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Abstract This paper addresses the topic of patenting
related to the notion of Responsible Research and Inno-
vation (RRI). Focusing on patents in the field of bio-
technology, we assess to what extent current patenting
practices of the European Patent Organization, and more
specifically of its executive body, the European Patent
Office (EPO) align with RRI principles. We first argue
for including patenting as a relevant topic in the context
of RRI and then provide an operationalisation of RRI
principles that functions as an analytic tool in the article.
We find that the dimensions of RRI currently do not
have a strong position in the EPO. Subsequently, we
discuss the potential for improving the alignment of the
EPO with RRI principles. We conclude the article with
some final reflections on the applicability of RRI to the
policies and practices of the European Patent
Organization.
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Introduction

Research and innovation provide important goods to so-
ciety, such as medicines, improved agricultural practices,
healthier foods and cleaner energy. When researchers,
inventors or companies develop new products or process-
es, they may file for a patent in order to gain protection of
their inventions, in the process of further developing and
commercialising them. The reward theory of patents high-
lights that granting patents to inventors provides an incen-
tive for their research and development efforts [1]. The
contract theory argues that inventors are granted patents in
exchange for disclosing their invention [2]. On one hand,
this arrangement is to the benefit of both individual in-
ventors and society that can build on the knowledge
disclosed with the invention, thereby furthering the diffu-
sion of innovation. On the other hand, patents decrease
competition by creating temporary monopolies. From this
perspective, patent holders may gain more extensive rights
than is in the interest of society [3]. Especially combined
with restrictive licensing practices patenting may hinder
innovation and value creation in general, lead to increased
costs of medicines or other goods and lead to taking
knowledge out of the public domain and into the domain
of private, and often powerful, actors [4].

According to Hall [5], the traditional trade-off in the
patent domain between innovation incentives and short-
term monopolies is actually more complicated. The
competition effect may be positive as patents may facil-
itate the vertical disintegration of knowledge-intensive
industries. By creating a strong property right, the patent
system enables activities that formerly had to be kept
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within the firm because of secrecy and contracting prob-
lems to move out into separate and/or new entities.
However, the innovation effect can be (partly) offset,
as patents tend to increase the costs of subsequent inno-
vators, especially when they need to combine inventions
from many sources. The empirical evidence on these
possible effects of patenting on innovation and compe-
tition is mixed (see inter alia Hall [5], Moser [6]).

While much of the criticism of patent systems is
framed from a “logic of consequences” (effects), increas-
ingly patent systems are also being criticized from a
“logic of appropriateness” [7], by questioning whether
patenting practices are in line with values and norms in
society [8]. Important ethical questions can and have
been raised, for instance regarding the patentability of
certain inventions, especially in the emerging field of
biotechnology (see for instance Hettinger [9] or Koepsell
[10]). This turns the design and implementation of a
patent system into a delicate balancing act, in which
various societal concerns have to be taken into account.
This article assesses how the European Patent Office, the
key player in the European patent system, deals with this
balancing act, by means of applying a Responsible Re-
search and Innovation (RRI) framework.

Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) is a
research and innovation strategy that highlights the im-
portance of research and innovation contributing to
social goods, not creating undesirable side effects and
being developed in dialogue with society and in line
with values in society. In the European Commission,
there has been a development from addressing RRI-
related issues as ‘Science and Society’ to ‘Science in
Society’ and to the current concept of ‘Science with and
for Society’. For the European Commission, ‘Respon-
sible Research and Innovation means that societal actors
work together during the whole research and innovation
process in order to better align both the process and its
outcomes, with the values, needs and expectations of
European society. RRI is an ambitious challenge for the
creation of a Research and Innovation policy driven by
the needs of society and engaging all societal actors via
inclusive participatory approaches.”" .

This article is based on a European study? and has thus
an explicitly European perspective, focussing on the

! https://ec.europa.cu/research/swafs/index.cfm?pg=about [accessed
April 2019]

2 The Patent Ethics project, https://hioaresponsibleinnovation.
wordpress.com/projects/patentethics/, funded by the Research
Council of Norway’s ELSA program, grant no 220609/070
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European Patent Office that operates within the legal
framework of the European Patent Convention (EPC).
However, the principled questions raised here may also
be relevant outside Europe. Drahos [11] documents the
initiatives towards more harmonisation of patent law and
practices among the EU, the USA and Japan (‘the Trilat-
eral Patent Offices’), and RRI-related discussions should
be a part of such harmonisation initiatives as well.

