=;;=lr==4~~=='=5;':;;=~g===:(6)===~===T==:==:- .===:==
Q~=aa=c~===~======:a===Q=~=C=====: :====a=&=_====a ~~==============-~~======~======;-===~;==~=:=-===-=======
(1) 5O"btl$for lengthy documents (5 bfrs per page of description in exoess of 10, and for each page of

drawings) and 240 bfrs for stamp duty on the first page of the description and on each page of drawings
(60 bfrs per page).

(2) For stamp duty on the first page of the patent certificate.
(3) Reduced tee if a prior request for search has been made.
(4) Reduced fee if documents are suitable for off~et printing.
(5) 14 F for lengthy documents '(1 F for each suppleme~tary page ~f.description or drawings in excess of 6)

and 15 F for any priority right claimed. A sum of 30 F is payable for each priority right claimed. In
the calculation, it is assumed that a priority right would only be claimed in respect of one application
in two.(6) Appeals against the decisions of the Director of the National Industrial Property Office may be lodged
with the Court of Appeal. It is not apparent from the French Patents Acts and the corresponding Rules
relating to fees, .hether appeal is subject to the payment of a fee and, if so, what fee is payable.

. .
ern/PA/ark .~" (- .
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20.71
( 9)

75

Additional
fees

Basic fee

Additional
fees

Fee for

Grant

Applic-
ation

.. - II iI II II. --~---- II
::Uni ted Kingdom II Ireiand :: Italy :: Luxembourg II The Netherlands
II !I II II 'j.. ., 'I. ---II :,
1\ I: s. $ I~ £. $ i! Lire $ ii bfrs $ ii hfl " $•• ".~",====a=============Il::==="",=--,=="" ,.=""'==== "'!!.: ===-='=== =====-::11==>===",..,.,. =,=•.;=",--===lb-==~====", ,-======:-=-.J!,::::=,.=,.::=,=-:J.~=,""=====

• •• II (1) II (4) Il II Il
• n II II " "BaS1C fee II 15.0. 36 "10 24 II 2 000 3.20" 100 2 II 120 I' 33.15

" . II " " II .II n II 1\ II
" II II II . n
II n II (7) 1\' IIn _ _" _ - n 1 400 2 24 n _ _ n
D II II". • Ii n
R II II II n
! g ~ g ~

f--- II .1\ II 1\ II
Total II 15.0. 36 II 10 24 II 3 400 5.44 n 100 2 n 195 t ~.3.a6

a;=;:::~=~:::==========~~===:====-==:====~===:=== ===:===lr===:==:::]~='=:=~~=~===:===-====:==~==~5~===[::;;:;;=
==a c:;=:;:= :;:=:C:?~=:::;;;:;=== ===='1:1 :;:::n= :;:::=== =::=~:::;-~::; =;: u:: = o;;:===:: == .~=:a==:;a::'l::o.lt====-==og;::: .====:== ::.::::~~==:;':=::1;:;:: ;:=~ :::0:=1 &:I:-r,=;~ ;:~====-'t"".=~;:::=:===

II II 1\ II II
II n n II \I
II - -" - - II - - 1\"" - II
II nil. II II
II II. "8 ". IIII (2 II (5) II G ) 1\ II
Jl X 0 oJ 7'2 II'" 1 2. Ii 400 I 0 Jt.1 1\ - - IIII J ~ • • II oJ" . n 'ItU't" II II
II II n " , il
II II :1 II . n
" •. 8- 11 ""1i

~=== ========~ !~~~~=== m==..,L:#-=~;}?':.= =p==!~==~= Q=~==== ,===~:~ :.=j!===",~~C:~,==>~:~1==~~=",=:====~=====:= ="j!",==::=:; ==::h ""'"=:,,' ==

.~. ~;~~~:~~ .... ==.. u •• t.=~:!l;~r.~':~~..~'=':lt1='=:=~.+.;.5~~"..2:;."~=.. := .. "" .. :".1..~~'~+';;:*=
''"':::•.-::::: ;.~-;;;:=""=:;= :::::<:""Q:; =". =,;,,,,:::Ib "":::.-:c: :.;:-~.,,::: ..,,=:.::•.•.::;ug:,:dh"":::=-=""=o=,,,,.. :o:.: •••••• ~==;;==:db,..~•..,::::-::=:::•."' :::>=:-::::. ,"'0:: ...,:.:0 l1;:;::.o ===:-::=:"""1:=",,=,=,,,,:-:=I~::: ==-::::==:;;:=.~":::::::,;;="_'==

(1) £ 1 for the proTl.ional specification and £ 14 for the complete specifioation.
(2) '.r the r.~ •••• for ••aling the patent.
(3) Appeals against the decisions of the Comptroller may be lodged with the Appeal Tribunal. It is

not apparent from the British Patents Acts or the Patents Rules what fees are levied by the
Appeal Tribunal.

(4) £ 2 for the prov~sional specification and £ 8 for the complete specification.
(5) For sealing the patent.
(6) Appeals against the decisions of the Controller may be lodged with the High Court. It is not

apparent from the Irish Patents Acts or from the Patents Rules whether appeals are subject to
the payment of a fee, and, if so, what fee is payable.

