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' gJaIs Gebﬁhrenspezialist Herr Dr Heinz (Leiter Hauptabte!lung " _
mmen Auch Frau Rudloff Schaﬂ‘er erschnen L Begmn der '

- l EPA Gebﬂhrenszenarlen

in der Sache hat das: EPA dle Entwu:klung der Einnahmen aus Verlangerungsgebﬁhren far vler verschiedene . L
Szenanen vorgestellt Dlese Szenarien betreffen Vérlangerungsg bihren fiir das EU-Patent, die sich an der Hohe der _
g durch dle MS fﬂr europézsche‘Bundelpatente erhobenen Gebuhren wie folgt onentiel'en' ’ -

- eli: Ie Gebuhren fur europﬁlsche Bundelpatente in den dreiam hsuﬁgsten
‘ valldlerten te nehmenden Mctgliedsta en"DE FR, VK; e , T .

' Dito fiir dié Gebiihren der Top 3 + NL und SE' S b

. Modell: Dito fF die Gébilhren der TOP 5 + BE und AT; '

. TOP-10 Modell ‘Dito fiir die. Gebuliren der TOP 7 + IRE, DK PL.

‘\}e Gesamtkosten uber dle maxumale l.aufzeit von 20 Jahren wiirden bel dlesen Modellen betragen 26 841 € (TOP _
' /Q 3),43957 (TOP 5), 60244 (TOP.7) bzw. 74122 (TOP 10} Zum Verglelch Em deutsches Patent kostet fur die Dauer von
20 .Iahren rund 13. 000 €. Wir hatten zusammen mit dem DPMA in unserem Gebuhrenpapier fﬁrden AStV im
- Dezembér 2011 Gebilhren fir.die Gesamtlaufzéit in Hohe von rund 35:000 € in 2,7-facher Hohe der deutsche .
. Gebiihren zur Diskussion gestellt (entspréche ungeféhr TOP a), um qielchzeltig sowohi au§re|chend ’
o ‘Gebﬂhrenemnahmen beim EU-Patent u erzuelen und em for die lndustrle attraktwes Gebﬂhrenmveau anzubleten

\’

: ln der Prasentatnon Nr 3 prognostnznert das EPA auf Selte 6die Entwncklung der Emnahmen fhr seine verschzedenen T
c ‘-Szenanen Fiir 2015 geht das EPA von Elnnahmen aus’ europaischen Bundelpatenten in Hohe von362 Mio. € aus, Due
I gleiche summie steht jeweils noch éinmal fiir.die Vertellung untér den.MS zur Verfugung (DE-Anteil paran tund 33
'%) Fiir 2034 wdrden diese Einnahmen auf dann, auf 494 Mio € anwachsen, wenn weiterhin- Jedlghch europalsche
R Biindelpatente zur Verfiigung stiinden. Nach den S‘mulatlonen des EPA wurde u'n Vergleich dazu das EU Patentzu
o jfolgenden Emnahmeruckgangen lm Jahre 2034 fﬁhren : . . A

= :\TOP3 122 Mno €(Marktanteil des EU- Patents von 50 %), R T o0
TOPS: -44 Mio. € (Marktanteill des EU-Patents 28 %), _ ' ‘ ' . :
TOP 7: - 18 Mio. €(Marktantell des EU Patents 16 %), - _ o , T

X TOP10 6M|o €(Marktante||desEU-Patents11%) S L e e R

I, it e T 163,
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: Abs 2 der Verordnung 1257/2012 geht von einheltlichen Gebli ren aus, die bereits.auch fur KMU attrak .-v sein
sollen Eine Gebuh(enermaliigung fur rund 30 % der erteilten Patente wiirde zu entsprechenden Elnnahmeausféllen R
-/ beim EPA und den nationalen Amtern bzw 2u Ubermﬁsiger Belastung der ubrigen Anmeldeér fﬂhren, auch . g ' 5
/\ Gemehtspurikte einer. Glelchbehandlung der Unterfiehmen im Wettbewerb seien z ljerﬂcksichtigen, die fir die '
- gleiche Leistung auch diesgiben Preise bezahlen sollten, Beflrwortung einer Gebbhrenennaﬂugung aus '
: ,lndustriepolltischer Slcht kam dagegen von FR ROU, ITA und KOM ' RN :

e Kufzbéﬁ)eitdhg R

o .,Der‘Ansatz des EPA erscheint aus BMJV Slcht vernunftsg Auch im DPMA-wird dlese Einschatzunggetenlt Em
‘Geb : snerieren undgleichzeitig bei -
~ einem Mafktanteil zwischen 18 % und 41 % auf due notwendlge Akze atanz bej den Nutzern stoRen, Héhere
Gebiihren lassen 2.B. bei TOP 10 die NUtzung des EU-Patents auf 6 % bis 13 % schrumpfen und erscheinen damit
kem ausrelchend attraktives Angebot geringere. Gebuhren von TOP 3 fuhren Zu Dbermésngen Emnahmeausfallen '
von 57 Mlo €bis -122 Mlo € im Jahre 2034 ~ : : : :

' Die. D:skussnon des zusatzhchen TOP 4 Szenanos, das unseren Gebuhrenberechnungen entsprechen wurde
erschemt smnvoll Nlcht zuletzt auch deshalb weil die vier melstbenannten Mltgliedstaaten DE FR VK und NL auch

2163
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rechnensch exakt der durchschnitthchen geographaschen Abdeckung durch ein europansches Bﬂndelpatent

- entsprechen und damlt die Vorgaben von Artikel 12 Abs. 2 EU-Verordnung 1257/2012 gut wcderspiegeln wurdén

S

E I-';Auch fur dne Industrie durfte die Rlchtun€ stlmmen \Von dort wwd elne Gebuhrenhbhe zwlschen TOP 3 und TOP4

o ; gefordert Aber das scheint mir eher eine Optnmalvorstellung 20t sein und TOP 4 bis'5 scheinen hinreichend attraktwe '
. Gebiihren zu:sein, dle aber gleichzeltlg die fir-EPA und nationale Amter notwendlgen Gebuhreneinnahmen

errelchen sollen Eme genaue Vorhersage des Anmeldeverhaltens ist ohnehin nicht machbar. Dle verbleibende .
Unsicherheit schemt aber niicht zuletzt auch deshalb beherrschbar, weil Auswurkungen auf die Gebuhreneinnahmen e

. zunbchst nur in emem begrgnzten Umfangs erfolgen, sowext Anmelder der zukunftig erteilten Patente 2um EU- -

_ muss an Hand der Erfahmngen bes der Gebuhrenhﬁhe ln der Anfangszent des neuen Systems nachge-s‘teuert.werden. o

" Sonderkondltionen fur KMU auf die nach Angaben des EPA rund 30 % der Patentertenlungen entfauen, sollten au§ v

o Vnele GruBe

Johannes Karcher
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Flndéx’~'
" lntroductlon .