Although our interest is in the distributed responsi-
bility of all actors in the patent system for the social
impact and societal responsiveness of that system, we
here focus on one actor, the European Patent Office
(EPO). In the case of the patent system, organisations
processing and granting patents (i.e. patent offices) have
a particularly great impact on the effects of patenting
because they, together with the courts, conduct the de
facto interpretation of the intellectual property legisla-
tion. Emerging technologies in particular continuously
require new judgement in the application of patent leg-
islation because new ground is being broken. The patent
offices are important in setting the standards for
patenting in these areas, subsequently affecting the
patenting strategies of inventors and their attorneys
[12]. Moreover, within the European patent system,
national European patent offices also process national
patents, but largely harmonised with the practices of the
EPO. The EPO is therefore the key institution when
discussing RRI and patenting in Europe.

The article is structured as follows. First, we discuss
how an RRI framework can be used to assess the practices
of a patent office such as the EPO (“RRI and its application
to patent offices”). In “To what extent is the EPO aligned
with RRI principles?”, we use four RRI principles to
systematically describe relevant aspects of the functioning
of the EPO, and to show apparent challenges from an RRI
perspective. Subsequently (“How can the EPO align better
with RRI principles?”), we discuss the potential for
aligning the practices in the EPO better with RRI princi-
ples. We will conclude the article with some final reflec-
tions on the applicability of RRI to the policies and prac-
tices of the European Patent Organization.

RRI and its Application to Patent Offices

The Relevance of Applying RRI to Patenting Practices

Generally, the RRI literature addresses the responsibili-
ties of researchers for adjusting their research to
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concerns and values in society, in line with, for instance,
midstream modulation [13]. No doubt, it is crucial to
focus on the responsibilities of researchers and this is in
line with decades of research ethics. However, other
actors importantly modify the impacts of the actions of
individual researchers or research groups. Innovation
system approaches (see for instance Lundvall [14]) ar-
gue that innovation involves various types of actors.
What actors are involved may differ depending on sec-
tor [15] or types of technology [16]. Often, the essential
actors in innovation systems include research
conducting organizations, research funders and other
investors, and public authorities (the so-called triple
helix, see for instance Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff
[17]). Innovation systems may also include other prac-
tices or institutions that influence the trajectories and
impacts of science and innovation, such as assessment
institutions, standardisation organisations and patenting
practices [18]. With such influence, these actors also
appear relevant to include in an RRI perspective. Chal-
lenges of patenting in the RRI perspective lie for exam-
ple with broad patents hindering downstream pharma-
ceutical innovation (for instance observed regarding the
PD virus in aquaculture), patents on conventional breed-
ing strengthening monopolisation of power in the agri-
cultural sector (a claimed effect of granting patents on
conventional tomato, broccoli and salmon) and in-
creased costs of innovation generally because of patent
thickets (for instance a threat in gene editing).

Stilgoe et al. [19] confirm the relevance for RRI of a
wider perspective on the diverse range of actors in
innovation systems. According to these authors, respon-
sible innovation ‘demands explicit scrutiny of the ten-
sions and governance mechanisms within processes of
research funding, intellectual property regimes and tech-
nological standards, which often act to close down
innovation in particular ways, and other norms, pres-
sures and expectations that reinforce particular path
dependencies and lock-ins’. According to them, this
‘de facto governance’ [20] is likely to follow what
Pellizzoni [21] calls ‘a logic of unresponsiveness’, in
contrast to truly responsible, and responsive, research
and innovation (ibid.). However, even if the relevance of
patenting in the RRI discourse is acknowledged, there
has until now not been conducted a thorough study of
RRI and patenting.

How does one ‘scrutinise the tensions and gover-
nance mechanisms of intellectual property regimes’?
In effect, intellectual property regimes are regional and

are structured by regional legislation and institutions.
The practice of innovators will be dependent on the
policies and practices of patent offices as these offices
make the decisions on what can be patented. This is
what we are mainly interested in in this paper. Innova-
tors’ strategies for protection of intellectual property can
also be a matter of, for instance, approaches to licensing
(see for instance van Overwalle [22]). However, the
scope of this paper makes it necessary to focus on the
most central locus of the patent system, namely the
patent office.