(7) 1,000 Lire for the warrant and 400 Lire stamp duty.
(8) stamp dllty.
(9) A renewal fee of 75'fl.fs-payable annually after the end of the second year from the date of

filing the application."" .
___ In A 1__1,
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Additional
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'lppliC)-,
- ation

(1)

(2)

(})

( 4)

Appeal fee in proceedings not involving third partios, Otherwiso three times this ree is levied.
For completion of the deed.
Stamp duty.

p~ .Appeals may be lodged with the Lisbon District 'Court against 'decisions by which patents are granted
or'refused. It is not apparent from the Portuguese Patents Acts whether appeal is subject to the
payment of a fee and, if so, what fee is payable.
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the States
Conference

6.24

38.91

16.21

3,6.64

Procedural fees of
taking part in the

5.00

16.61

21.61
==:;:.::::-:==:==

1 i $ "====~=~==~~========~=====~=~======e=c===~=

31~61.==~=~===~~~=~_=~=~===;=================u=~
96.10~~===~==A==;=C====~=~==m;==~=~=a

Turkey

5.89412

.\

feeBasic

Additional
fees

.\dditional
fees

forFee

" "• n
~ uD . •u Spain "II
n II

~=======~==p====~====~======~~===~~~~===~====!=~==~====~=~===
H n

Basic fee = 11 1.1 0 ~ 150
u a
= = (1)
• - ~ D 45a II
• II• • nR u
I! II
II 1I
II

•• a d- __ 19~~J=~~=~==._~====r!======!~!~===~===!2~====
. ti • AExaml.na on 1\ - - A -u=GCC~__.==~~===~===~======~~F======.=== .======C~=~=:==:~====II .

1I
II
nunn
II
1/
It
A
II

Grant

Applic-
a.tion

22.51~=~~==a_==~===;=~=~;a;==;======~
48.04~a==~===~==.~=========.=====a===

H

n
=.=.==g.D_d=_==!~~a:===.a===_~===~!:====.==~~~~==.i==~=:=====~===:u====.
Opposition' : _ _ = _ [__~_a~~m= a=~===_=c=a_~a==~F=_Qc~ma===-==D=R~aa='Ga~===a~== ==x===~==r.
~!!~~_z= === = =~j_~=_=_:===_ =========l=======u=====:=====~~=====~==Q~===~~~~:!=======c====

(1) Bta••• duty.
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\
Level of procedural fees as~umed for the purposes of the present study

Fee for

Application
(excluding flat-rate fee
for printing costs)

Request for examination
i

Grant of the patent
4~

Appeal,

Opposition
}

Fee adop~ed for the
purpose of es~imat-
ing the revenue of
the Europeap Patent

Offic~

• 75

I 100

S 25

• 100

I 25

,r".

Notes

The application fee will c6ver (a) processing the
Eur<?pean patent application up to the beginning of the
novelty search and (b) printing costs for the public-
ation pursuant to "Article 85 (86a). The ~art of the
application fee referred to under (a) has been taken as
one fifth of the total application fees at present
payable in the states taking part in the Inter-govern-
mental Conference"(S 376 - see Annex 12). The gross
application fee could be set at S 100t taking into
account a flat-rate printing fee of I 25 - the amount
suggested by th~ experience of the German Patent Office.
The proposed fee roughly corresponds to the sum of the
examination fees at present levied in the Netherlands
and the Federal Republic of Germany (I 41 + I 55 - see
Annex 12).
The fee set roughly corresponds to the sum of the fees at
present payable on the grant of a patent in the States
participating in the Inter-governmental Conference
(I 23 - see Annex 12).
This fee is the same as that for the request for examin-
ation. It amounts to 40 % of the appeal fee~ ascertained
in the States participating in the Inter-governmental
Conference (I 240 ~ see Annex 12).
The fee set equals about half of the fees for opposition
at present levied in the States participating in the
Inter-governmental Conference (I 48 - see Annex 12).{.'

r
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Revenue of the European Patent Office from procedural fees

Total 'revenue
from fees

(c.ol.3 x col.4)Fee for

1

Number of cases
out of 100 where
fees are paid

2

Number of fees
paid for 40,000

patent applications

3

Amount of
the fee

I

4 5a 5b

Application
(excluding flat-rate
printing f •• )

Request for examination
Grant of the patent
Appeal during examination
procedure
Opposition
Appeal. during opposition
procedure

100 40,000 75 3,000,000
52 20,800 100 2,080,000
40 . 16,000 25 400,000

3 1,200 100 120,000
10 4,000 25 100,000

1 400 100 40,000

Belated payment of renewal
fees, and other fees not
taken into consideration
(see Annex 11)
- Token entry

ern/PA/mrk

100,000

Total revenue from procedural fees

2,840,000

5,840,000
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Renewal f~es for patents in the States participating in the Inter-governmental Conference(l)

year iii ••• Federal Republic Greece
appl1catio:--- Belgium of GerDlan1 Denmark France
_.filed, , .,: :