2 Revnew of the Slmulatlon I\/Iodel ”

21 Optlmal chonce of the patent holder L
2 1 Sensmv:ty analyses based on UP penetratlon rates

: Europ_éan P'étent Office 2 | 5|63
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. 1 lntroductlon

. Dunng the Select Commlttee S/C 5 on 30 October 2013 the EPO presented

- Key data on the current valldatlon and malntenance practlce of the European .
Patent (EP) and the income from Natlonal Renewal Fees (SC/27/1 3)

. A modellrng of the fmancral factors mfluencrng the deCISlon of the Patent Holder
to opt | between Unltary Patent (UP) and the classrcal EP (SC/28/1 3)

. -~ Followmg the presentatlon made i |n S/C 5, the delegatlons mdrcated that dlfferent o

market assumptlons should be consrdered and evaluated

. T he EPO would lrke to share w:th you now a revrew of the Main Pnncrples along
Wthh the SImulatlons have been elaborated '

= The Optlmal Chonce of the Patent Holder in fmanCIal terms (Pure Fmancral
Behavrour) | . | : |

- Asetof Sensrtlwty Analyses around the Pure FlnanCIal Behavuour as suggested‘ .
- by the Delegatlons , S | .

'-.A'Euroo_eanPatent'Office, Rz R e 3 e . e V 3 é|63
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9 Rewew of the S|mulat|on model ( 112)

':, = The Model is based on the ldea that the Patent Holder could be. expected to take hIS ,

- Decision rationally on. the baS|s of an economlcal analysrs of quantlflable dnvers (“Pure .
Frnancral Behawour") ,

| = The Costs of vahdatlng and mamtamrng patents be it EP or UP are generated by 4 mam |
| quantrt" ab!e dnvers ,

1. .,I_e_lmg_lj_a”’m:___ggt_mcorrespondmg to the Member States (MS) for Wthh the -
o patent holder is seeklng for protectlon o

2. Mamtenance of the patent i.e. number of years in WhICh the patent is mamtalned
| 1 in.each MS ‘ | - - ~

3. -TTotaI Amount of Renewal Fees to be pard in each MS

':4. V'Addltlonal Costs comlng on top of the Renewal Fees s
. (e g costs of transformatlon/vahdatron admmlstratlve costs patent attorney, etc )

. .The‘proposal for modelhng the decrsnon of the Patent Holder
== | is built on the comparison of EP cost vs. UP cost which
] _ arises from the above 4 cost dnvers '

' European Patent Office ' o ARIN Nt o o T T

7163
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' The Model aims at identifying the point of option on which, on the basis of

~ assumptions made, the Patent Holder would switch from EP to UP.

- Hence the MOdeI'all‘oWs. for»a.nfalysis‘ and simulations such ae'

Assessmg the fmancral rmpact of drfferent UP Fee Scenanos for the. ',
EPO and Member States by companng |

. The revenue from renewal fees after the rntroductron of UP
'. -f_.-; | agarnst a baselrne assummg contmuatron of the EPonly

 Finding a possrble Fee Scenario that wrll allow a Ievel of lncome -
equ:valent to the one currently expected forthe EPOand MS. =

European Patent Office - 5 863



. 2 1 O 'tlmal cholce ofthe atent holder l4l4)

Increase m Fee Income for the MS & EPO derlved from patent holder s savmgs

UP Full

Costs

P Re_ewal

Costs to be paid

- Fee _

o 4 'lj'erritorial Protecti'o'n
' | (Nr of MS)

25

[ .
>

'~ 1901.3-9330-29-3-2-31-300-2014

..’nﬂiEPFuHC'cen:
& UP Full C

| [ — thered |
| line shows the |

| protection.

- preferred
- option.

depending on
the territorial

Havmg the full cost overview of both the EP and UP routes allows to determlne as from
~ which territorial protection the UP patent becomes cheaper than the EP Patent WhICh

~ isthe purpose of the Model '

European Patent Office
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_2 2 Sensmwt Anal .ses based on UP Penetratlon Rates

1. By default the Model assumes a Pure Flnancral Behavrour of the Patent Holder (“basellne
' scenarro”) | |

2 As mdrcated in October (S/C 28/1 3) the Model can also be used to SImulate other |
behavrours for instance: | - . |
. - Patent Holders willing to pay more in order to opt to UP
- - Patent Holders wrllmg to forego savmgs ‘in order to stay m EP
3 both cases the potentlal loss for EPO & MS will be reduced assumtng the Patent ,
Holders accept to deviate from a pure fmanmal behavrour S

3 Flnance wrll be presentmg two types of Sensrtrvrty Analyses
= What-if X% of the Patent Holders behave in devratlon of a Pure Fmancral Behavrour
(from 1 validation below or above the pomt of optlon) PRE |
= Which X% of Patent Holders should behave contrary to a Pure Flnancral Behavrour in
. order to restore the flnancral equilibrium (“No UP") ‘ '

4. F‘inally DGS,will be pre'sentingjan analysis b’ased on assumed pene"tratio_n rates.

- European Pate‘ntdfﬁce _ v o v L SR ) | o o 7 : >1,0|63
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to be taken mto account when smulatlng and flxm
~ the level of renewal fees for the Umtary Patent
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:'-1-Legal Basrs .

> Unltary Patent Regulatron (EU) S
(EU Regulatlon No. 1257/2012 of 17 December 2012 )

| _Artlcle_ 12-" ',Level' of _renewal fe,es -

1. Renewal 'fees for.European patents with unitary effeot shall be :

V» " (a) progressrve throughout the term of the unltary patent
- protect:on, | :

. (b) sufficient to cover all costs assocnated wrth the grant of the .

 European patent and the admmlstratlon of the umtary patent
protection, and . |

) sufficient, together with the fees to be pald to the European
Patent Organisation during the pre-grant stage, to ensure a
balanced budget of the European Patent Organl_satlon

ﬁnancial:aspects“ of the unitary patent:

2719,

. 13163
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 1.legal Basis

2. The level of the renewal fees shall be set, taking into account, among
others, the situation of spectflc entities such as SMEs with the aim of .