An Analytical Framework for Discussion RRI
in European Patenting Practices

Several approaches to RRI exist, most notably von
Schomberg [23] and Owen et al. [19], as well as the
approach outlined by the EC Expert Group on RRI [24].
René von Schomberg has defined RRI in the following
way (2013): ‘Responsible Research and Innovation is a
transparent, interactive process by which societal actors
and innovators become mutually responsive to each
other with a view to the (ethical) acceptability, sustain-
ability and societal desirability of the innovation process
and its marketable products (in order to allow a proper
embedding of scientific and technological advances in
our society).’

Owen et al. define responsible innovation as: ‘a col-
lective commitment of care for the future through re-
sponsive stewardship of science and innovation in the
present.” This is a process said to require that innovation
be anticipatory, reflective, deliberative and responsive.

The EC Expert Group on RRI defined RRI as: ‘Re-
sponsible Research and Innovation refers to the com-
prehensive approach of proceeding in research and in-
novation in ways that allow all stakeholders that are
involved in the processes of research and innovation at
an early stage (A) to obtain relevant knowledge on the
consequences of the outcomes of their actions and on
the range of options open to them and (B) to effectively
evaluate both outcomes and options in terms of societal
needs and moral values and (C) to use these consider-
ations (under A and B) as functional requirements for
design and development of new research, products and
services.’

These approaches are also in line with the European
Commission’s overall RRI philosophy: ‘Responsible
Research and Innovation means that societal actors
work together during the whole research and innovation
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process in order to better align both the process and its
outcomes, with the values, needs and expectations of
European society.”

As can be observed, there are some differences be-
tween the approaches and many valid arguments are
presented for the different variants. However, rather than
arguing for one particular stance towards RRI, we fol-
low here the strategy from Wickson and Forsberg [25]
of summarising the different approaches into what is
argued to be common in most RRI approaches. Accord-
ing to this approach, for research and innovation to be
responsible, it needs to include:

1. A specific focus on addressing significant societal
needs and challenges

2. A research and development process that actively
engages and responds to a range of stakeholders

3. A concerted effort to anticipate potential problems,
identify alternatives and reflect on underlying
values

4. A willingness from relevant actors to act and adapt
according to 1-3

These principles capture the essence of RRI and are
thus a reasonable framework to apply in an RRI analy-
sis. Below, we discuss to what extent the patenting
practices of the EPO are aligned with RRI perspectives,
applying the four RRI dimensions presented above.

To What Extent Is the EPO Aligned with RRI
Principles?

Addressing Significant Societal Needs and Challenges

The first RRI dimension states that responsible research
and innovation should contribute to solving societal
needs and challenges. In an RRI context, addressing
such needs and challenges is usually understood more
broadly than simply the creation of economic value
[23]. Instead, RRI requires more in terms of addressing
our times’ grand challenges, such as climate change,
pandemics or an ageing population, or at least that
science and technologies that generate risks or uncer-
tainties are justified by their benefits to society.

3 https://ec.europa.eu/programmes/horizon2020/en/h2020-
section/responsible-research-innovation. [Accessed April 19th 2019]
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EPO’s Mission

The EPO describes its mission in the following way: ‘As
the Patent Office for Europe, we support innovation,
competitiveness and economic growth across Europe
through a commitment to high quality and efficient
services delivered under the European Patent Conven-
tion.”* Especially in light of the economic crisis that has
haunted parts of Europe, this is a mandate with robust
societal legitimacy, but it is not fully satisfactory in an
RRI perspective. However, in addition to generally con-
tributing to economic welfare, the EPO has engaged in
some activities related to addressing grand challenges,
namely actions targeting climate change. The EPO
cooperated with the United Nations Environment Pro-
gramme and the International Centre for Trade and
Sustainable Development on the program ‘Patents and
clean energy: bridging the gap between evidence and
policy’ [26].° The purpose has been to provide ‘reliable
evidence’ as intellectual property rights in the field of
climate change technologies have been regarded as ‘a
particularly contentious issue’ [26, p. 6]. The EPO also
organizes the European Inventor Award, which provides
an award to an ‘exceptional contribution to social de-
velopment, technological progress and economic
growth’® and has a certain profile towards environmen-
tal and climate technologies.’