..•...' bfra I DM • I I Idkr F Dr
.. .':.,~

,1. 100 2 - - 100 13.33
2. 200 4 - - 100 13.33 30 5~40 5.00,. 300 6 50 J' 13,66 100 1}.}} }5 6.}0 5.00
4. 400 8 50 1}.66 200 26.67 40 7.20 5.00
5. 550 11 80 21.86 200 26.67 45 8.10 5.00
6. 700 ,14 12'5'- 34.15 200 26.67 50 9.0() 8.}}
7. 850 17 175 47,81 }OO 40.00 65 11 .70 8~}3
8. 1 000 20 250. 68.31 }OO 40.00 80 14.40 8,.}3
9. 1 1-50 23 }25 88.80 300 40.00 95 17.10 8.}}
10. 1 300 26 400 109.29 500 66.67 110 19.80' 8.33
11. 1 500 30 525 143.44 500 66.67 125 22 -51 11,67
12. 1 100 34 615 184.43 500 66.67 140 25.21 11 ~67
1}. 1 900 38 .825 225.41 700 93-33 155 27.91 11 ,61
14. 2 100 42 1 000 273.22 700 9} -33 170 }0.61 11 .67
15. 2 }OO 46 1 115 }21.04- 700 93 ~33 185 33•.31 11.67
16. 2 500 50 1 }50 368.85 900 120.00 200 36.01 15.00
17. 2 700 54 1 525 416.67 F ;gg3 120.00 215 38.71 15.00
18. 2 900 58 1 700 464,48 120.00 230 41.41 15.00
19. 3 100 62 fl 875:7 512.~()i 1 100 146.61 245 44.11 15.00
20. 3 300 66 2 050 560.11 1 100 146.61 260 46.81 15.00

"Total }O 550 611 14 155 3861-49 10 300 137},_34 2475 445.60 5850 195.00
\

(j) F~r ~hose ,countries in which the term of a patent does not extend to 20 years, correspondi~~ amounts .
',' have been inserted for the missing years. These amounts have been caloulated by extending the progress10n

shown by the fees actually-paid.
I'

eJrn/PA/ark r ('.
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Renewal fees for patents in the States participating in the Inter-governmental Conference(1)

United Kingdom(l) Ireland(2) Luxembourg

$

41.44
48 •.34
55 •.25
62.15
69.06
77,35
85.64
9~•.92
102.21
111~88
121••55
131~22
140.88
151~93
162.98
174.03
185.08

The Netherlands(3)

hfl

150
175
200
225
250
280
310
340
310
405
440
475
510
550
590
630
670

$

4
6
8
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
24
26
28
30

lfra
200
300
400
500
550
600
650
700
750
800
850
900
950

1 000
1 050
1 100
1 200
1 300
1 400
1 500

1••6
3.2
4.8
6.4

_'_8.0
12.8
14.4
16.0
19.2
24.0
28.8
33 .•6
40.0
48.0
56.0
64.0
72.0
80.0
88~0
96.0

$Lire

Italy

1
2
3
4

•
16.8
19.2
21.6
24.0
28.8
33.6
38.4
43.2
48.0
48.0
52.8
52.8
51.6
57.6
62.4
62.4

£

7
8
9
10
12
14
16
18
20
20
22
22

~n~

-',..

$

19.~
21~6
28.8
31.2
33.6
40.8
48.0'

. 52~8
57 .•6
62.4
67.2
72.0
76.8
81.6
86,,4
91,2

£

8
9

12
13
14
11
20
22
24
26
28

~i~

1•
2 •.
3.
4.
5.
6.
1.
8.
9.
10.
110
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
11.
19.
19.
20.

year since app-
lication filed

Tota.l 363 811.2 278 661.2 448 000 716.8 16 100 334 6570 1814.91

(1) For those countries in which the term of a patent does not extend to 20 years, corresponding amounts
have been inserted for the missing years. These amounts have been calculated by extending the progression
shown by the fees actually paid.

(2) Renewal fees are payable in respect of each yea~ after the 'filing of the complete specification. Since in
principle the complete specification must be filed within 12 months, it is assumed in the calculation that
the first fee will fall due in the fifth year after the filing of the application.

(3) Renewal fees are payable in respect of each year subsequent to the grant of the patent. It is assumed in the
calculation that the first renewal fee_will fall due in the fourth year after the filing of the applicatioh.

A1"'n/PA/mrk



For those countries in which the term of a patent does not extend to 20 years, corresponding amounts have
been inserted for the missing years. These amounts have been calculated by extending the progr~ssion shown
by the fees actually paid.Rene.al fees are payable in respect of each year after the publication of the application. It is assumed in
the calculation,that the first fee will fall due in the second year after the filing of the application.
Rene.al fees are payable in respect of ,each year subsequent to the grant of the patent. It is assumed in the
calculation, that the first renewal fee will fall due in the second year after the filing of the application.

.1' •Fees for patents which have undergone preliminary examination.

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)

~" a J"L ~
,~ n
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Renewal fees for pate~ts in the States participating in the Inter-governmental Conference (1)

S i (2)
Renewal fees in 25 % of the renewal

Year since Turkey the participating fees in the partic1ppa napplication States ating States'
filed .