(a) faclhtatmq innovation and fostermg the competltlveness of
 European businesses; ~ -

'f (b) reflecting the size of the market covered by the patent and

', (c) belng similar to the Ievel of the natlonal renewal fees for an
average European patent taking effect in the participating Member
j States at the time the Ievel of the renewal fees is flrst set

3 In order to attam the objectlves set out in thls Chapter the Ievel "
,. of renewal fees shall be set at a level that : S o

(a) is equwalent to the level of the renewal fee to be pald for the
~average geographlcal coverage of current European patents

(b) reflects the renewal rate of current European patents
(c) reflects the number of requests for unltary effect |

_ﬁnancial aspects of_ the unitaty patent’ :

3/19

14|63



Z’i.Main"ob'ect’ives" s::e’t '~eut inf Artlcle 12

R Renewal fees of the Unltary Patent should be set at

~ alevel which takes into account all parameters

~ (some purely technical, others more polltlcal)

. . | 1; contamed m Artlcle 12

. -’The level should be Iow enough to be attractlve to

~ “users but high enough to ensure a balanced budget
. for the EPO | . | g |

, The fellowmg breSentatl'on Wlll focus on the
 implications of different behaviour of patent

- S financial aspects of the unitar_y‘patent B

~ holders and their flnanc:lal lmpllcatlons for the -
. budget of the EPO ~ ,

4119

15 63

’1901.3;9330-_29-3-2-31-300-20}14 .
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4 How to 'reﬂec:t the).crifteria forlfixinq 'the-lever 2

lt is proposed to use the Model developed (cf presentatlon 1)
for fmancral slmulatlons | -

= drfferent fees scenarlos can be modelled

* = financial results can be obtained throughout the
lrfetlme of the Umtary patents with the objectlve to -

_ compare the flnancral srtuatron for the EPOina steady
state between - . -

= a scenario of coexrstence of Umtary Patents I
Classrc European Patents L ,

| - a hypothetlc scenario under which only Classrc .
- European Patents but no Unltary Patents are
“available |

— the comparlson will demonstrate the potentral flnancual
losses or gains for the EPO under the two scenarios 20

~ years after the Umtary Patent will have started to j
_ operate. | L | | |

- financial aspects of the unitary patent

'5/19

16|63
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. Whifc':?hv'feesrs‘cenariﬁs?“ to besimulatjed ?

. In order to reflect the crlterla set out m Artlcle 12 paragraphs |

”1(a) progressrwty 2(b) size of the market 3(a) geographlcal
fcoverage of current European patents e

ltis proposed to simulate levels of fees correspondmg to

the sum of natlonal renewal fees for the countrles in whlch
.’European patents are most often valldated |

. Four scenanos can be srmulated correspondmg to the sum of

-3 countrres in WhICh EP are most often validated: DE,FR,GB
~ -5 countries in which EP are most often validated: DE,FR,GB,NL, SE
. 7 countrres in. which EP are most often vahdated DE, FR GB,NL,SE, BE AT
- 10 countries in whlch EP are most often valldated DE FR, GB NL,SE,BE, AT
' IE DK PL | . : -

: ial aspects of the V"t' atent i = R O ST R B
ﬁnancraaspeos unitary patent . v : , P 0 | o | 6/19

1763
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* 4'.-.wm¢h~féeis:scenaraos:mb»e;sfsmmatea?:.

Summmg up the natlonal renewal fees has however a major _,
| "drawback as it would result in the level of renewal fees for the
~f|rst 3-5 years to bemg extremely low glven that in some countrles
natlonal renewal fees for these years are very Iow or do not even
. xrst | . |

- The very low level or non-exrstence of renewal fees for both natlonal
~and European patents for years 3-5is motlvated by the fact that normally
'durmg this period the patent application is still pending.

. However such a low level would not be justlﬂed for the Unltary Patent
whlch concerns a European patent whlch is already granted :

Therefore lt is. proposed to use for the s|mulat|on the Ievel of the
,‘Internal Renewal Fees at the EPO (IRF) for the years 3to5 durlng
,; ' WhICh a European patent appllcatlon is normally still pendmg

; '_.A renewal fee for the year 2is proposed for the (extraordmary)
~_cases of ultra rapid grant of a European patent

financial aspects of the unitary patent

7719

1863
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The 4 Fees scenarlos to be srmulated WI“ be |dent|f|ed by “ TOP X »
and reflect : | . | | SRR ~
- the Internal Renewal Fees for year 3 year 5

- jWIth a smooth transition to -

- the sum of the fees for “x” countrles in whlch most patents are |
| vahdated ' . - --

- TOP3: Yearz-f Year 3-4 IRF + Year 5-20 DEFR.GB
: 'TOP 5. Year 2+ Year 3-5 IRF + Year 6-20 DEFRGBNL,SE
*maa 7: Year 2 + Year 3-5 IRF + Year 6-20 ng,#R;ee,NL,;sE',BE;AT -

. - TOP10: Year2 + Year 3-5 IRF + "Yea‘rﬁ-i-ZO DE,Fﬁ,G‘B,;NL,SE,BE',AT,IE,DK,’_PL'.‘"-

~ financial aspects of the unitary patent

8719

1963
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5 Dirre'renft ~'I'evels of sim u!la-t'io'ns : level‘-1 |

The model has be desrgned to srmulate the behavrour of

the patent holders as regards the choice to be made

between the EP and the UP, by purely financial

. considerations. The model aims at identifying the point at

~ whichon the assumptions made the patent holder would
. swrtch from the EP to the UP ~

Level 1 of the simUI‘ation : Purely financial behaviour

ltis assumed that the patent holder decides to opt for

- the UP when the total costs of the UP (fee + external costs)
" are lower than the current costs for EP.

. - above the break-even pomt 100 % patent holders opt for the UP .
- be!ow the break-even pomt 0 % patent hold_ersso_pt forthe UP

financial as ects of the unitary patent . - o L : e S
i g p ( ._‘..ryp‘ , ’ . B , : P C9/19 .

20163
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5 Drfferent levels of smulatrons Ievel 2

The study commlssmned by ESAB “ Economic Analys:s of the Umtary Patent and
Unified Patent Court” has been published in April (publicly available on the EPO

~ website and sent by the Council secretarrat to the members of the SC) The results
of the study clearly show that

‘The eXpected take-up of the unitary patent is clearly dependent on the level of the renewal -

fees, however patent holders.will not base their chorce between UP and EPs on financial
« grounds alone . .

: AAn lmmedlate benefit of the Umﬂed Patent Court lies in avordmg multlple patent lltngatlon in
- dlfferent jurlsdlctlons in Europe, but other aspects will be also important for patent holders, .
'm partlcular to retain the possrblllty | {o) ogt out from the |ur|sd|ct|on of Umfled patent court

- Some appllcants will a ccegt to pay more for the UP than for the classrc EPs to obtam a
broader geographical scope , ie |mproved I:censmg opportumtles improved opportumtres to

. _.secure mvestments and to use the UP as securlty, improved protectlon at the EUs external
- borders,

Some apphcants will a ccegt not to beneflt from cost savmgs from the UPP and contmue to .
pay higher renewal fees for the classic EPs: the European patents validated in ‘high number '

. . of countries are the “Crown Jewels” which patent holders, at least in- the early years wrll not
»want to entrust to the exclusrve junsdlctlon of the UPC

~ financial aspects of the uriitary patent .