Patenting Practices

In an RRI perspective, this is relevant, but more inter-
esting is the question of how societal needs are reflected
in the core activities, which, in the case of patent offices,
means the level of processing patent applications. On
this level, the EPO explicitly distances itself from a
connection to any positive impacts other than the gen-
eral macroeconomic assumption that patenting creates
economic value and innovation. EPO Guideline G.1.3
states: “The EPC does not require explicitly or implicitly
that an invention, to be patentable, must entail some

* hitp://www.epo.org/about-us/office/mission.html [Accessed April
2019]

3 Regional follow-up reports for Africa, Latin America and Europe
have subsequently been produced by the EPO and UNEP, see
http://www.epo.org/news-issues/technology/sustainable-
technologies/clean-energy.html [Accessed April 2019]

6 http://www.epo.org/learning-events/european-inventor/press.html
[Accessed April 2019]

7 http://www.epo.org/news-issues/technology/sustainable-
technologies.html [Accessed April 2019]
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technical progress or even any useful effect.”.® EPO
Guideline G.I1.4.1.3 adds: ‘The EPO has not been vest-
ed with the task of taking into account the economic
effects of the grant of patents in specific areas of tech-
nology and of restricting the field of patentable subject-
matter accordingly.” These guidelines echo the position
that a patent is not a positive right to exercise the
invention (as there may be other legislation regulating
or even prohibiting the actual use of the invention), but a
negative right, i.e. a right for an inventor to prevent other
actors to exploit his/her invention, for a certain period.'®
Patent scholars have therefore maintained that assessing
the benefits of assumed use of individual patents is not
relevant and patent offices are not equipped to take on
such a task [27, 28]. Thus, questions related to the
impacts (positive or negative) of an invention have no
place in the patent system.

One article in the EPC does, however, address the
impacts of a patent, namely the article describing the
exceptions to patentability (article 53 EPC). Article
53(a) EPC shows that in special cases, a patent may be
refused and these cases are related to certain technolo-
gies that are seen as inherently controversial: namely
‘inventions the commercial exploitation of which would
be contrary to “ordre public” or morality’. The article
explains that ‘such exploitation shall not be deemed to
be so contrary merely because it is prohibited by law or
regulation in some or all of the Contracting States’. The
EPO guidelines for examination say about article 53(a)
EPC: ‘The purpose of this is to deny protection to
inventions likely to induce riot or public disorder, or to
lead to criminal or other generally offensive behaviour
[...] This provision is likely to be invoked only in rare
and extreme cases.’!! Article 53(a) EPC thus does not
request any ethical impact assessment but simply gives
the EPO a possibility to deny extremely controversial
patents. In the Relaxin/Howard Flory Institute case
(T0272/95, 1995), the EPO had to decide whether hu-
man genetic material was patentable or not. The Oppo-
sition Division argued that a “fair test” under article 53(a)
would be to consider whether it is probable that the

8 http://www.epo.org/law-practice/legal-texts/html/guidelines/e/g_i 3.
htm [Accessed April 2019]

o https://www.epo.org/law-practice/legal-texts/html/guidelines/e/g
ii_4 1 3.htm [Accessed April 2019]

19'See for instance point 18.2 of the EPO Board of Appeal Decision in
case T 356/93.

1 http://www.epo.org/law-practice/legal-texts/html/guidelines/e/g_
ii_4_1.htm [Accessed April 2019]

public in general would regard the invention as so
abhorrent that the grant of patent rights would be incon-
ceivable. In this case, where the DNA sequence, which
codified the hormone relaxin, was taken from pregnant
women and then used in industrial production of the
hormone, the Opposition Division (later supported by
the Board of Appeal) saw no grounds to reject the patent
based on this test. The ‘fair test’ was later incorporated
into the EPO Guidelines on article 53(a).

However, a few years earlier, in the decision of the
Board of Appeal in the case of the Onco-mouse/Harvard
(T19/90, 1990), another test, the so-called Harvard test,
was formulated. In this case of a mouse genetically
modified for developing cancer, the Board of Appeal
held that article 53(a) EPC should be applied by ‘a
careful weighing up of the suffering of animals and
possible risks to the environment on the one hand, and
the invention’s usefulness to mankind on the other’.
This test, relevant to patent applications where it is clear
that the patented animal suffers, requires taking into
account the benefits to society of the invention.