Ptas I £, $ $ $

1• 12 0.17 25 2,78 33.55 8
2. 24 0.34 25 2,78 63:77 16
3. 36 0.51 25 2,78 126.05 32
4. 48 0.69 25 2.78 200.24 50
5. 90 1.29 25' 2,78 272.70 68
6. 108 1.•54 25 2.78 334.67 84
1. 126 1.'30 25 2.78 412.94 103
8. 144 2.06 25 2.18 481.81 1.20
9. 162 2.31 25 2~78 563.79 141
lQ. 180 2,.57 25 2.78 678.80 170
11. 264 . 3.77 25 2.78 789.91 198
12. 288 4.11 25 2,78 912.11 228
13. 312 4.46 25 2.78 1 073 .•52 268
14. 336 4.80 25 2.18 1 211 .89 303
15. 360 5.14 25 2.78 1 383,96 346
16. 384 5••49' 1-25 ., 2.18 1 585.07 .396
17. 408 5~83 ~'-25-l, 2.78 1 769.09 442
18. 432 6••17 ~'-25-4 2.78 1 982.91 496
19. 456 6.51 ~'-25-l, 2-78 2 228.22 557
20. .{80 6.86 ""725-" 2.18 2 442 ~04 . 611, -'
Tota1 4 650 66.42 500 55.60 18 547.10 4 637

. (1) For those countries in which the term of a patent does not extend to 20 years, corresponding amounts have
been inserted for the missing years. These amounts have been calculated by extending the progression shown
by the fees actually paid.

(2) Renewal fees are payable in respect of each year subsequent to the grant of the patent. Since there is no
examination for novelty, it is assumed in the calculation that the first fee will fall due in the first
year after the filing of th.l:'.appllcationo

ern/PA/bm
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,Reftewal fees for European patent applications

Year since 25 % of the renewal Scale of fees adopted
application fees in the partici- , for estimating the- Annual ipcrease
filed pating States, revenue of the EPO

I a I

1• 8
2. 16,. 32 35
4. 50 50 15
5. 68 65 15
6. 84 80 15
1. 103 100 20
8. 120 120 20 .
9. 141 140 20
10. 110 110 '0

.~ 11• 198 200 30
12. 228 230 30
13. 268 210 40
14. 303 310 40
15. 346 350 40
16. 396 400 50
11. 442 450 50
18. 496 500 50
19. 551 550 50
20. 611 600 50

,
!

Total 4 631 4 620

ern/PAIn
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Calculation of the percentage of European patent applications for which
renewal fees can be expected to be paid to the European Patent Office
The figures relate to 100 originally filed applications. The calculation
is based on a deferred examination procedure with a 7-year request period

qyIIation in

!! II. Elimination as a
'I

Patent I. Elimination as a r~sult of II Percen- Percentage Patent
II

year examination proceedings Ii result of failure to il tage of of remain- year
" pay renewal fees, etc. I' appli- ing appli-
II

Filing of Elimination Total of II ••cations cations
II Non-payment Total of pa- II l' , for whichrequest effeoted eliminated.' and elimin- ' II e l.ml.n-tents ell.min- t d renewalapplic...',I' ation a e -ated under total of fees are

, - ~ 'ations under.. col. e 1 d due:co s.col. c II & f 100 - g
II

"
- . - .._ .. - ,. 1.\

b' d II f g h ia c II e
II \I

.. , _... ii
II

1 - 5 5 \I 5 95 1- !! !!- ,

25 II 20 \I 20 80 22 - - II 15 II
'" II II

ii 4 24 ii 24 76 33 2 - - n II ,

4 5' 25 25 ' II 4 28 n 53 47 4
!! !!
II 4 \I 59 41 55 5 2 27 II . 32 II
II \I

32 ii 4 36 ii 68 32 66 '5 5 H !!
:: II

7 10 5 37 4 40 II 77 23 7
!! !!
II 48 II 8

8 - 5 42 II 8 II 90 10
II II

II 48 II 100 0 9
9 - 10 52 II - ~ II

II II

iI 48II- I: applications'. "- --.. !' eliminated1).'
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Revenue of the European Patent Office from renewal fees
The oalculation is based on a deferred examination procedure with a 7-year request period

Fee for Number of oases Number of tees Amount ot the Total revenue Running total
out ot 100 .here paid for 40.000 fee from fees of all revenue, ,
fees are paid patent applications (col. 3 x from fees

col. 4) (col. 5 running
total)

S • I
;.

1 2 3 4 5 6

3rd patent :rear 76 30 400 35 1 064 000 1 064 000
I

4th patent year 47 18 800 50 940 000 2 004 000
•

5th patent year 41 16 400 65 1 066 000 3 070 000
, •

6th patent year 32 12 800 80 1 024 000 4 094 000

7th patent ,.ear 23 9 200 100 920 000 5 014 000

8th patent ,.ear 10 4 000 120 480 000 5 494 000

ern/PA/b.
I-

" r-'.