10/19-

21163
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~ 5.Different levels of simulations : level2

_ :l.On the baSlS of the flrst results of the modelllng on purely fmanclal
. Abehawour itis proposed to srmulate at a level 2, some
| (mathematlcal) sens:tmty analyses |

vwhat are the fmancnal lmpllcatlons if X% of all patent holders behave -
. dlfferently from a purely fmanCIal behavrour 7 o

~ For eXample if the Ievel of UP renewal’*fees isfi'x‘ed ata level
. eqmvalent toTOP7,a sensmvrty analys:s can be carrled out
. Example scenario ‘where : : :

20% of the patent holders who currently valldate the EP in 6 countrles L
" accept to pay more in order to obtam a UP ' ,

and e
. - 20 % of the patent holders who currently valldate the EP in 7 or more
o countrles accept to forego costs savmgs in order to mamtaln EPs

~financial aspects of the unitary patent

“11/19 -

22163 .
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5. VD'ifferent .levels -c’f; sn?ﬁ ulét'idns’ :"'level'3 |

> The study commlssmned by ESAB and the workshop which has
.- been organised on this toplc conclude also that the behawour of
~the patent holders can be very dlfferent dependmg on the size of
- the flrm, lts geographlcal orlgm its technlcal flelds of actlwty

. > _Seme speciﬁc behla'viour can, ,hdwever,'be h-i'ghlighted:'"

‘_ = For patent holders currently valldatmg in few countrles (i.e 3 or 4), it
~ can be assumed that some would accept to pay more for the UP
~ expecting a more efficient protectlon as regards border mjunctlons,

- the simplification of the admmlstratlon or the lmproved lmencmg
' opportunltles |

financial aspects of the _ulnitary patent

12719

23163
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- §-'-—I;‘)iff"”""’""--------------!---'--Q--‘-’-ei"--V-I---?’-------—----—----",Afsim“'.am”ns,:Ievel3

- For patent holders currently valrdatmg ln 4 to 6 countrles, it can be E
- - assumed that half of them would opt for the UP (in particular for the
- protection of incremental mventrons) The remamlng patent holders -

- would stay with the classic EP in order to keep-the mamtenance |

- flexibility , ie the erxrblhty to abandon the patent progressively -

__country by country over the hfetlme of the patent or to opt out from
: the jurlsdlctlon of Umfled Patent Court

For applica'nt's currently valldatlng in 7 to 25 countrles itcanbe
. »asasumed that a majority would optin prmclple for the UP. However a
~ hon neghglble number of patent holders would prefer to stay with the
~ classic EP in order to opt out from the UPC and to avoid a centralised
‘revocatronllrmltatnon of the patent with effect for 25 countries. The
inventions protected in 25 MS are normally pioneer inventions which

' _generate tremendous revenues (the “crown jewels” or blockbusters
_in pharmacy and other mdustrres)

S ﬁhancial,aspectsofthe.un'itary patent :

13719

2463
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~ Onthe bas:s 'of these expected vanous behavnours of patent
f holders concernlng their choice between the UP and the |
. .' 'class:c EP |t is proposed to snmulate ata level 3

. - some assumed penetratlon rates for the UP takmg lnto
' '. ,cons:deratlon the number of countrles in whlch |
- European patents are c“urrentlyl valld,'ated. -

ﬁ’nancia’l éspects of the 'dnitary 'patent

14719

. 25]63
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it

- _S;Different’ -leVeIs,of simmati‘onst: .IeVeI 3

| As an exampte, if the Ievel of the UP renewal fees are flxed at the current sum of
X countrles in whlch EP are mc stly valid ated, a simulation of varlous
5 ,' assumed penetratlon rates can be carried out as follows : '

Iow penetratron rates : y
. 30% of the patent holders who currently vahdate EP in X-2 countrres WI" opt for UP

medlum penetration rates o . : : .
‘50% of the patent holders who currently vahdate EP in X-1 countrles wrll opt for UP :
50% of the patent holders who currently validate EPi in X ° countries will opt for UP E
. 50% of the patent holders who currently vahdate EP in X+1 countrres will opt for UP
 high penetration rates : . - i :
65% of the patent ho!ders who currently valldate EP in X+2 countrles wrll opt for UP

65% of the patent ho!ders who currently valrdate EP in mo.re.than X+2 countrles will opt
forUP , - o = FEPR

'-This ’scenarie of assurn'ed 4Iow, medium and high penetratlon rates for the uP wrll
constltute the Baselme for dlfferent levels of srmulatlon ' e

* X= ~thev'point at which pa-tent holders switch from the EP_ to the_UP ba__s'ed on a purely ’ﬁ_nancialﬁbehaviour) '

ﬁnanciai aspects of the unitary patent
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oirosiiiasist = s

5.‘4_‘Dii',”f.,..eI’G_.f.'?n...:t rl_e;\i-els of _.]Simu.l:a't'i'-ons ; 'I‘eVeI‘»'3 e

_ In order to cover comprehensnve scenarlos of behav:our two
- ,addmonal scenanos dlvergmg from the baselme can be SImulated
~one more pessmlstlc one more optlmlstlc than the baselme :

Mor-e ‘pessimi'sti‘_c ;BaSeline'* -.More' optimistic
~ thanBaseline = _than Baseline
X3 Validaions - 0% . 0%
X2 Validaions 0% - 30%  40%
. X1 Validaions . 30%- 50% . 0%
X Validations - 30%  50% - 60%
X+1 Validations - . %% S 60% .