As from September 1999, article 53(a) EPC has been
supplemented by a rule covering only the biotechnology
context, offering additional advice on how to interpret
this article in this context. This rule also opens for a
certain consideration of benefits of inventions. Based on
article 6 of the EU Directive on the legal protection of
biotechnological inventions (98/44/EC; hereafter: Bio-
tech Directive), rule 28(1) of the Implementing Regula-
tions to the Convention on the Grant of European Pat-
ents specifies that

European patents shall not be granted in respect of
biotechnological inventions which, in particular,
concern the following:

(a) processes for cloning human beings;

(b) processes for modifying the germ line genetic
identity of human beings;

(c) uses of human embryos for industrial or com-
mercial purposes;

(d) processes for modifying the genetic identity of
animals which are likely to cause them suffering
without any substantial medical benefit to man or
animal, and also animals resulting from such
processes.

Letter (d) shows that in the specific case of in-
ventions that modify the genetic identity of animals
(and animals resulting from such processes) and

@ Springer
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where this modification likely causes suffering,
there must be an assessment of benefits to society.
These should be substantial but are limited to the
medical domain. In contrast to article 53(a) EPC,
only animal suffering should be balanced here (i.e.
not environmental risks). So how does the EPO
perform this balancing act?

In a Board of Appeal decision on another case of
transgenic animals (T315/03 Transgenic animals/Har-
vard, 2006), the Board judged (based on expert state-
ments submitted by the applicant) that substantial med-
ical benefit was provided by a transgenic mouse, but that
no evidence had been submitted to prove that other
similarly modified mammals would have a similar ben-
efit. Consequently, the Board decided that the patent
could only be granted on the mouse.

In the case of Non-invasive localization/Leland
Stanford (T1262/04, 2012), the Board of Appeal
made a similar judgement on benefit: they referred
to three expert statements presented by the inventor
that underscored the medical benefits of the inven-
tion. The Board then stated: ‘In view of the above,
the board concludes that the claimed methods of the
invention are at least likely to be of substantial
medical benefit to man, thus fulfilling the criterion
provided for in rule 28(d) EPC for escaping the
patent exclusion. Likewise, when applying the
balancing test as developed in T19/90 (supra), the
board considers that this likelihood of substantial
medical benefit demonstrates the invention’s useful-
ness to mankind in human cancer research. The
board notes in addition that the appellant’s credible
assertion that the claimed methods lead to a reduc-
tion of the number of experimental animals in can-
cer research is a further relevant factor in this
balancing exercise.” The Board consequently remit-
ted the case to the department of first instance with
the order to grant a patent.

The European patent EP1330552, on selection for
the breeding of dairy cows by marker DNA, was
granted in 2007 (it was revoked in 2015 by EPO,
because of non-compliance of the patent-holder with
administrative requirements). The patent was op-
posed and appealed by Greenpeace related to several
provisions in the EPC, including rule 28(d). The
opposition and appeal procedures showed that there
were strict requirements on Greenpeace to document
that the animals suffered. Greenpeace did not have
documentation related to the specifics of the case, as

@ Springer

studies had not been published on this particular
modification. The EPO thus did not find the objec-
tions justified and subsequently stated that there was
no need to document any benefits to offset the non-
documented suffering.

Based on these cases, it seems that in the domain
of biotechnological inventions, the EPO accepts suf-
fering of animals if the invention is at least likely to
be of substantial medical benefit to man. If suffering
is not sufficiently documented, there is no need to
document the benefits. In its T1262/04 decision (and
referring to T315/03), the Board pointed out that
rule 28(d) does not prevent objection based on arti-
cle 53(a) EPC. This means that even if the applica-
tion passes the balancing test of rule 28(d), objec-
tions can still invoke the more general Harvard test,
or the Relaxin ‘fair test’.

Overall, in its patent granting processes, the EPO
takes benefits of patents to society into account only in
a very limited number of specific cases, i.e. where rule
28 and/or article 53 EPC apply and suffering/harm has
been documented. Case law shows that documenting
such harm is not straightforward.