<(' 'G ~"'\.I "".&. ., ~." ,-
Annex 19

I. Expenditure:

Outline budget for the European Patent Office (in US Dollars)
A-.,\.-\ ~ ,-- .(, ~"

t.-\ 'b1Zjc:;-r ,..,;/sl1<

1. Expenditure of the EPO. excluding ~pecial organsl
(a) Personnel expenses
(b) Materi~l expenses

Cjb(
13 !i?A9000
2 799 000

7to16 ~& 000

.,

2. Expenditure for the special organs

Total expenditure

II. ReTenuel
1. Direct revenue

(a) Application fees
(b) Other prooedural fees
(0) Renewal fees-- ....•

( 2. Indireot revenue

under the 2nd ConTention
( Lt-\ ctl\il~~r~l'VJ V1\-hL.-l)

3 000 000
2 840 000
5 494 000

516 000

17 -e44"000
2..'1/

./ '"I

11 334 000

17 044 000
:L7~

-(a) Designation fees
(b) EEC Member States' payments for the special organs
(c) Share of renewal fees for EEC Community patent
(d) Share of the renewal fees ,levied by the other

Contracting States for the patents granted by
the European Patent Office

fotal revenue

Deficit

ern/PA/bm

1 440 000
516 000

1 956 000

13 290 000 13 290 000
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Revenue and expenditure of th~ European Patent Office with immediate full opening,
until a normal budget is attained
- without special organs -

Year Application Other proce- Renewal fees Total Expenditure Budget Running total
and desig- dural fees for app1io- income deficit of deficit to
nation fees ations be covered un-

til year 8-
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

. - -"-"-'~'-'-~".-.

0 - - - .- 20 528 000(1) 20 528 000 20 528 000

1 3 720 000 355 000 .. 4 075 000 16 528 000 12 45~ 000 ~2 981 000

2 4 440 000 710 000 - 5 150 000 16 528 000 11 378 000' 44 359 000

3 '4 440 000 1 065 000 1 064 000 6 569 000 16 528 000 9 959 000 54 318 000

4 4 440 000 1 420 000 2 004 coo 7 864 000 16 528 000 B 664 000 62 982 000

5 4 440 000 1 775 000 3 070 000 9 285 000 16 528 000 7 243 000 70 225 000

6 4 440 000 2 130 000 4 094 000 10 664 000 16 528 000 5 864 000 76 089 000

1 4 440 000 2'485 000 5 014 000 11 939 000 16 528 000 4 589 000 80 678 000

8 4 440 000 2 840 000 5 494 000 12 714 000 16 528 000 3154 000'(2P=- <::::::::

(1) The EPO should haTe put at its disposal an amount to cover the initial capital investment ($ 4 million) and a
full budget ($ 16,528,000) for personnel and material expenses during the preparatory stage prior to opening.

(2) The nor.a1 budget _ill be attained in year 8.

trn/PA/bll
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Revenue of the European Patent Office, assuming progressive build-Upt by steps of
10 % + 15 % + 20 % + 25 % + 30 % at two year intervals (in US $)

Year step I Step II Step III Step IV Step V Total income
Step 10 % 15 % 20 % 25 % 30 %

qf cqlumn 5 ot Annex 20

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 I 407 500 - - - - 407 500
2 515 000 - - - - 515 000
3 II 656 900 61.1 250 - - - 1 268 150
4 786 400 772 500 - - - 1 558 900
5 III 928 500 985 350 815 000 - - 2 728 850
6 1 066 400 1 179 600 1 030 000 - - 3 276 000
7 IV 1 193 900 .. 1 392 750 1 313 800 1 018 750 - 4 919 200
8 1 277 400 1 599 600 1 572 800 1 287 500 - 5 737 300
9 V 1 277 400 1 790 850 1 857 000 1 642.250 1 222 500 7 790 000
10 1 277 400 1 916 100 2 1}2 800 1 966 000 1 545 000 8 837 300
11 1 277 400 1 916,100 2 387 800 2 321 250 1 970 700 9 873 250
12 1 277 400 1 916100 2 554 800 2 666 000 2 359 200 10 773 500
13 ~ 277 400 1 916 100 2 554 800 2 984 750 2 785 500 11 518 550
14 1 277 400 1 916 100 2 554 800 3 193 500 3 199 200 12 141 000
15 1 277 400 1 916 100 2 554 800 3 193 500 3 581 700 12 523 500
16 1 277 400 1 916 100 2 554 800 3 193 500 3 832 200 12 774 000

em/pA.p..
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Revenue and expenditure of the European Patent Office. assuming progressive build-uP
until a normal budget is attained

(in US $)

- without special organs -

Year Income Expendi- Budget Total of Notes
as in ture deficit deficits
Annex 21, to be
col. 7 covered

1 2 3 4 5 6

25 % + 1/2 of. 20 % = )5.0%
25 % + 20 % = 45.0%
45 % + 1/2 of. 25 % = 57.5%
45 % + 25 % = 70.0%
70 % + 1/2 of 30 % = 85.0%
70 % + 30 % = 100 %

(1)'~xpenditure as in normal budget
10 % + 1/2 of 15 % c 17~5%
10 % + 15 % = 25.0%

a - 12 264 000(*) 12 264 000 12 264 000
1 407 500 2 892 400(1) 2 484 900 14 748 900
_~ ~j~_QQQ ~_j~g_QQQ~~2 ~_21Z_QQQ 1~_~22_2QQ_ (2)