. X#2 Validaions . 80% < 85% . - 75%
‘more than X+2 Validations ~ 50% . S o T5%

. financial aspects of fhe-unitary patent

16719

27163
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.6 Sltuatlon for S| eclflcentltles such as SMEs

]Artlcle 12 (2) of Regulat!on No. 1257/2012 foresees that the Ievel
~of the renewal fees shall be set, taking into account, among
. others, the situation of specnfrc entities such as SMEs. However
 Article 12 does not stlpulate expressly a speclflc reductlon of the
. 'renewal fees for SMEs and similar entltles » -

> It has to be borne in mmd that the mtroductlon of the Umtary Patent erI
provide in itself a reduction of external costs for SMEs assoclated to the
payment of renewal fees. : -

, '.'-.C‘urrently SMEs i their oyvn‘patent attorney and his network of local
_ attorneys for the maintenance procedures and the payment of renewal
~ fees before each NPO | , -

- "The'UP wrth the payment of one centrallsed renewal fee w1|l limit the need
. for SMEs to use the network of local attorneys and reduce the external
. costs for thrs group of patent holders :

financial aspects of the unitary patent |

17719
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6. Situation,‘for*s: , et:ific entitfes such as SMEs e

" The reductlon of external costs will be Iess lmportant for Iarge
. enterprlses which have already in place internal departments. deallng
directly with the payment of renewal fees or which use specialised
.~ _companies achlevmg economres of scale due to the hlgh number of

, _.'payments | , ~ | ,

> In addltlon to these reductlon of external costs, European SMEs wﬂl proflt
o 'from the addltlonal financial support via the compensatlon scheme

- jThe questlon arlses whether in addition to the reductlon of external costs
a spec|flc fee reduction shall be foreseen for SMEs '

> On the one hand such fee reductlon for.SMEs would have to be o .
. compensated by an increase of the renewal fees for Iarge enterprlses and
~on the other hand a lower level of the renewal fees for all patent holders
‘would beneflt SMEs and large enterprlses aI|ke _ . -

eyl

* financial aspects of the unitary patent
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'4‘6.'.Sit'ua'tion for's ec’i-fic'enti_'ties such.asSMEs |

> Advice s sought from the Select Committee on -

- the possublhty of the mtroductlon of a dlfferentlate level
of the fees for different groups (SMEs Umvers:tles
etc vs Iarge enterprlses) -

. = shall thls reductlon for SMEs be mtroduced from the

“outset, or only in light of the expenence made W|th the
umtary patent scheme -

. ’.-— the Ievel of such posslble reductlon (m % of the normal
level) and/or the penod of such a reductlon (10, 12 20
years ’?) ~ . | . o .

financial aspects of the unitary patent :

o 19/19
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~ Thankyouforyourattention!

 financial aspects of the unitary patent

 31(63 "



mittee
of UP Fee levels
ncome on t-he asis of P

‘ F.delPozo = - ~ PD Finance 26 May 2014 32|63



omrens

o ) - el ©1901.3-9330-29-3-2-31-300-2014

m.\\—/

'Index*

. Overvnew of the UP Fee Ie\/el of the Seehenos slfnulated |

UP Fee levels Year 2 to Year 20 of the Scenarios to be simulated = e -

. Results of simulated UP Fee Scenarios (assummg pure fmancual behawour)

Sensmvnty Analyses to varying UP Penetration Rates .

. ‘Recap of Simulations and Sensitivity Analys_es
~* Main Parameters underpmnmg the model: '
~+ Forthe European Patent

~+ For the Unitary Patent

TR ®ON

Annexes: | | | B |
. Current Market Informatlon on One off Vahdatlon Costs for European Patents

Maintenance Rates 2011 per Country

Fee level per: participating MS as at 01.01. 2014
_Fee levels Year 2to Year 20 per Fee Scenario
- Glossary o | . -

-',‘EuropeanPatentOfﬁee : S : RERR S T . I 2

33|63



' E&Wf the Scenanos
, srmulated ‘

. = ltis proposed to set the Fee Scenarlos

~ in continuity with the Internal Renewal Fees for the frrst years until reachmg the years
4-5 where most grants take place

. F.-‘ in relation with the sum of fees for theMost Valldated (- “Top ) Countrres for the years

thereafter (years 5/6 to 20)

- TOP 3 (Year 3 - 4IRF + Year 5 20 DE/GB/FR) S

- TOP5 (Year 3 — 5 IRF + Year 6 — 20. DE/GB/FR/NL/SE) |

~ TOP 7 (Year 3 —5 IRF + Year 6 — 20 DE/GB/FR/NL/SE/BE/AT) .
=~ TOF’ 10 (Year 3 5 IRF + Year 6— -20 DE/GB/FR/NL/SE/BE/AT/IE/IKIPL)

= The Market Assumptlons on the above Fee Scenarlos
— Pure Financial Behawour of the Patent Holders -
- - Sensrtrvrty Analyses to varyrng UP Penetratron Rates

- The comparlsons are made agarnst a fee scenario in whrch there would be “status quo
~ which is called No UP UP scenario. . - |

European Patent Office S G e s .3

). L L Sy ) S © 1901.3:9330-29-3-2-31-300-2014
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Fee level of the Scenarios

TOPbymost e
“Fvalidated'MS.,” i € 160 745 EFees of 25 MS

F

or details: See Annex 2




2. UP Fee Ievels Year 2 to Year 20 of the Scenarlos to be .
v»SlmuIated . -

= ,1901.3-9330-29-3-2-31-300-202].4

20 000

18000

- 16 000

14 000

1

Feesin€

10000
-"’8000{ _
6000 1

14000 1

2000

120004

5 6 7 8 9

10 11 12

G Ordlnal Year e
-o—Feeszs Ms --O-—TOPS -k—TOPS -*-TOP? —I—TOP 10

13 14 15 16 17 18

19 20

. see Annex 1.

Total
accumulated
_in€

} ci60745 |

S ci12 B

| <€43957 |

_ coa

European Patent Office

13663




) o e RER D © 1901.3-9330-20-3-2-31-300-2014

3 Results of smulated UP Fee Scenarlos

. assumm Pure Fmanmal Behavuour A L
€362m - | S le49am|
e 125 - - ~
E |
W':
2
o= 75 -
IQ : :
g
s 25 1
o : ' :
e e e e et B 1
E B R SRR BT \
8 ; e e i . -L“ﬂ
=
> 5. - e B

' | ;FDéViaiiOD TOP10'  —a—Deviation TOP 5 :;-O-Deviation TOP7. —e=Deviation TOP 3
e . . 2015 2016 2017 2018 .. 2031 20322033 2034

- Baseline (No UP) . 362 371 379 387 .. 479 484 489 434 100%

~ Scenarii with financial behaviour of

_applicants: -~ - .. _____ ____ _ _  _ @ o - :
~ DeviationTOP3 2 5 11 8. .. 120 121 122 122 -25%
Deviation TOP 5 o 41 3 B 9 .. 45 45 44 44 9%
Deviation TOP 7 , o 1 -3 .5 7 20 19 19 48 4%
Dev1atronTOP10 - o -1 o2 3 '-4g 77 7. B -1%.:_

Bas;c result in the analyses is the devnatlon at Steadv State (2034) from the “No UP" Scenarlo

EuropeanPatentOfflce,f = -‘ i S f D , S e 8 (37|63'



) ___ & : )) e . 1901.3-9330-29-3-2-31-300-2014

. 4“-,'énifti\"i.t,;av' SSf,O varyin LUP '»Penetrajtion Rates

+ The Scenarios presented prev‘iously assumed that the patent holder will opt
. between EP and UP on flnanc1al grounds only (Pure Fmancral Behavrour)

. Other cases could take place - | ~

Patent Holders who would be wrlllng to pay more in order to opt to UP _
Patent Holders who would be Wl"lng to forego savmgs in order to stay ln
Ep . _ | |

- ;For this reason 'tWo 'Se‘nSitiVity AnalySes will been"‘presented 'for each Scenario:,»

What-lf 10 20 or 30% of the Patent Holders behave dlfferently from
- ', financial reasoning (from 1 validation below the point of option and for all
~validations beyond this. point: e.g. if the pomt of optlon is 5, for all.
. .valldatlons between 4 and 28 2 . — o

. What percentage of Patent Holders would need to behave dlfferently from .
tmanmal reasonrng in order to come back to flnancral equrllbnum ? !