Engaging with Stakeholders

Engaging with stakeholders is important in all ap-
proaches to RRI. How does the EPO itself define the
scope of its stakeholders? According to the EPO, it has
many stakeholders, which are listed as ‘staff, users,
member states, and the wider public, among other
groups’.'? This signals a broad approach to inclusion
of stakeholders, in line with RRI principles. In this
section, we will therefore follow EPO’s distinction be-
tween these four stakeholder groups.

Stakeholder engagement in European patenting can
be addressed on two levels: the institutional level and
the level of the patent granting process. The institutional
level is relevant to discuss here because it may affect
patent granting practices and will be discussed first.

12 See p. 3 of the draft Strategic Plan 2023, issued in April 2019.
(http://documents.epo.org/projects/babylon/eponot.nsf/0/931F1C2A8
C94B16EC125838B004725D4/$FILE/EPO_Strategic Plan 2023
draft _en.pdf [Accessed April 2019]). This plan, drafted under the
presidency of Antonio Campinos, and the accompanying
consultation round, addresses the central issue of how the EPO and
its work can be organized in order to balance the needs of its many
stakeholders.
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Engagement with Stakeholders at the Institutional Level

Engagement with Member States and Users We will
first focus on the engagement of the EPO with member
states and with users/clients.

The EPO is the executive office of the European
Patent Organisation, an intergovernmental organisation
that further consists of the Administrative Council (here-
after: AC). According to article 4(3) EPC, the AC acts as
the EPO’s supervisory body. The AC is composed of
representatives of the 38 member states of the European
Patent Organization. They are commonly represented
by (the heads of) their national patent offices. Addition-
ally, the European Patent Organisation involves two
extension states (Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Monte-
negro) and four validation states (Moldova, Morocco,
Tunisia and Cambodia). These states have an observer
status in the AC; the same is true for the EU, the World
Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), the Europe-
an Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO), the
Nordic Patent Institute (NPI), BUSINESSEUROPE
and the Institute of Professional Representatives before
the European Patent Office (epi). The EPO President
participates in the AC meetings, as do representatives
from the Board of Auditors and the EPO Staff Commit-
tee (in which EPO staff is represented).13 The AC
operates two bodies (which confusingly are called com-
mittees: the Technical and Operational Support Com-
mittee and the Committee on Patent Law), as well as
two committees (the Budget & Finance Committee, and
the Select Committee). These bodies/committees have
similar compositions as the AC.

In 1992, the EPO European Roundtable on Patent
Practice (EUROTAB) was established as a mechanism
for national offices in the EPC contracting states and the
EPO to exchange views and compare approaches on
matters of a practical nature concerning the patent grant
procedure, both from a substantive and formal point of
view. BUSINESSEUROPE, epi and the International
Federation of Inventor’s Associations (IFIA) are also
invited to this Roundtable. Earlier, in 1978, the EPO

13 Confusingly, but tellingly, the EPO website (https:/www.epo.
org/about-us/organisation/administrative-council/composition.html
[Accessed April 2019]) lists the member states representatives, the
EPO president, the members of the Board of Auditors, as well as the
members of the Staff Committee all as ‘participants’ of the AC.
Articles 26-30 EPC are however clear: only the member states’ repre-
sentatives are members; the EPO president takes part in the delibera-
tions, and the meetings can be attended by observers.

Standing Advisory Committee before the European Pat-
ent Office (SACEPO) was established ‘in order to give
“interested circles” a say in the development of the
European patent system’.'* Membership is comprised
of representatives from industry (nominated by
BUSINESSEUROPE) and the patent profession (nom-
inated by epi), as well as some recognised experts in the
field of industrial property law appointed ad personam
by the EPO President. Regular meetings are held once
per year in Munich and extraordinary meetings and
written consultations are also organised whenever an
issue of particular importance arises.

Engagement of the EPO with the member states/
national patent offices and with its users/clients is thus
very well established. The entanglement of national
patent offices, EPO, BUSINESSEUROPE and epi, con-
firms that most patent offices regard the inventors seek-
ing patents as their ‘clients’ or ‘users’ (see Schneider
[29], Borras [30] and Drahos [11]) and that the inven-
tors'> have a privileged place in the patent system, both
in the national patent systems and in the EPO. This is
confirmed by EPO:

Representatives of the legal profession and indus-
try have always had observer status in the Admin-
istrative Council of the European Patent Organi-
sation, something which is exceptional for an
international 