3 1 268 150 5 784800(3) ~ 516 650 22 882 550 (3)
_~ 1_~2~_2QQ Z_~~7_~QQ1~2 2_~Z~_ZQQ_-----~~_!~1~22_ (4)
5 2 728 850 9 503 600'(5) 6 774 750 35 536 000 (5)
_~ 2_~7~_QQQ 11_2~2_~QQ{~} ~_g2~_~QQ_-----~~-~~2_~22_(6)
7 4 919 200 14 048 800(7) 9 129 600 52 959 200 (7)
_~ 2_727_2QQ 1~_2g~_QQQ~~2__1Q_Z2Q_7QQ ~~_[~2_2Q2_ (8)
9 7 790 000 16 528 000 8 738 000 72 487 900 (*) In the -eventof 'progressivebuild-up, an
10 8 837 300 16 528 000 7 690 700 80 178 600 amount to cover the initial capital in-vestment ($ 4 million) and half the normal
11 9 873 250 16 528 000 6 654 750 86 833 350 budget ($ 8.264,000)for personnel and
12 10 773 500' 16 528 000 5 754 500 92 587 850 material expenses should be made available. '. to the EPO during the preparatory stage
13 11 518 550 16 528 000 5 009 450 97 597 850 prior to opening.
14 12 141000 16 528000 4 387000 101 984 300 (**) The normal budget will b~ attained in year
15 12 523.500 16 5~8 000 ~ 004 500 105 988 800 16. .
16 12 774 000 16 528 000) 7~4000(••) ~

ern/PA/bm .,~ (\



Attempt to estimate the frequency of designation of the Contracting States
~tf""., Y"""'\ Annex 22 _

'.
Frequency of des- Number of Frequency of Total frequency Frequency of
ignation by own foreign designation of designation designation
nationals (Qasis . applications by foreigners (basis 1968) (basis 40,000

Contracting 1968) 1968 80 % of columns 2 + 4 $uropean applic-
States column 3 ationslcolumn 5

increased by 11.2%
1 2 '3 4 5 6

Denmark 291 5.588 4 470 4 761 5 294
(Spain 150 9 388 7 510 7 660 8 518

Greece 6 1 208 966 972 1 081
-,

Ireland 18 1 427 1 142 1 160 1 290
Norwa,. 97 4 262 3 410 3 507 3 900
Austria 336 10 246 8 197 8 533 9 489
Portugal 16 1 304 1 043 1 059 1 178

,
.

Sweden 954 13 338 10 670 11 624 12 926
Switzerland 2 272 13 609 10 887 13 159 14 633
'l'urke,. 5 545 436 441 490
United Kingdom ~ ?qO ~'i 284 28 227 32 017 35 603.
EEC States: 2a 3a 4a

Belgium 471 8 510
FR German,. 7 085 25 328

-France 2 777 23 337
Ital,. 1 278 14 502
Luxembourg 35 724
The Netherlands- 1 032 9 879
EEC states 12 678 X 6 = 20 000 x 6 =

76 068 + 120 000 = 196 068 218 028

==;~;================= ~~.:::==:=:=ern/PA/mrk '
Total designation s :

Average ~umber of designations per application:
312 430

__L,8 .----
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Attempt to calculate one national patent office's revenue from renewal fees,
taking the }i'ederalRepublic of Germany as an example

Percentage of Absolute German ren- Total revenue Total of all Conversion of Total ,revenue
Jot patents 'main- number of ewal fee from the fee revenue (run- column 6 into of the Contrac-
cU tained, of an patents for the (column 3 x ning total . US I ting States es-
Q)
h original maintained patent year column 4) from column 5) timated at twice
~ c35,828 applic------ ._~- in question column 7
~
Q) ations
~as --Il. DM DM DM S S

,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

6 40 14 331 125 1 791 375 1 791 375 489 447 978 894
7 )1,0 11 106 175 1 943 550 3 734 925 1 020 471 2 040 '942
8 27.3 9 781 250 2 445 250 6 180 175 1 688-572 3 377 144
q 23,8 8 527 325 2 771 275 8 951 450 2 445 751 4 891 502
10 20,5 7 345 400 2 938 000 11 889 450 3 248 484 6 496 968
11 17,7 6 342 525 3 329 550 15 219 000 4 158 197 8 316 394
12 15.2 5 446 675 3 676 050 18 895 050 5 162 582 10 325 164
13 12.8 4 586 825 3 783 450 22 678 500 6 196 311 12 392 622
14 10.5 3 762 1 000 3 762 000 26 440 500 7 224 180 14 448 360
15 ' 8.5 3 045 1 175 3 577 875 30 018 375 8 201 742 16 403 484
16 6,4 2 293 1 350 3 095 55Q 33 113 925 9 047 520 18 095 040
17 4.9 1 756 1 525 2 677 900 35-791 825 9 779 187 19 558 374
18 ' 3.9 1 397 1 700 2 374 900 38 166 725 10 428 067 20,856 134
19 3,5 1 254 !J 8727 2 351 250 40 517 975 11 070 485 22 140 970
20 2.5 856 fJ. ,0507 1 836 800 42 354 775 11 572 343 23 144 686

,~ f'



~ 'r"\ BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 25, page 1

Revenue and expenditure of the European Patent Office (in US dollars)
taking into consideration a 75 % share in the renewal fees for granted European patents

- immediate full opening; excluding special organs -

Year

1

Budget deficit
without 75 %. -. - - .

share Annex 20,
column 7 .