’ 'EuropeanPatentOfﬁce e o B S Lo T 3863
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What if 20% . - Whatif 30% What % needed

- Validation Class / ‘ ed
. - . '» behave drfferently TR for equilibrium _ -

0% , S . 0%
0% 0% 0%
- 20% 1 30% . 85%.
80% - 7% o 15%
-80% T70% o 15%
.80% 70% - o 15%
80% . .. T0% . 15% .
80% .. . T70% o 15% 0
80% - 70% - 15% -
80% . T0% o 15%

-1 Validations

2 Validations -

3 Validations .

4 Validations

5 Validations

6 Validations.
7 Validations =
8Vahdatlons |
- 9 Validations '
2 10 Valldatlons

' Yearlx Fmancral lmgact in 2034 .

'-94me

-1 mE

> Eg. rf 20% of all patent holders wrth 3 Vahdattons accept to pay more in
order to go UP, and 20 % of all patent holders with 4 or more Valldatrons
accept to forego savrngs in order to stay EP the Ioss is reduced to 94m€

VA > 85% of all Patent holders wrth 3 or more Vahdatrons would have to
deviate from the fmancral behavrour for EPO and MS to come close to

trnancrat equrhbrrum

European Patent Office L T R ' BRI R BRI N - 39163
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Validation Class

. behave differently - for equilibrium

1Validatons = = .. . 0% 0% o 0% - 0%
2 Validations. - - % 0% R . oy
3Validations - = o ; o 0% 0% 0%
. 4 Validations = . : : = 20% 3 , 4%
_ 5valdatons . 9% - 80% S 70% 0 60%
6 Validations : ~ } 9% . .80% . T0% . 60%
- 7Valdations = 9%0% - 80% . 70%  60%
8 Validations L : o o 80% . - : Pl C . 60%
- 9 Validations - L , - 90% - 80% o ' o 60%:
210Valldatrons . L 0% - A 80% 7 o e0%

Year[!'Financietl'lmgactin2034 e : . mE  23mE 21 T ome

> E g. if 20% of all patent holders wrth 4 Vahdatrons accept to pay more in
order to go UP, and 20 % of all patent holders with 5 or more Validations
accept to forego savrngs rn order to stay EP the Ioss is reduced to 23m€

> 40% of all Patent holders wrth 4 or more would have to devrate from the
financial behavrour for EPO and MS to come close to fmancral

equrlrbrlum

; European Patent Office - 40163
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 Validation Class . . = - at if . Whatif30% . What % needed
. - . ___behavedifferently -~ - forequilibrium .

~ _1Validations =~~~ .. . 0% 0% . % 0%
. 2 Validations o . 0% % . 0% .. - 0%
3 Validations : , . % 0% Lg% e
4 Validations - = - 0% 0% 0%
5 Validations = ’ . 0% % T 0% s 0%
6 Validations. ~ *. - .. 20% . "30% . 35% _
7 Validations = , o . 90% S 80% CT0% 65%
8Valldatlons‘ . , . %% - . 8% - 7% - 65%
9 Validations . . 9%0% - 80%. . . 65%
"2 10 Validations o . %% - 80% o . 65%

- ,Year!xFmanclalulmgacﬂtin2034' . . .. wa -9m€':l -4 ] - -2n;1€,,

7, > E g rf 20% of all patent holders wrth" 6 Validations accept to' pay more in
-order to go UP, and 20 % of all patent holders with 7 or more Vahdatlons
accept to forego savmgs in order to stay EP, the loss i rs reduced to 9m€

> 35% of all Patent holders Wlth 6 or more Vahdatrons would have to
~ deviate from the financial behavrour for EPO and MS to come close to
fmancral equrhbrrum

European‘P_atentOffrce- I ' B Gl LT B S w R 10 ’41|63
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‘Validation Class °

behave differently R for equilibrium
1 Validations . : L % ~ 0% - . 0%
2 Validations - o P 0% o o
3 Validations - , - 0% 0% RN G 0%
4 Validations ... E 0 0% S 0%
5 Validations : . o . 0% - 5 0%
6 Validations- - o % 0% 0% ~‘:_0'% _
- 7 Validations | o L - L , Q% % 0%
8 Validations =~ - o L 20% : o sy
. 9Validations . - = . % .9 i - 180% R { : 75% -
210 Valldatlons v ', v o % ' 9 : - 80% - L 70% o 75%

'Year!! Fmanclal Impact m 2034 [ 6 A - = S ""1‘“‘5 A ‘_ . e 02mE =

S E g. if 20% of aII patent holders with 8 Valtdatlons accept to pay more in
~order to go UP, and 20 % of all patent holders with 9 or more Validations .
accept to forego savmgs |n order to stay EP the loss is reduced to 1m€

> 25% of all Patent holders wrth 8 or more Valldatlons would have to
behave contra fmanc:ally for EPO and MS to come close to fmancnal

equmbrlum

-:,EuropeahPateh_tOfﬁce. e : e i ' Sl S LR T 11 42163
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5. Recap of Simulations and Sensitivity Analyses

mé Puré-Eihahcial * What if 10% . What if 20% ,Wha:t”ifao% .

Behaviour - _behave differently

Ge: 2 458 g4 g0
s s & g

. . e

,‘T0p1‘0._ . - -'6_ | .:_4 ', . - : : 1

CBwepeenPatentOfice L g
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.6a Main Paravmeters ,underj |nn|n the model
EP Parameters .