2

75 % ~hare
from !mnex 24,

column 8

3

Budget out-turn
with 75 % share

- deficit
+ surplus

4

Running total
of budget out-
turn
- deficit
t surplu8

5

a
1
2

3
4
5
6

1
8

9
10

ern~PA/mrk

20 528 000 - . - 20 5~8 000
12 453 000 - - 12 453 000
11 318 000 - - 11 378 000
9 959 000 - - 9 959 000
8 664 000 - - 8 664 000
7 243 000 . - - 1 243 000
5 864 000 734 000 - 5 130 000
4 589 000 1 531 000 - 3 058 000
3 154 000 2 533 000 - 1 231 000
3 754 000 3 669 000 - 85 000
3 754 000 4 873000 + 1 119 000

- 20 528 000
- 32 981 000
- 44 359 000
54 318 000

- 62982 000
- 70 225 000
- 75 355 000
- 78 413 000

- 79 644 000
- 79 129 000
- 78 610 000
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BR/GT 1/39/'/0
Annex 25. page 2

Budget deficit 75 % share Budget out-turn Running total
Y~ar without 75 % from Annex 24. with 75 % share of b~dg~t out-

share Annex 20. column 8 - deficit turn
column 7 +"surplus -deficit

+ ~lus

1 2 , 4 5

11 , 754 000 6 2'7 000 + 2 483 000 - 76 127 000
12 , 754 000 7 744 000 + , 990 000 - 72 1'7 000

l' , 754 000 9 294 000 + 5 540 000 - 66 597 000
14 ", 754.000 10 8'6 000 + 7 082 000 - 59 515 000
15 " 754 000 12 '02 000 + 8 548 000 - 50 967 000
16 , 754 000 l' 571 000 + 9 817 000 - 41 150 000
11 , 754 000 14 669 000 + 10 915 000 - '0 2'5 000
18 , 754 000 15 642 OQO + 11 888 000 - 18 '47 000
19 , 754 000 16 606 000 + 12 852 000 - 5 495 000
20 , 754 000 17 '59 000 + 13 605 000 + 8 110 000

ern/PA/mrk /' ~
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Att:bpt to calculate contribution scal~B '
on the basis of gross national product (~) and frequency of designation (II)

BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 26

II. Based on freque~cy
of de:5ignation

figures from contrib~
Annex 23. . ution
column 6 scale %

I. BasQd,9D gross national product (GNP}
Contracting GNP(1)1967 in 1000 millions contrib-.
States national ution

currency scale %
in 1000 millions •

1 2 3 4
Denmark 84.3 dkr 11.? 2~03
Spain 1616.5 ptaa 23,1 4.18
Greece 213.4 Dr 1,1 1.29
Ireland 1.1 r. 2,1 0.49
Norway 59.5 nkr 8.3 1.50
Austria 216.5 S 10.6 1.92
Portugal 132.-8Esc 4.6 0.83
Sweden 123"~8akr 23~9 4.33
Switzerland 68.9 Fr 15.8 2.86
Turkey 95.4 t 10,6 1.92
United Kingdom 39 ••6 £ 95 .•D 11.21
EEC States
Belgium 917.1 bfre 19.5 3.53
Federal Republic 485.1 DM 132.5 24.00of Germany
France 537•.7 F 96.8 17.53
Italy 41849.0 Lire 61.0 12.14
Luxembourg 36.1 lfra 0.7 0.13
The Netherlands 82.3 hil 22.1 4.11
EEC States ,339.2 61.44

- ... '- .5"5"2.1 100 %
ern/PA/mrk

5

5 294
8 518
1 081
1.290
3 900
9 489
1 118
12 926
14 633

490
35 603

218 028

312 430

6

1.69
2.13
0.34
0.41

1'.25

3.04
0.38
4,!14
4.68
0,!16
11.40

69. 18
100 %

Notes

1

el)-Whese figures are
taken from the
"Statistischen •••".
(Statistical Yearbook
for the Federal
Republic of Germany
1969).page 129.
They are based on
OEeD figures.
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Attempt to'calculate contribution scales
en). the basis of "patent intensity".

national applications. foreign applications. total applications and
in 1968, taken from the 1969 BIRPI statistics, "Patents". table I a

i.e. the figures for
patents granted

,'"I'"".•••• IDA 1m.••••.

Contract1ng ~tate

Pat e n t a p p 1 i cat ion s Patents gra,nted
Contracting States national % foreign % Total % Total %

1 2 3 4 5 6 ••.••••••• 3""' ••••• 8 .. aJ..___ClI.~... _-- ..=._--_ ..-- ..•.........•...--_ .. iII:. __ ~_ •• G •••• _.a.ca =111~,_==-==D a:=:m .•••••• as:=: mua.IIII.=:aaaUII

Denmark 827 0.:15 5,:588 2•.51 '6 415 1.92 1 987 0.89
Spain 3 792 3.44 9 3e8 4.21 13 180 3.96 9 585 4.31
Greece 1 323 1.20 1 208 0.54 - 2 531 0.76 2.481 1.11
Ireland 168 0,15 1 427. 0 •.64 1 595 0.48 760 0.}4
Norway 987 0.89 4 262 1.91 5 249 1.58 1 635 0.73

._.\ustria 2 486. 2,25 10 246 4.60 12 732 3.82 9 160 4,12
I

Portugal 95 0~09 1 304 0.58 1 399 0.42 1 149 0.52
Sweden 4 742 4.30 13 338 5.99 18 080 5.43 8 430 3!t79
Switzerland 5 928 5.31 13 609 6.11 19 531 5.86 11 450 1.85
Turkey

...
87 0.08 545 0.2-4 632 0.19 410 0.21,

Uni ted Kingdom' 26 711 24.21 35 284 15.84 61 995 18.61 43 038 19.35
EEC Statesl
l}elgium 1 466 10\033 16 068 7.21 11 534 5.26 11 456 1.85,

_Federal Republic 34 005 30.82 31 411 14.10 65 422 19.64 21 169 9.52
of Germany
France 17 561 15.91 36 095 16.20 53 656 16.11 47 990 21"58
Italy 1 604 6.89 24 152 10.84 31 156 9.53 35 a41 15.85
Luxembourg 81 0.01 2 463 1.11 2 544 0.76 2 100 0.94
The Netherlands 2 411 2.25 16 420 1.31 18 891 5.67 2 324 1.04

l

EEC Total 63 194 .51.21 126 615 56.83 189 009 56.91 126 286 56~18
110 340 I' 100 ~~ 222. 814 100 ?'o 333 154 100 % 222 431 100 %



Com~'ison of the calculated contribut~ scales Ul.l./ U.L -, """ ,-

Annex 28

nts
. ,Contracting I. Based on gross II. :Sasedon III. Based on number of applications IV. Based on, national frequ,enc;yof Annex 27 number of pate_ states product designation col. 3. col. 5 col. 7 granted

Annex 26 Annex 26 national fOl'eign total Annex 27
column 4 oolumn 6 column q

1 . 2 3 4 5 6 . . 7=~=__._. __._ ••• _a_ _._ •••au___ .~.~._ •• _ ••• _._ ••• __ 0. Cli!D ____ a_= __ u•• "' •..............•... ~•••• ~...••- •.• =. :lau:aRm••• cU"._.-=-

Denmark 2.03 1~69 0.75 2.51 1.92 0.89
!

Spain 4.18 2,73 3.44 4.21 3.96 4.31
Greece , 1 .29 0,34 1.20 0.54 . 0.76 . 1.11
Ireland 0,49 ~t41 0.15 0~64 0~48. 0.34
Norway 1.50 1,25 0.89 1,,91 1~58 0.73
Austria 1.92 3.04 2,25 4.60 3.82 4.12
Portugal 0.83 .0,38 0.09 0.58 0.42 0.52
S.eden 4.33 .4'~14 4.30 5.99 5.43 3.79
S.itz.erland 2.86 4.68 5.37 6.11 5.86 7.85
Turkey 1.92 0.16 0.08 0.24 0.19 0.21
Uni-ted Kingdom 17.21 11.,40 24~21 15.84 18~61 19.35
EEC Statesl
~elgilUl 3.53 1.33 7.21 5.26. 7.85
Federal Rep~blio 24.00 30.82 14.10 19.64 9.52of German,.
France 17.5~ 15.91 ' 16.20 .16.11 21.58
Ital,. 12.14 6.89 10.84 9.53 15.85

0.13~ 0.07 1.11 0.76 0.94Luxe.bourg
..... " 4.11 2.25 .' 7.37 5•.67 1.04The Netherlands

EEC states 61.44 69,78 ~57.27 56.83 56.97 56.78
Total for ,..11 100 ;, 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 100 ;,
Contracting states - ..

..
. ..- - -

ern/PA/bll



Payment and repayment of one Contracting State's contributions
to the costs of the build-up and running-in period of the European Patent Office,

If..l'r'rj:'j
V

1:' .. ,1
~~~.J'

BR/GT 1/39/70
Annex 29

taking the Federal Republic of Germany as an example, with a scale of contributions of 19.64 %,
based on the total number of patent applications (Annex 28 column 6)

_ immediate full opening; excluding special organs -
,

.- .F a y men. t s Rep a y men t s
J.f 19.64 ~ 6f the figures from

•••
19.64 ~ of the figures from

._ .._-- ..
Id Annex 25 column 4 Id Annex 25 column 4~ ~

1M ~
in US-Dollar in DM in US-Dollar in DM

1 2 3 4 .m.=aD~._J~a=••_•••=aa_ ~'6.....-•..•• __ ••• m••• m••••••••• a. ._ •••• am ••••••••••••••• ___a._a •••••• _a •• ="~__••____._
10 219 112 804 366

0 4 031 699 14 156 018' 11 481 661 1 784 839
1 2 445 169 8 951 .515 12 183 636 2 868 108

r" .
2 2 234 639 8 178 779 13 1 088 056 :5982 285, 1 955 948 7 158 770 14 1 390 905 5 090 712
4 1 701 610 6 227 893 15 1 678 827 6 144 507
5 1 422 525 5 206 442 16 1 928 059 7 056 696
(; 1 007 532 3 687 567 17 2 143 106 1 845 964
7 600 591 2 198 163 18 2 334 803 8 545 379
& 24'1'768 884 871 19 2 524 133 9 238 327
9 16 694 61 100 20 2 612 022 9 779 601

- -
I

15 658 175 57'311 118 11 251 580 ~3 140 784
'I-

ern/PA/mrk .,.---.... --.,
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