- Oneuoff Validatmn Qests f@rPatem -
Hoiders

| . Additonal Costsper payment Qf Renewal Fee |
 For SMEs (1) . vanable"‘*S"'”’"""“‘

ForlEs@@

(1) SME Small Medium Enterpnses Unlversmes Pubhc Research Centre Physucal Persons |
(2) LE Large Enterpnses . -

S guropeanPatentOfﬁ'ee - ' | TR B » . ’ Lo . | L 13‘ : ""44|63'
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6b Mam Parameters under mmn', the model
*EP Parameters

| Mfamt.nace Rate of the 25 MS in 2011 (for details see Annex 4)

~ HighestMs foreach
- - Validation Class

Lowest MS for
.each Vahdatlon »

% of patents still in force -

6 7.8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 1_6_‘_'17 18. 19 20
' | Ordmal Year -

European Patent Office o ' G RN AR : B 14 45163
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6c Main :Paravmeters under pinning the model:
UP Parameters ‘ . o
- ﬁ»’};Externat Costs . | |
~ LE : one-off cost (at exerCIse of UP optlon)"f

. .*SME one-off cost (at exercise of UP optton)

".»Addlttonal Costs ! per payment of Renewal Fee . S
Possible range [50% of Fee for SMEs or fix 40€ per payment

* for LEs]. For sake of SlmphCl’[y assumed at:

Note Mandatory provnsron of translatlons durmg the transrtronat phase is conSIdered as havmg
no sxgnrfrcant |mpact on the srmulatlons at steady state (2034) ' : '

'-Compensa‘tton for SMES Possrble range [300€ 500€ 1OOO€]'.’1‘VV:
Assumed here at 3): - . | !

~ Eligible SMEs in % of all SMEs - =
- (European SMES havmg flled the application in a Ianguage other than DE, FR, EN)

- EuopeanPatentOffce = Goll - | IRLIEEET AR e 5. 46163
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' '-6d Main Pa,rameters under,A mmng the model
MVUP Parameters |

Maintenance Rate

rtenance Rate of Most Validated

nghest MS for each
Valldatlon Class :

: 'Lewest MS for each
Validation Class -

% of patents still in force

l i 3

3 4 5 6 7 8 91011121314151617181920.

Ordmal Year

" European Patent Office - S i e L : g P JETEERT 18 4763
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6e Maln Parameters under mnln' the model
UP Parameters -

" Overall Patents Granted
~Assumed number of grants in 201 9 |
. Assumed yearly i increase 2016-2035 (except 2020 and 2015) L

. Assumed yearly UP increase in 2020 and 2025 due |
- 1o hrgher attractlveness of UP . | |

" European Patent Office ' i , ' o | e T 4‘8|63‘ '
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Annex 1: EP Parameters Current Market Informatlon on One-off
' Valldatlon Costs for Euro ean Patents

:,Vahdatron (one off) .| Total . : : Valldatlon (one off)

Euf_épe_anPatentOfﬁce' e S e i S o . - 5 N ' 19 50|63
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Y

es 2011 per MS / UP Assumption

IE DK FI PL PT CZ GR LU HU SK RO Sl BG CY EE LT LV mr]

100 100 100

' 100 100 100
100 7

96

85
80
75
- 69
63

58

47
41

- 35
29

97
92
87 .

81

76

69

64
.56
50 ¢
45 -
38

33

51

44
39

23

18

97

91
86
77 7
73

67
62
54

99

88
4 81
76
70
64
51

95
90

85
79°

74

69
63
54
50
45
» : 39 '

199 100 99

9% 96
91 90

96
89
82
70

99 100
.96
89
-84

75

99

97
92
86.

77

98

93

59

%

86 -
79
72.
65

99
95

88

99
95 .

88

99
94
88

99
94"
-89

82

75

99

94
88
81

70

98

95
88

82

75 -
8
61
- 55-

45
41

40

100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100° 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
: 99 99 98 99

93 93 93 94
ot o
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ser participating MS as at 01.01.2014

 Annex 3: Fee level

i

 ForReference: .

EurdpeanPa‘tentOfﬁce Fo o ' PR . IR ‘ 7 : _' 21 - ‘52|63
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Annex 4: Fee levels Year2toYear20 per Fe_'e';_Scenariof,

TOP7 . . TOP10 - EPO - Full Market
(Year3-5IRF  (Year3—-5IRF  Internal - 25MS
+Year6-20  +Year6-20 ‘Renewal =
. DE/GB/FR/NL/SE/B  DE/GB/FR/INL/SE/B . Fees
' _E/AT) - EIAT/IE/DK/PL) '

o TOP3 . TOP5
(Year3—4IRF  (Year3—5IRF .
+ Year 5-20 .+ Year6-20

DE/GBIFR) ' DE/GBIFRINLISE)-

30 3 3 . 350 ° 0 0
465 485 ' 465 . 465 465 . 1343
580 © 580 f . B80 580 - 580 . 1947 -
612 .. 810 80 - 810 . . 810 - 2624
644 . 80 974 . 1206 © 1040 © 3348 .-
. 676 - . 90 . - 1138 ' . ° . 1602 1155 . 3973
708. . 1086 - 1491 2021 1265 4726 -
740 . 1216 - 1821 : 2428 1380 - 5631
77 . 149 2166 2856 - 1560. - 6559
" 966 . . 1816 - 2611 3382 1560 . 7563
12 1171 2165 . . 3085 . 39 1 560. 8606
3 1 400 . 2541 . - 3591 4510 - 1560 9728
14 . 1650 . 298 4118 . 5107 1560 - 10867
5 = 1925 . 3338 . 4665 5745 = 1560 12038 .
16 : 2229 . 37714 5244 . 6410 1560 13.532 .
17 . 2531 ' 4211 - 5821 . . 7079 1560 14910
18 . . 2843. 4669 6424 7772 - 1560 - 16217
19 - 3145 . . 5106 ; 7106 ' 8549 . 1560 17802
- 20 . 3445 8540 . 7786 . 9325 1560 19331

S2oo~NoabeN

e

"ol %684l 43957 ~ e02a4 74122 23855 160745

'EurbpeanPaten’cOfﬁce - R ' R o - i 7 ' o SRR SR 53|63.
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- _Annex-”5f:lefossa |

- = "Ordmal Year (OY) Nb of Year srrce 1st frlmg (prronty date)

| -']Valrdatron = Frrst payment ofa Natronal Renewal Fee ina glven Member ‘\
| ‘_State (MS) - .

- ~Fee Case Yearly payment of a Natronal Renewal Fee m a grven MS

- f; - Vahdatron Class Nb. of MS where at Ieast one Natronal Renewal Fee has |

' _- "already been pard for a grven Granted Patent

- ‘Mamtenance Rate = For a spec- rc Ordmal Year number of Pard Fee Cases .
. 'drvrded by the number of initial Valrdatrons | |

. Penetratlon Rate Percentage of Patents per Valrdatron Class whrch opt
- for UP |

',"3 :

| Eur‘ope_anPatentOff:ee " : ‘ g .' s - : R " R ‘ 23 54|63 0



Presentation 4: Slmulatmn of UP Fee levels and their
impact on EPO i income on the basis of Assumed
.  Penetration Rates
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*Level 3. ASS“'med -Pen(etratio'n ',,Rates' SR

e Overvrew of Assumed Penetratlon Rates

n Results of Fee Scenarro TOP 3

(Pure FlnanCIal Behavrour Lower/ Base/ Upper UP Penetratron), .

. ,v- Results of Fee Scenario TOP 5

(Pure Frnancral Behavrour Lower/ Base/ Upper UP Penetratlon) |

= ._ . Results of Fee Scenario TOP7

(Pure Fmancral Behavrour Lower/ Base/ Upper UP Penetratron).', .

" . Results of Fee Scenarlo TOP 10

(Pure Financial Behawour Lower/ Base/ Upper UP Penetratron)”" |
.8 Recap of Slmulatlc_ns ,.; - . i

-EuropeanPetentOffice___ ' : S : : - o R R o L2 - 56| 63
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Overview of Assumed Penetration Rates
For each Fee Scenario three scenarios of UP p'e'nétration rates are considered:

' ValidationClass  Lower UPP Upper UPP | Lower ( Upper UPP .| Lower UPP ‘Upper UPP | Lowe
Penetration fal netral : ion | : Ene Penetration | Penetrati Penetration

1- 2 Validations - - : ‘ 0% 0% O 0% 0%
. 3Validatons =~ = %l - : % 40%| S S % 0%
. 4 Validations 30%. o X s o Q9 ‘ U 0% { 4 0%

5 Validations L , 65% @ . 30% 0% - 60%|. - 10 _ : , 10% 30% - 40%
6 Validations : : ' , ' ‘

7. Validations

8 Validations:

9 Validations

- 210 Validations
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Results of Fee Scenarlo TOP 3
(Pure Fmanc:al Behawour Lowerl Base/ Upper UP Penetratlon)
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' . —--O-—Devlation-TOP 3 : ';-4--beviaﬁon Upper up beriéiratioﬁ (40%/6(_)%[75%‘).
: Deviation Base UP penetration '(SO%ISO%IGS%)' e Deviatlon Lower UP penetration (10%/30%/50%)
m€ 2015 2016 2017 2018 - 2031 2032 2033 2034
Baselme (No UP) 362 - 371 379 .'387 ‘.. 479 484 489 - 494 .10_0‘7
Scenarii with different penetratlon rateS' -
Deviation TOP 3 from Baseline. .
Lower UP penetration (30%/50%) -1 -2 -4 -8 e =56 2 -BB .56
‘Base UP penetratlon (50%/65%) -4 2 .5 -9 ST ae72 T2
Upper UP penetration (60%/75%) =12 -6 <10 s -B3.-83 . -83
_ Pure Financial Behaviour -2 -5 -18 . .. -120 -121 122
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Results of Fee Scenarlo TOP 5
(Pure Fmancnal Behawour Lowerl Basel Upper UP Penetratlon)
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25 - * == Deviation TOPS : o — Deviation Base UP penetratién (30%/50%/65%)
: : : <o+« Deviation Lower UP penetratton (10%/30%/50%) ~===Deviation Upper up penetration (40%/50%/75’%)
mé€ 2015 2016 2017 2018 .. 2031 2032 2033 2034
Baseline (No UP) 362 371 379 ;387 .. 479 484 489 494.100%
Scenarii with different penetratlon rates-
Deviation TOP 5 from Baseline ‘ , - v
.Upper UP penetration (40%/60%/75%) 1 3 4 5 . 26 27 29 . 31 6%
Base UP penetration (30%/50%[65%) -0 2 3 3 . 16 17 18 20 4%
‘Lower UP penetration- (10%/30%/50%) . 0 0o - 2 7 7 -6 6 1%
-1 -3 6 -9 45 45  -44
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Results of Fee Scenarlo TOP 7 Tl |
(Pure FmanCIaI Behavmur Lowerl Base/ Upper UP Penetration)
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1«25 : G —‘-—Devvation TOP7 : : S 'A~---~---Dewat|on Lower UP penetratlon (10%/30%/50%)
: : Deviation Base up penetraluon (30%/50%/65%) - Dewation Upper UP penetration (40%/60%/75%)
- me - . 2015 2016 2017 2018 .. 2031 2032 2033 2034
Baseline (No UP) in em 362 371 379 387 .. 479 484 489 - 494 100%

' Scenaru with different penetratlon rates. ‘ , , : : .
Deviation TOP 7-from Baseline - ' o ’ O -

- Upper UP penetration (40%/60%/75%) 0 0 0 0 1820 21 22 \
~ Base UP penetration (30%/50%/65%) 0 0 0 o 11 12 13 14

Lower UP penetration (10%/30%/50%) . 0. ¢ 2 2 -4 -4 -4 4

“Pure Financial Behaviour .41 3 5 7 20 19 19 48 4
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,Results of Fee Scenarlo TOP 10 | _
,(Pure Fmanc:al Behawour Lower/ Basel Uppe.rj UP Penetration)
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2% —s= Deviation TOP 10 . . s Deviation Lower UP penetration (10%/30%/50%) R -
e Deviation Base UP penetration (30%/50%/65%) = = - Deviation Upper UP penetration (40%/60%/75%)(’ o L R
me - 2015 2016 -2017 2018 .. 2031 2032 2033 - 2034
.iBaseiine.(No UP)in€ém. - 362 371 379 387 .. 479 484 489 494 100%

Scenaru with different penetratlon rateS'
Deviation TOP 10 from Baseline

" Upper UP penetration (40%/60%/75%) 0 0 1 1 . 20 21 22 23 . 5%
Base UP penetration (30%/50%/65%) 0 0 0 2 14 15 16 . 16 - 3%
Lower UP penetration (1 0%/30%/50%) . 0 1. 4 -1 1 2. 2 2 0%
Pure Financial Behaviour . L ; 1 =2 -3 -4 = -7 -7 -7 6 1%
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- MarketAssumptlons : R : Pure‘-Financi—aI Behaviour
Lower o Base Upper , s
Financial Impact UP Market Share Financial Impact UP Market Share Financial Impact UP Market Share - Fmanmal lmpact UP Market Share
. 2034 (€m) o 2034 (Em) : : 2034 €Em) - - . . 2034 (Em)

te 5 g4 P 43% -8 5% 122 - 50%

Tops - . s e 20 . BB 31 4% 44 28%
T . 4 9w | 44 6% 2 21% 8 16%
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